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Charlotte City Council 
Housing and Neighborhood Development  


Committee 
Summary Minutes 
October 6, 2010 


 
COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 


 
1. Housing Locational Policy 


 
COMMITTEE INFORMATION 


 
Council Members Present:     Patsy Kinsey, 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  
 
Others:  See Sign‐In Sheet   
 
Meeting Duration:  12:10 PM – 1:10 PM 
 


ATTACHMENTS 
 
1.    Agenda Packet –October 6, 2010 
 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS 
 
Kinsey:  Chairman Kinsey welcomed everyone to the meeting, stating that she wants to make 


sure there is a good understanding of this locational policy and that it’s right coming out 
of the Committee and going to Council. She turned it over to Julie Burch for a review of 
the agenda.   


 
Julie Burch:  This is a follow up to our conversation last week on the housing locational policy. We 


received a lot of good feedback and guidance. We are back to have more discussion and 
make sure we heard you correctly and are going in the right direction. If the Committee 
is ready at the end of the meeting today, the Committee can take action to formulate 
that recommendation as well as consider the schedule for taking it to Council. I will now 
turn it over to Pamela Lopez. 
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1. Housing Locational Policy 
 
Pam Lopez:  If comfortable, we would ask that you approve the revised policy and then determine a 


schedule where we would move to a dinner briefing to the full Council, a public hearing 
and to full Council for final vote. (Walks through presentation). 


 
  Note that we have previously communicated using the term “assisted” but learned that 


the common industry language is “subsidized” so we changed “assisted” to “subsidized” 
throughout the presentation to stay consistent with the standard. 


 
  In terms of permissible areas, we have a new methodology that we would like your 


feedback on which uses a new UNCC study commissioned by the Charlotte Housing 
Authority. 


 
Questions/Comment/Answers: 
Cannon:  On the couch homeless population, how did we determine that number? I’m trying to 


figure out how stagnant that number is? How do we keep up with that number? How 
current is the number? 


 
Pam Lopez:  I would have to have some more conversation with the folks from UNCC who did the 


study for the Housing Authority and CHA. I don’t know how often that moves. 
 
Cannon:  It’s important for us to know. 
 
Pam Lopez:  We will review the percentage on an annual basis. 
 
Cannon:  I’m a bit concerned with a year. If we see that the number moves more in six months it 


should be every six months but I don’t know that we can determine a timeline until we 
know how much that number moves. 


 
Pat Mumford:  We can’t answer how much effort it takes to find those numbers. We know we can get 


the Section 8 numbers and Hope VI numbers but I think it’s difficult to calculate the 
couch homeless population. So an annual process is appropriate from that regard. The 
idea was to create the number so that we could base new projects and development 
funding criteria for the Trust Fund but we didn’t want that to be a fixed number forever 
so we felt annually fits with the cycle of tax credits and Trust Fund funding. To change it 
twice a year wouldn’t do a whole lot for us but we will take a look at how much effort it 
will take to have an accurate number on a real time basis and get back to you. 


 
  Note we went through some methodology changes last minute so the numbers are off a 


bit but more importantly, do you all agree with the approach that we are taking which 
mathematically derives the constraints we are putting in the policy? 
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Cooksey:  I find it creative. How does the data tie with the famous study that says we have a 


17,000 unit deficit? Where does the 17 fit in this data? When I see need is at 72,000 
now, that’s a larger need than we have ever seen before. 


 
Pam Lopez:  You are referring to the Charles Lesser study done in 2007. The need is vastly different. 


We thought we would use more current data from the CHA study. We could go back and 
look at the Lesser study and project a need from that. 


 
Pat Mumford:  We thought instead of using three year old data, use the data that has just been created 


to support this. They did not include the existing units. 
 
Cooksey:   Wasn’t that 17,000 a projection over time about how many were needed? 
 
Pam Lopez:  I think that study went up to 2012 and they ramped it up by 9% each year. 
 
Cooksey:  So that is saying we would need 17,000 units by 2012. 
 
Pat Mumford:  Yes, but that is based on a real number in 2007 with an annual escalation and the annual 


escalation, given the economic change over the past three years, we didn’t feel it was as 
relevant as the new numbers that were just determined by UNCC and the Housing 
Authority. 


 
Kinsey:  49,053 burdened households – how is that determined? It’s my understanding that 


none of that includes people who are getting subsidized housing. 
 
Pam Lopez:  You are correct. That number does not include people currently living in subsidized 


housing. I’d like to invite Deborah from CHA to explain the study. 
 
Deborah Clark:  The 49,053 were calculated per income and rent data. That includes low and very low 


combined. The low income threshold is much greater than the very low.  
 
Pam Lopez:  In the very low income, it’s $24,179. The low income is $24,874. 
 
Deborah Clark:  It’s based on hourly rates of income and the rents being paid and the difference 


between those. 
 
Kinsey:  So the 49,053 is in the 312,863. 
 
Deborah Clark:  Yes 
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Pam Lopez:  According to the Quality of Life Study, those are the existing housing units we have 
today.  (Continues with presentation) 


 
  So using the methodology we talked about, the percentage that we should we using to 


determine permissible areas should be 23%.  
 
Cannon:  23% of what? 
 
Pam Lopez:  Affordable housing is permissible in the NSA’s that don’t have more than 23%. 
 
Pat Mumford:  We are trying to come up with an average number so if there’s equal distribution 


throughout the community, we want to determine the total number if we met all the 
need (72,000 units) and compared that to the total number of units in the community so 
23% of the household units in this community would need to be subsidized to meet the 
need out there today. In theory, every NSA shouldn’t have more than 23%. We did not 
expect the percentage to be that big it’s just the way the math worked. 


 
Kinsey:    I think we need to remember that we’re talking about NSA’s not specific neighborhoods. 
    That’s very difficult for some people.  
 
Pam Lopez:  We wanted to show you a depiction of those NSA’s who have more than 12% subsidized 


housing. It should be 23% with the new numbers. 
 
Pat Mumford:  The data is pretty compelling and not what most of us expected it to be. 
 
Cannon:  So to be sure I’m clear, Lincoln Heights, for example, can have 10% more subsidized 


housing? Any area under that 23%, that gap can be closed? 
 
Pam Lopez:  Right. Within that NSA. This is more than we anticipated. 
 
Mitchell:  Wow. I am struggling tremendously if we are saying that 23% in an NSA area and you 


look at the ones up there – we will be putting City Council in a really tough spot to say 
we can put more in Washington Heights, more in Greenville. Personally, when we 
started talking about this policy, I was hoping not to burden those who already received 
a lot of burden of affordable housing. If we go this route, we are setting ourselves up for 
a lot of fights down the road. I don’t know what change we can make. But this is not a 
pretty picture. So we would use this to replace the permissible and priority and would 
guide us? 


 
Pam Lopez:  Correct. For example, Lincoln Heights according to the 2010 Quality of Life and what we 


used to determine subsidized housing in that area, they only have 13% of subsidized 
housing.  We are saying a permissible NSA would be a NSA that had no more than 23% 


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







so you could have more affordable housing in Lincoln Heights according to what we are 
saying here. I just want to remind you, we have left the ½ mile radium proximity in so 
that is something to consider. 


 
Cooksey:  I appreciate the framework here. I think Mr. Mitchell raises a good point here and that 


is, what is an objective standard for burdening a neighborhood. We have been 
presented one that not everyone around the table likes the results so what’s another 
way of calculating a objective policy guideline standard to create the threshold of what 
is a burden and what is not but burden may not be the best word to use from a 
marketing standpoint. I don’t have an alternative suggestion at this point but I find this 
is the crux of this discussion; an objective standard has been presented to us and if we 
don’t like the result what is the different standard we would use? I appreciate the 
reminder that the ½ mile radius is still in effect which would mean that you could not 
build another subsidized housing development in Lincoln Heights if one already is 
present. Then it becomes a map matter and communication matter rather than looking 
at the 23% standard. 


 
Cannon:  Hypothetically speaking, the Committee moves forward with this 23%. It goes back to 


the discussion we had about the quality of the development and standards of what it 
will look like. If people buy into these developments like they did at Park at Oaklawn 
then that’s acceptable. I like the idea that the ½ mile radius is here but I am concerned 
with the calculations. I’m not comfortable. Is there another way to determine that? We 
need to get our arms around the couch homeless piece to determine who that is. It 
sounds like we are asking Staff to come up with another way to come up with a different 
calculation and I’m not sure how big of a feat that is and what that direction would be? 
What direction would you go in if we challenged you with that? 


 
Pat Mumford:  We attempted to look at this holistically with the Quality of Life categories. We talked 


about that the last time. The Committee wasn’t 100% supportive of only putting new 
developments in stable communities. That was one way we could frame it with some 
data. So we said let’s look very mathematically at this with sheer numbers and the 
numbers are rather shocking at 23%. What we don’t want to do is come up with 
something that just feels good. That becomes extremely subjective and difficult to 
manage going down the road so without the study numbers we presented today or the 
Quality of Life data an option. We are going to struggle quite a bit with how we ground 
this thing with some validated numbers somewhere to defend it. 


 
Cooksey:  What would be useful to this Committee would be a mapped combination of the 23% 


factor and the ½ mile radius. I think we can safely say that maintaining the ½ mile 
radium will protect a lot of those areas such as Lincoln Heights.  
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Mitchell:  When I left here I thought stable was still in play. What was the discussion that 
Committee had that to make you feel like stable was not part of further discussion as a 
parameter. Refresh my memory. 


 
Pam Lopez:  I want to follow up on Mr. Cooksey’s point. I just want to make sure you are ok – this 


policy applies to multifamily development more than 24 units. And to Mr. Mitchell’s 
point, it has been a long time but when we left the last meeting it seemed like you were 
giving us direction to come up with a percentage. You weren’t just comfortable with 
saying new multifamily developments could be located in just stable neighborhoods. 
From the forums and previous proposed policy that is what we discussed. 


 
Pat Mumford:  I would add that there was some discussion on the merits of the new developments. We 


are suggesting that the new developments are built in such a way that they are benefits 
to the community, why would they not be allowed in areas outside the stable 
communities?  We didn’t sense that you wanted to go with the Quality of Life as a 
guiding framework for this. We did get into the actually percentage of subsidized 
housing in an area and thought that would be a better way to take a look at this. Now 
we have both of those and can certainly go between the two. 


 
Mitchell:  Just to follow up, I thought the percentage of all subsidized housing were looking at 


Section 8, tax credits, Hope VI, etc. and that was replacing the ½ mile radius. How do 
you create a policy that’s fair and we can get in all areas of town and folks feel like they 
don’t have too much affordable housing. 


 
I don’t know how we direct Staff. I think we need to be open minded about what type of 
policy we can do at the end of the day.  It’s about creating more affordable housing for 
the City of Charlotte. I was totally confused with the 49,000 units because I had the 
17,000 in my brain. And now the 49,000 is such a big number. 


 
Julie Burch:  The 49,000 are unsubsidized. 
 
Pat Mumford:  Two points – I agree we were thinking the percentage would take care of the proximity 


issue and eliminate the ½ mile radius. But when we looked at this practically, given the 
geography in any given NSA, a project could be proposed on the edge of a NSA and 
could be across the street from a large subsidized development but that wouldn’t come 
into play because the development technically isn’t in the same NSA. The street may be 
the dividing factor. We didn’t feel that neighborhoods would agree. It adds to the over 
concentration factor. That’s why the ½ mile is back in there. It doesn’t have to be. 


 
Cooksey:  I’m still in favor of having no locational policy at all. 
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Kinsey:  It’s difficult to communicate “fair share” to neighborhoods who feel they are over 
burdened. I think some of those neighborhoods probably have very low rental 
properties that don’t receive any subsidy and we can’t do anything about that. So that 
could come in to play for some of the neighborhoods in District 1. 


 
Pat Mumford:  We toyed with the idea to include those non‐subsidized apartment complexes. I believe 


most of the issues come from those complexes. Is there a way we could capture this real 
time data of apartment complexes serving below 60% median income level?  We could 
do that from rent rates. There is potential we could bring in the non‐subsidize number 
and add it to the subsidized number and recalibrate concentration and impact on 
neighborhoods. 


 
Cannon:  You kept in the ½ mile to suggest that even though the number is 13% in Lincoln Heights 


there’s still a great chance you won’t be able to develop there because of the ½ mile 
radius factor.  


 
I need to see another map that shows, even though these NSA’s are at less than 23%, 
what would be excluded because of the ½ mile radius? This may keep us from going 
back to the drawing board. I just want to see what that will look like. 


 
Pat Mumford:  We will map any development that’s more than 24 units in size. We will map out a ½ 


mile radius surrounding that unit.  
 
Cooksey:  Is there a language that says that if a NSA has below 23%, the subsidized development 


can’t take it over 23%?  
 


If neighborhood index has high unemployment index and most if not all fold who are in 
subsidized have to have a job, that development would actually improve the Quality of 
Life index because it would raise the unemployment index. Bottom line is find a 
language that the 23% is a hard line and a new development can’t take a NSA over.  


 
Pam Lopez:  We can do that. 
 
Mitchell:  I think we need to take a look at the true picture of the whole community and what is 


on the ground now before we allow another development to go in. 
 
Cooksey:  It’s impossible to construct a 24 unit multifamily subsidized development in Seversville 


that keeps the percentage of subsidized housing below 23%. So a lot of these 
neighborhoods who are currently below the 23% would not be eligible to receive new 
developments.  


 
Kinsey:  Many of the NSA’s are not on this list that feels they are burdened.  
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Pat Mumford:  Another point to make, we shouldn’t hold it against the development within a ½ mile of 


another subsidized project if that project is an exempt project from the policy. So we 
will not draw the ½ mile radius around the exempt projects, senior development for 
example. 


 
  We will bring back a new map drawing the ½ mile radius with the 23%. We will 


introduce language around the 23% cap. You may see an NSA creep up above 23% with 
Section 8 vouchers that legally you can’t restrict. We will take a look at the 
nonsubsidized market rate units and figure out how that comes in to play. We will make 
sure you understand the impact of the exempt units in these calculations.  


 
Mitchell:  Can you add the Quality of Life catagories (Stable, Transitioning or Challenged) to each 


NSA that you list under 23%? 
 
Pam Lopez:  Sure. Based on this discussion, we have more work to do. Let’s talk about the schedule 


moving forward. We need to propose an additional meeting this month to stay on 
schedule and have the dinner briefing on November 8. 


 
Julie Burch:  Discussed scheduling. We will reach out to Mr. Barnes to see if we can have a discussion 


with him to catch him up. Next meeting scheduled for October 18. 
 
Mitchell:  Can we get a new powerpoint with the updated numbers? 
 
Pam Lopez:  Yes. We will email that to you all. Thank you for your feedback 
   
The meeting adjourned at 1:10 pm. 
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Housing Locational Policy Update 
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting 


October 6, 2010 
 
Committee Action: 
Review and act on recommendations to Council on revisions to the Housing Locational Policy. 
 
Policy: 
• The current Housing Locational Policy was approved by City Council on November 26, 2001, 


and amended on September 24, 2003. 
 


Policy Review Process: 
• On June 24, 2010, City Council approved a draft revised Housing Locational Policy and 


requested that Neighborhood & Business Services staff host a series of public forums during 
the months of July and August to gain input on a new Housing Locational Policy. 


• During the months of July and August, five public forums were hosted throughout the City. 
Forums were held in the North, South, East, West and Central regions. 


• A total of 158 citizens attended the forums and the following reoccurring concerns were 
raised at each of the forums: 


- Half‐mile proximity restriction 
- Necessity of a Housing 


Locational Policy 
- Geographical Dispersion 
- Aesthetics and on‐site property 


management 
- Impact on property values 


- Inclusionary Zoning 
- Proximity to goods and services 
- Policy application to City assisted 


developments 
- Policy Exemptions for seniors, 


disabled, and special needs 
populations 


 
• On August 25, 2010, staff provided the Committee an update on the input received during 


the public forums. 
 


• On September 1, 2010, staff engaged the Committee in a discussion on the proposed 
revised Housing Locational Policy.  During that discussion staff: 


o Engaged the Committee in a discussion about which projects should be subject to 
the revised Housing Locational Policy. 


o Suggested that the current percentage of all assisted housing units (including Section 
8, NC Housing Finance Agency Tax Credit Developments, City assisted, and Hope VI 
developments) in each NSA be used as a basis for determining permissible and non‐
permissible areas. 


o Discussed possible developments that would be exempt from the Housing Locational 
Policy, and 


o Discussed strengthening the existing Housing Trust Fund Guidelines to ensure 
adequate design and on‐site management criteria. 


 
 







• On October 6, 2010, staff will: 
o Discuss the rationale for the recommended percentages used to determine 


permissible and non‐permissible NSAs. 
o Make recommendations on the types of developments that would be exempt from 


the revised Housing Locational Policy, and  
o Discuss the review process and evaluation criteria used to evaluate Housing Trust 


Fund requests. 
o Be prepared to discuss the current proposal, address Committee questions and seek 


guidance for any additional changes and next steps.    
 


Policy Review Schedule: 
• H&ND Committee review and approve 


revised Housing Locational Policy 
October 6, 2010 
 


• City Council Public Hearing on revised 
Housing Locational Policy 


TBD 


• City Council approval of revised Housing 
Locational Policy 


TBD 


 
Attachments: 
• Draft Revised Housing Locational Policy 
• Assisted Multi‐Family Development Project Evaluation Process and Criteria 







DRAFT 
 


Housing Locational Policy 
 


 
  I. Policy 
 


 
The Housing Locational Policy provides a guide for the development of new, rehabilitated 
or converted City, State or Federally subsidized, multi‐family rental housing projects 
designed to serve, in whole or part, households earning 60% or below the area median 
income. 
 
The objectives of the policy are to:  
 Avoid undue concentration of multi‐family assisted housing; 
 Geographically disperse new assisted multi‐family housing developments; 
 Support the City’s neighborhood revitalization efforts; 
 Promote diversity and vitality of neighborhoods; and 
 Support school development, transit corridor development and other public 


development initiatives; 
 
The policy establishes prohibited, permissible and non‐permissible priority areas for the 
development of subsidized multi‐family housing.  These areas are determined by the 
existing percentage of subsidized housing units in a Neighborhood Statistical Area 
(NSA).Neighborhood Statistical Areas in the City of Charlotte. 


 
 II. Policy Description 


 
  A. General Applicability 


This policy applies to the development of subsidized multi‐family rental housing 
between 25 and 120 units per site.  However, new multi‐family housing transit station 
areas are developed pursuant to the requirements of the Joint Development Policy for 
Transit Station Areas and Section F, Transit Station Areas. 
 
The following types of housing are exempt from the requirements of this policy: 
 Subsidized housing undergoing rehabilitation that does not add additional housing 


units; 
 Subsidized housing designed to serve the elderly and physically disabled; , disabled 


or special populations;  
 Assisted housing developed for homeownership; and  
 Conversions of market rate multi‐family rental housing to subsidized housing where 


no more than 24 units receive public subsidy. City, Federal or State funding 
assistance. 
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The City Council may also exempt any subsidized housing development from the 
requirements of this policy on a case‐by‐case basis. 
 


  C. Prohibited Areas Non‐Permissible 
Subsidized multi‐family housing is not permitted in a NSA, if: 


 
1. The total number of subsidized housing units exceeds 13% of the total number of 


housing units in the NSA. 
 


2. The proposed housing development is located within a 1/2 mile (property line to 
property line) of any existing subsidized multi‐family housing development greater 
than 24 units (excluding existing exempted subsidized housing developments); 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


 
  D.  Permissible 


Any NSA where the total number of subsidized housing units does not exceed 13% 10% 
of the total number of housing units in the NSA.   
 
Any area not defined as an NSA. 
 


  E. Priority Areas 
Assisted multi‐family housing is permitted in a NSA with the following factors:  
 


(1) the NSA does not meet the Prohibited and Permissible criteria stated 
above; or  
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(2) the NSA has a median income greater than or equal to 120% of the AMI, 
and the number of assisted multi‐family housing units in the NSA is less 
than 5%.  (Homeownership is not included as a factor)  This area will be 
given priority for funding. 


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







Assisted Multi‐Family Development Project Evaluation Process and Criteria 
 
The following process and evaluation criteria will be used for multi‐family assisted housing 
proposals seeking award of City Housing Trust Funds: 


 
A. Review Process 


Multi‐Family development proposals are reviewed for compliance with the City of Charlotte 
Housing Trust Program Guidelines and evaluated in accordance with the Assisted Multi‐
Family Evaluation Criteria listed in Section III B, below. 
 
For proposals requiring a waiver of the Housing Locational Policy, notification will be sent to 
the Council District Representative, adjoining property owners and neighborhood 
organizations four two weeks prior to the City Council review. 


 
B. Assisted Multi‐Family Evaluation Criteria – For each proposal, the City will prepare an 


impact report which will include information on the neighborhood and be assessed in 
accordance with the following: 
 


1. Compliance with land use recommendations of applicable District and/or 
Neighborhood Plan(s); 


 
2. Compliance with the Housing Locational Policy – the geographic disbursement of 


proposed projects and proximity to other assisted housing will be considered; 
 


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


4. Compliance with applicable federal environmental regulations; 
 


5. Project design and compatibility with the adjoining neighborhood including site 
layout, building orientation, vehicle and pedestrian circulation, landscaping and 
screening, and type and quality of materials to be used in construction;  


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


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


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


 
8. Quality of the project’s on‐site management plan and supportive services.  Assisted 


multi‐family housing developments over 50 units must have an on‐site office and 
provide management personnel as outlined below: 


 
 
 







Size of Development      Minimum Requirements 
50 units          20 hours per week 


  75 units        30 ‐ 40 hours per week 
100 units  40 hours per week with on‐site resident 


employee or 80 hours per week * 
*Includes a combination of resident office staff and maintenance staff  
 


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


10. Compliance with the Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) 
review process with information on crime “hot spot” analysis within 1,000 feet 
radius of the property line.* 
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COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS   
 
I. Subject: Discussion of Preliminary 2011 Federal Legislative Agenda 
 
 Action: None. 
 
II. Subject: Discussion of Preliminary 2011 State Legislative Agenda 
 
 Action: None. 
 
III. Subject: Hot Topics 
 
 Action: None. 
 
V. Subject: Next Meeting 
 
 Action: Monday, November 1 at 3:30 p.m. in Room 280 
 


COMMITTEE INFORMATION  
 
Present:  Nancy Carter, Warren Turner, Patrick Cannon and Andy Dulin 
Time:   12:00 p.m. to 1:50 p.m. 
 


ATTACHMENTS 
 
1.  Agenda Package 
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DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS    
 
Committee Discussion: 
 
Council member Carter welcomed everyone to the meeting and asked those in attendance 
to introduce themselves.  She then turned the meeting over to Ron Kimble.  Mr. Kimble 
advised the Committee they would be looking at a draft of the federal and state 
legislative agendas and Dana Fenton would be leading the conversation.  Representatives 
from Holland & Knight [Lisa Tofil and Jeff Boothe] are on line to assist with answering 
questions about the federal legislative agenda. 
 
I. Discussion of Preliminary 2011 Federal Legislative Agenda 


Dana Fenton began the presentation [copy attached] 


 [Current Status – Slide] 


Carter:  If there is an omnibus, will the Delegation be required to prioritize? 


Fenton: Yes, for the upcoming session. 


Carter:  So, they will prioritize for their entire district? 


Fenton: Yes.  It is a requirement in the House for them to prioritize.  I have a 
pending slide on that topic. 


Mr. Fenton added that the National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform 
final report [due on December 1], could be very controversial. 


Carter:  That is a month and a half away, has there been no indication of their 
priority target? 


Fenton: There has been speculation that an expenditures formula will be 
determined to help to reduce the deficit.  But, they are probably looking at 
spending reductions or a tax increase.  It is hard to tell. 


Tofil:  They are close to consensus on revenue raisers as well as mandatory 
reductions.  The Committee is made up of liberals and conservatives and 
all points in between and what they are interested in or focusing on is not 
raising taxes by eliminating deductions and not raising rates.  By not 
raising rates, they would be narrowing the list of deductions without 
getting to Medicare/Medicaid.  That is not a focus due to the recent 
healthcare legislation.  But, reductions in discretionary programs and cuts 
could be a concern to Charlotte. There could be agreement with this plan, 
and if there is not, who knows. 
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[Federal Legislative Agenda – Earmark Reforms – Slide] 


Carter:  Does this play in our favor?  I know Myrick has previously said no 
earmarks. 


Fenton: Yes, it is a good thing going to discretionary grants.  The City rates 
favorable with the current administration.  This administration favors land 
use criteria which favors our projects because we have land use goals.  It 
is difficult for them to recommend more than one earmark. 


Tofil:  I think Mr. Fenton captured it.  The problem is there needs to be some 
earmark reform but that is more dependent on the election.  The members 
will have to give projects a priority, which they haven’t had to do 
previously, and if the City has more than one need, it will actually be 
competing against itself.  The strategy has to be to find the most emphasis 
and smaller numbers make sense in this new environment.  We just need 
to determine how best to navigate for Charlotte. 


Carter:  Can we unify requests at this level?  For instance Weed and Seed and 
Gang of One are similar, so could they be compiled? 


Fenton: There are some ways to group things together and we will be looking at 
that, but I’m not sure what is Weed and Seed? 


Carter:  That was something we actually looked at last year.  I just used it as an 
example of pairing. 


Kimble: We will work to identify those. 


Fenton: Holland & Knight is working with us to position us better with the 
administration and working with Congress, and the Secretary of 
Transportation for the Blue Line Extension discussion.  There is a 
potential pot of money out there with a recent announcement that we will 
be fashioning a proposal around. 


Carter:  We are looking at this prior to NLC in Denver and there will be 
transportation meetings there that might result in other items. 


Fenton: We can look at this ongoing. 


Carter:  Should we reach out to Council member Howard and ask him to network 
for us? 


Fenton: Yes. 
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[“Roads, Railways and Runways” – Slide] 


Cannon: Are there any real indicators of what they are looking at? 


Fenton: No.  The administration hopes to have a proposal in February 2011. 


 Boothe: The Secretary spoke two weeks ago and commented that the 1991 
program lacked purpose, so many programs lack focus.  By consolidating, 
there could be a federal purpose.  They are looking at projects with 
regional or national significance that are beyond the wherewithal of the 
State to help to reestablish purpose to gain support.  There needs to be an 
overarching goal or purpose especially as they are looking to raise the gas 
tax.  That will draw attention to a national focus. 


 Cannon: Do our friends to the north have a governmental affairs committee like us? 
And, if so or even not, is there something that will come out to make sure 
we are on the right playing field?  Regional relationships are essential and 
significant and obviously if we are not there that results in a 
disqualification position if they hear things that cause friction. 


 Fenton: Secretary LaHood has said he would like to see regions come together 
with solutions. 


 Carter:  I have heard discussions [MTC meetings] that it is important to push 
distinctive projects and Council member Howard has asked me to sit in on 
the Red Line meetings prior to the MTC on his behalf so if there is 
anything to say there to carry the message to invite regionalism across the 
State and County lines.  Iredell is natural, but we have heard Mooresville 
is a “yes” but the County is a “no.”  Economic development and 
transportation are two way.  We have the Council of Governments helping 
with the economic development push.  We need to get the message across 
as before that it is important. 


 Kimble: There is progress being made with the north.  We need to get our own 
house in order before we touch others.  We are reaching beyond and 
making good progress.  Things are calming down. 


 Carter:  I wrote to the three mayors inviting them to the TIS meeting during NLC. 
 I know Jill Swain is going.  We need to support the North Carolina 
League because they will keep us informed. 


 Cannon: Council member Carter, were you talking about going into South 
Carolina? 


 Carter:  Yes. 
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 Dulin:  Why? 


 Carter:  Looking at express service or light rail. 


 Dulin:  Light rail into South Carolina? 


 Carter:  Ultimately. 


 Cannon: Can you give us an update about what the plans are, timetables, players or 
is that still up for conversation? 


 Kimble: It is different across state lines with their regulations and organizations 
and trying to include areas to capitalize on.  The touch points are harder. 


 Carter:  There is a representative from SC DOT that participates in the Centralina 
Council of Governments, which is a leap from last year. 


 Cannon: South Carolina can lay claim to Charlotte with Lancaster and Rock Hill 
and could step up to the plate.  There is no harm in discussing light rail 
from DC to Atlanta.  It brings people together. 


 Kimble: There are regional issues of the environment, transportation, job 
creation/economic development and those are interrelated with border 
partnerships and border antagonism.  We have to fight through those 
issues, but gain South Carolina as a partner.  On the other hand, they are 
suing us for water, so things get in the way. 


 [Earmark Requests – Slide] 


 Cannon: I would like to know the logic in the $10-$20 million ask? 


 Fenton: We are in the stage before the full funding grant agreement and in that 
stage typically you see $10-$15 million or less from the federal 
government.  If you include the $3.7 million received that is $40 million 
over the past four years to this point.  There is a lot of competition and a 
lot of projects before us.  Really $5-$15 million is what we could expect to 
receive. 


 Boothe: If you lay out the number of earmarks, the number has declined in size and 
it is harder to get large chunks more than $10 million even for projects 
headed for final funding.  If it is on the radar screen, it generally is in the 
President’s budget, which is seven to ten projects receiving $3-$5 million. 
 $10-$20 million is in the range of a reasonable request and we feel there 
is a good chance to receive it. 
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 Carter:  In the discussion of the full funding request of $40 million, if we step back 


does it reflect on our readiness to move forward?  Does it give the 
impression we are compromising? 


 Fenton: The $40 million comes after the right-of-way acquisition as part of the 
cost of final design.  We are in a good position to move forward.  In this 
environment, asking for $40 million doesn’t put us in a position to be 
successful.  Asking for $40 million and receiving $3 million doesn’t put 
our Delegation in a good position.  $3.7 million keeps the project moving 
forward.  We think it is a realistic request. 


 Cannon: My concern – and I get the logic – is making sure we aren’t selling 
Charlotte short.  $25 million or $30 million doesn’t roll the dice 
differently but what if that approach gets us more than $10 or $20 million? 
 What if we would have gotten $25 million?  I understand the competition; 
I’m just trying to see if $10 million to $20 million to a district 
representative is heavy enough interest.  I would be hard pressed to be on 
board to make sure it was included. 


 Turner: Is there any fat in the request?  The $10 to $20 million?  I know $3 million 
is for design.  Is any of this for land acquisition? 


 Fenton: This request has no money for right-of-way acquisition.  The FTA won’t 
fund right-of-way acquisition until later so we would be asking for 
something we won’t get. 


 Turner: Is the cost of design where we want it to be? 


 Fenton: With $3.7 million we will be able to get final design done.  The feds will 
fund 80% of the final design.  80% of the final design will take the 50/50 
and right-of-way and stretch our local dollars. 


 Carter:  Does the final recommendation rest with the MTC or Council? 


 Kimble: The MTC is looking at the legislative agenda. 


 Carter:  Are you looking for approval or a Committee recommendation because I 
am concerned about low balling the figure? 


 Turner: The concern I have is asking for something we won’t get and setting 
ourselves up for failure.  The rules have changed and we need to make 
adjustments.  It’s like asking for something for Christmas.  We are not 
going to get $40 million.  We need to stay in the ballgame and by staying 
back we send our Delegation in with a fighting chance to bring back more 
than what we need.  $3 million from $40 million seems like we are far 
apart. 
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 Cannon: I think it is fair say if we land soft it could be $10 million to $20 million or 


any level we can realistically take away.  If we go in with staff and ask for 
X but get Y we are still leaving with something.  I’m not suggesting you 
go for $40 million, but to have a conversation even understanding the 
number to present. 


 Dulin:  All of this is premature.  We need to wait and see what happens on 
November 3.  Right now this is all conjecture.  We know it needs to be a 
lower ask this year, but we need to wait and see until after the election 
what the temperature is on the hill and decide after that. 


 Fenton: At the next meeting we will be requesting a recommendation because we 
plan to brief the full Council on November 8 with approval requested on 
November 22. 


 Dulin:  Our next meeting is November 1, before the election. 


 Cannon: We’re with you. 


 Kimble: This is good discussion to give us feedback.  We have plenty of time to 
talk to get everyone comfortable – Council, MTC and Holland Knight.  
But, we agree it will be a smaller number. 


 Cannon: But, more than $3.7 million. 


 [Policy Issues – Slide] 


 Dulin:  Can you describe the temporary gas tax? 


 Fenton: They are looking at raising the rate until Congress can determine a new 
source of revenue. 


 Dulin:  So, we’re talking about raising this nationally? 


 Fenton: Yes. 


 Carter:  Vehicle miles traveled has been discussed for years.  Will they need to 
hear input from us in DC? 


 Fenton: Yes, in March at NLC or even Denver. 


 Carter:  The ENR and TIS have discussed and they are in favor of vehicle miles 
travelled and NLC has endorsed this policy. 


 Dulin:  They are in favor? 
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 Carter:  Yes, because of alternative energy to propel vehicles they would use this 


tax because roads are being used if not gas. 


 Dulin:  And, there is NLC support? 


 Carter:  They already have a policy. 


 Turner: With that said, even if we raise the tax on a national level there is still 
concern about the formula with the State.  Will the funding appropriations 
go to the Governor to determine projects?  Stimulus money by the 
President went to certain projects, so will it be appropriated by the 
Governor at some point to get to the regionalism objective to get the 
project done?  How will it benefit us? 


 Fenton: That is a good question.  Does the funding going to the state from the 
federal have any leeway given to the state to allocate?  Congress is not 
going to get involved in divvying up the funding.  The rise of the earmark 
was a way to get around the formula and this is something Congress will 
not resolve. 


 Turner: For six and half years I have had opportunity to go to the hill and lobby 
for projects.  The concern is the formula North Carolina uses to 
recommend money.  If the formula doesn’t change and Congress is not 
willing to get involved, how is the money distributed?  How does this help 
us going forward?  Mr. Fenton, if we look at earmarks based on how much 
money in general and they change the rules again, I’m concerned nothing 
changes to help us.  I don’t see the benefit. 


 Tofil:  That is part of the challenge.  Earmarks were the way we worked through 
the last reauthorization with the State of North Carolina.  Queens College 
was taken out of the overall formula less the money the State gave to the 
City.  The City didn’t make specific requirements, but we will have a 
different approach in the future with the Delegation not using earmarks.  
The highway bill comes out of the state.  And, this is an ongoing debate 
that should be discussed.  Formula funding always has us giving more 
than we get back. 


 Boothe: There are two issues.  One is within the State and highway money 
punishing the region.  The other is being a donor and this is a long-
standing issue where the amount in and what percentage comes back.  No 
matter how funding is projected, Congress does not focus on what is paid 
in versus what is given out and the fight to adjust the formula.   They will 
still argue for broad national purpose, but not donor vs. donee. 


 Carter:  It is important to note there is no willingness to open that can. 
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 Boothe: It is a federal conversation with every authorization bill, so they will have 


that conversation but the inevitable conversation is internal to North 
Carolina and Charlotte and Raleigh are threats to their own earmarks. 


 Carter:  Is there some validity to the division of the state line to be able to serve 
another state? 


 Boothe: Talking about Rock Hill being part of the Charlotte region?  “No.”  
Historically, representatives maintain the boundaries of their district.  
Additionally, every state is now donee and putting more in than they 
receive back.  The gas tax hasn’t been able to support itself since 2008. 


 [Last Slide] 


 Dulin:  I am with you on opposition to collective bargaining, but the White House 
is still out there.  So, this might get pulled? 


 Fenton: Obama still supports this. 


 Carter:  Back to the third item under the Water Security Act, is this something we 
need to discuss with NCLM? 


 Fenton: Barry Gullet has a very good relationship with the League and will be 
sending this to them. 


 Carter:  At the Board meeting, I think water and sewer will be a point of 
discussion that will be important to the entire membership. 


   Thank you Lisa and Jeff for being available today. 


II. Discussion of Preliminary 2011 State Legislative Agenda 


Dana Fenton began the presentation [copy attached] 
 
[Current Status – Slide] 
 
Cannon: The State budget shouldn’t affect the City’s pension? 


 
 Fenton: The State has not been putting in what it should have. 
 
 Kimble: So, it is indirectly affected. 
 
 [ABC Privatization – Slide] 
 


Carter:  We are not involved with the licensing and public safety, but are notified 
after the permits have been issued. 
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Turner: Again? 
 
Carter:  When ABC permits are issued, we are notified, not before. 
 
Turner: Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police is notified. 
 
Kimble: When they apply.  We can only comment. 
 
Carter:  “We” is not Council members. 
 
Cannon: Could we ask if we could add a direction that permits come back to us, 


which keeps us on point?  We are not involved, but could find out more. 
 
Kimble: The majority of applications are routine.  We need to know on the 


controversial ones what’s the process for engaging Council in discussion.  
Not the normal ones, but the ones that cause concern. 


 
Carter:  Is there a process for us to be appraised? 
 
Fenton: We can explore that. 
 
Carter:  Do we know when the Governor might move? 
 
Fenton: The recommendation would be in the next several weeks, but if that’s 


before or after the election, we are not sure. 
 
Cannon: Should we send a position statement to the Governor’s office in support or 


dissatisfaction? 
 
Carter:  Do you want to carry forward the impact of your statement? 
 
Cannon: There are impacts.  There is an economic impact if this goes away and 


there is a public safety impact if you allow operations into fragile or 
threatened areas – vulnerable areas.  There is image that I think we should 
look into.  It could cause issues. 


 
Turner: It leads to disparity and other states have battled with this and run ABCs 


private.  The facts are there will be disparity and the majority of the stores 
will be in minority communities, which impacts the quality of life, 
revitalization and has economic impact.  Other states have had great 
concern.  I would recommend we go to Council and ask them to send a 
letter to the Governor.  I assure you we won’t be the only city and I 
imagine the NAACP, black churches, etc. will take a position. 
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Fenton: This is more of a discussion item at this point.  We need to find out more 


what the Governor is thinking, which is why this landed in the category of 
“Other.” 


 
Turner: I hear you, but we don’t need to know what is being considered to know 


where we are. 
 
Dulin:  I’m not sure we will all be on the same page as a Council.  We might need 


to talk.  I am actually in favor of privatization.  These are new 
entrepreneurs and many of them will be opened by people who already 
work in the ABC, so they would be perfect to start their own businesses.  
They know what sells and what goes into running a business.  We see 
spirits in every neighborhood now up and down.  I would send a letter of 
full support. 


 
Carter:  Should we send this to Economic Development and Public Safety? 
 
Dulin:  It is too early. 
 
Fenton: There is no recommendation yet. 
 
Carter:  What is the timeframe for advising before the decision is made to see an 


impact?  And, Council member Dulin, I think a minority opinion would 
also be appropriate. 


 
Kimble: I’m glad we are having this meeting today because there are different 


opinions.  We need to do some more research and you are giving us great 
heads up. 


 
Cannon: I think full support should be a trigger.  The district reps know the 


plagues. If you look at Detroit, Philly, New York, it is not pleasant to see 
who’s hanging out of these establishments.  Remember when Belmont 
wanted fortified wine?  That was a big issue.  For the Governor to even 
consider this, we need to let her know our position. 


 
Carter:  We need to bring this to Council. 
 
Turner: The Committee needs to put Council on alert.  From a government 


standpoint, the Governor needs to hear our opinion to make a better 
decision. 


 
[City Initiatives – Slide] 
 
Right-of-Way Withdrawal 
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Carter:  I have a concern regarding Independence. 
 
Fenton: The subdivision roads are about cut throughs. 
 
Carter:  Isn’t that a long-term decision by the City? 
 
Pleasant: This is regarding platted streets that were dedicated but not accepted for 


maintenance over a long period of time.  After fifteen years, the property 
owner can withdraw the dedicated claim, we are just seeking notification.  
It can be done now by filing with the Register of Deeds, but we would like 
to be notified so we can comment. 


 
Carter:  If we notify, will that impact the disposition? 
 
Kimble: We just want to be given the time to act. 
 
Carter:  Acting, not developing? 
 
Kimble: Accepting for maintenance. 
 
Pleasant: Sometimes the roads are never built or paved in a development.  There is a 


road, but no ownership. 
 
Turner: What do we do now?  Can we claim the property? 
 
Pleasant: You have a real life example in Wright Avenue.  It platted but never 


opened, dedicated but never accepted.  Sometimes the roads are just there, 
sometimes people grow tomatoes on them, and sometimes they leave cars. 
The property owners might never file. 


 
Turner: So, then it’s fifteen years later, there is no use and we get notice the 


property is deeded, but our position hasn’t changed? 
 
Kimble: We can accept it or let it continue as platted right-of-way. 
 
Turner: If we accept it, does that mean the City completes the road and brings it 


under for maintenance? 
 
Pleasant: Not necessarily.  We accept links and then make decisions at that time. 
 
Turner: Exactly what will we say? 
 
Kimble: If we accept it “as is” the same rules apply. 
 
Cannon: Why is not automatically accepted?  There was just that Beazer example 
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where the road was not paved.  Why would we assume that role? 


 
Kimble: The courts have determined that after fifteen years the adjoining property 


owners can ask for a withdrawal.  Half will go to one property owner and 
half to the other.  We are just asking for notification if we think the right-
of-way might be important. 


 
Pleasant: You routinely abandon right-of-ways.  We are seeing to make the 


abandonment more reliable.  Withdrawal is the complete burden of the 
property owner, so there is risk of it being contested.  Abandonment is a 
sure fired way.  It doesn’t change anything, because we have an 
opportunity later in the process, this just gives us the ability to take action 
sooner. 


 
Subscriber List 
 
Tuner:  I know there has been a complaint; this should be protected, I’m glad to 


see this. 
 
Nuisance Abatement 
 
Carter:  Can we get more information?  I know CMPD can require the permanent 


land owner to be accountable. 
 
Turner: It is a long drawn out process. 
 
Fenton: Yes, we will get more information. 
 
Energy 
 
Cannon: What would this be? 
 
Fenton: Things like tax credits for energy businesses, incenting business and 


government. 
 
Carter:  Charlotte is becoming known as an alternative energy hub. 
 
Kimble: Right now this is just a placeholder because we can’t fully define it. 
 
Cannon: While we are looking at energy, performance contracting seems a step in 


the right direction. 
 
Kimble: That is something that can be explored. 
 
Dulin:  We’ve already gone down that road. 
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Kimble: You have your green building policy. 
 
Dulin:  We have made cuts already all over; the big savings just aren’t there. 
 
Cannon: That’s a good point. 
 
Carter:  That is also a function of our Environmental Director. 
 
[Transit – Slide] 
 
Carter:  Does State maintenance include operations? 
 
Fenton: Light rail is not included, but buses are. 
 
Carter:  Should we say maintenance and operations? 
 
Fenton: We can, we just went with the formal name of the program. 
 
[Next Steps – Slide] 
 
Cannon: Thanks to all of you for your efforts. 
 
Fenton: A lot of people were involved. 
 
Cannon: I was reminded when I saw “criminal justice system” under “Other” to 


remind folks that public safety in the state budget is 2.4%.  We do need to 
be supportive.  It would be great going forward to say 1) no more cuts; 2) 
help us with criminal justice system technology.  Technology locally is 
not there from the State.  We had money set aside that we were not able to 
use, which created a “slush fund” for us.  But, only 2.4% statewide is an 
issue. 


 
III. Hot Topics 


 
None. 
 
IV. Next Meeting 


 
Monday, November 1 at 3:30 p.m. in Room 280 
 
 
Fenton: Thanks to everyone for the discussion today. 
 
Carter:  It was good to see the Committee engaged. 
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Dulin:  Do you think meeting at 4:00 on November 1 gives us enough time? 
 
Kimble: There is also another option and that is to schedule a meeting between 


November 8 and November 22 in addition to the meeting on November 1. 
 
The Committee agreed to start the November 1 meeting thirty minutes earlier. 
 
 
Meeting Adjourned. 
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Federal Legislative Agenda


Current Status


• No further action has been taken on 
appropriations measures of interest to City
– Blue Line Extension: Senate $3.7 million
– Gang of One: Senate $400,000; House $350,000
– Briar Creek: Senate Interior bill pending


• Congress has adjourned until after the elections
– Continuing Resolution keeps Federal government running


• National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and 
Reform
– Final report due December 1, 2010







Federal Legislative Agenda


• Earmark reforms
– Number/dollar value of earmarks less than previous yrs
– Member prioritization
– Shift towards discretionary grants


• How does this impact preliminary federal agenda?
– Fewer earmarks, more discretionary grants
– One earmark per appropriations bill


• Discussions with Congressional and 
Administration staffs
– Position City favorably with respect to grants







Federal Legislative Agenda


“Roads, Railways and Runways”


• Administration blueprint for transportation 
reauthorization


• Upfront investment of $50 billion in National 
Infrastructure Bank


• High Speed Rail
• Consolidating programs
• More competitive grants







Federal Legislative Agenda


Preliminary Federal Agenda


• Earmark requests:
– Northeast Corridor 
– Briar Creek Relief Sewer 
– Gang of One


• Policy Issues:
– Federal Surface Transportation Program Reauthorization
– Water Security Act
– Collective Bargaining







Federal Legislative Agenda


Earmark Requests


• Northeast Corridor:
– Request $10 - $20 million from New Starts Program
– Final Design
– Pending before MTC


• Briar Creek Relief Sewer:
– Continuation of 2010 Request
– $4 million


• Gang of One:
– Continuation of 2010 Request
– $1 million 







Federal Legislative Agenda


Policy Issues


• Transportation Reauthorization:
– Reinvigorate National purpose of transportation
– Administration’s blueprint for reauthorization
– 2030 Transit Action Plan projects 
– Temporary gas tax adjustment
– Higher federal share of local projects
– New Starts / Small Starts criteria changes







Federal Legislative Agenda


• Water Security Act:
– Pending before US Senate (S. 3598)
– Requires disclosure of security measures to persons not 


in chain of command nor part of emergency response
– Places final decision on which materials and processes to 


utilize with State drinking water primary agencies
– Recommendation is to oppose these provisions


• Collective Bargaining:
– Continuation of 2010 position
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State Legislative Agenda


Process
• Started 2011 agenda building process in July
• Scanned the environment
• Worked with KBUs
• Met with GAC in September
• Legislative Agenda Goals


– Reflective of Council priorities
– Supported by City management
– Connection with MTC agenda
– Strategic
– Nimble
– Orderly development process
– Doable







State Legislative Agenda


Current Status


• November elections
• State Budget


– $3.5 billion budget shortfall
– May be understated by $1 billion


• Tax Reform
• ABC Privatization
• North Carolina Mobility Fund
• Annexation
• Water Issues







State Legislative Agenda


ABC Privatization


• Public safety
• Licensing
• Zoning
• Revenues
• Small Business Opportunities







State Legislative Agenda


City Initiatives


• Design-Build
• Quick Take / Sidewalks
• Right-of-Way Withdrawal
• Subscriber List Exceptions
• Nuisance Abatement
• Energy 







State Legislative Agenda


Transit


• Proposals are pending before the MTC:
– Higher federal share for transit projects
– Additional revenue source for Transit
– Changes in New Starts / Small Starts criteria
– State contribution for non-Federal projects
– Support additional funding for NC Mobility Fund
– Retention of State’s Local Share for Transit
– State Maintenance Assistance Program / Rail
– Additional funding for bus/rail operating costs







State Legislative Agenda


Other


• Business Privilege License Tax Preservation
• Annexation Preservation
• Support Criminal Justice System







State Legislative Agenda


Next Steps


• November 1 Approval by GAC
• November 8 Briefing for Council
• November 22 Council adoption
• December 13 Joint Council/Delegation Meeting
• January 4 Congress convenes
• January 26 General Assembly convenes





		GAC 101110 Meeting Summary

		COMMITTEE INFORMATION

		ATTACHMENTS





		101110 GAC Agenda Pkg

		GAC 101110 Agenda

		GAC - Preliminary 2011 Federal Legislative Agenda Oct 2010

		Preliminary 2011 �Federal Legislative Agenda

		Federal Legislative Agenda

		Federal Legislative Agenda

		Federal Legislative Agenda

		Federal Legislative Agenda

		Federal Legislative Agenda

		Federal Legislative Agenda

		Federal Legislative Agenda



		GAC - Preliminary 2011 State Legislative Agenda Oct 2010

		Preliminary 2011 �State Legislative Agenda

		State Legislative Agenda

		State Legislative Agenda

		State Legislative Agenda

		State Legislative Agenda

		State Legislative Agenda

		State Legislative Agenda

		State Legislative Agenda










   
 Council‐Manager Memo #80 
 Friday, October 22, 2010     
        


 
WHAT’S INSIDE:                 Page   
           
 
Calendar Details .........................................................................................................  2  
 
Information: 
In‐Rem Demolition at 4513 Wildwood Avenue .........................................................  2‐3 
Attachment: 
September 30 Restructuring Government Committee Summary .............................  3  
October 6 Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Summary ...........  3 
October 11 Governmental Affairs Committee Summary ..........................................  3 


 
 
 
 
 
 
WEEK IN REVIEW: 
 
Sun (Oct 24)  Mon (Oct 25)  Tues (Oct 26)  Wed (Oct 27)  Thurs (Oct 28)  Fri (Oct 29) 
North Carolina League of Municipalities Annual 
Conference, Winston‐Salem, North Carolina 


  12:00 PM 
Restructuring Government 
Committee,  
Room 280 
 
2:00 PM 
Transportation and Planning 
Committee, 
Room 280 
 
6:30 PM 
District 5 Community Meeting, 
Hickory Grove Elementary 
School Cafeteria  


 
 


 
 
 







 


CALENDAR DETAILS: 
 
Sunday, October 24 – Tuesday October 26  
North Carolina League of Municipalities Annual Conference, Winston‐Salem, NC 
   
Thursday, October 28  
  12:00 PM  Restructuring Government Committee, Room 280 
    AGENDA: Executive compensation policy; Water/sewer rate study 
 
  2:00 PM  Transportation and Planning Committee, Room 280 


AGENDA: Urban street design guidelines; Plaza‐Central plan amendment; 
Transportation Action Plan 5‐year update 


 
  6:30 PM  District 5 Community Meeting, Hickory Grove Elementary School Cafeteria 
               6709 Pence Road, Charlotte, NC  
 
October and November calendars are attached.  (see left side table of contents for attachment) 
 


INFORMATION: 
 
In‐Rem Demolition at 4513 Wildwood Avenue 
Staff Resources:  Walter Abernethy, N&BS, 704‐336‐4213, wabernathy@charlottenc.gov 
 
At the Citizens’ Forum on Monday, September 27, 2010, Mr. Glen Robinson asked City Council 
to rescind an existing demolition order for the property at 4513 Wildwood Avenue.  City Council 
had unanimously approved the demolition in June, 2010.  Mr. Robinson claimed to be the new 
property owner through a “quit claim” deed that was executed on September 21, 2010. 
 
City Council voted to give Mr. Robinson 60 days to complete repairs, provided that certain 
conditions were met as designated by the City’s Code Enforcement Division.  On October 4, 
2010, Mr. Robinson contacted Code Enforcement and indicated he had decided it was not 
feasible to repair the structure at 4513 Wildwood Avenue.  He indicated his structural engineer 
had inspected the house and confirmed the conditions and repair costs relayed in the original In 
Rem report submitted to Council in June.  Mr. Robinson has also provided written 
correspondence to Code Enforcement stating he is no longer interested in repairing the house. 
 
Additional Background: 
 
The conditions at 4513 Wildwood Avenue are unsafe, but the structure remains occupied by a 
Mr. Walter Work.  Mr. Work was recommended for relocation but did not qualify under CHA 
guidelines.  Code Enforcement filed eviction proceedings, that are still underway, to get Mr. 
Work out of the house.  The City obtained an order from a Magistrate Judge allowing the City to 
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evict Mr. Work from the house. However he has appealed the order to District Court.  His 
appeal is scheduled to be heard during the week of November 15, 2010 before a District Court 
Judge. 
 
Mr. Robinson’s “quit claim” deed was acquired from Mr. Work.  Mr. Robinson is the new owner 
of record; however, the City Attorney’s Office has reviewed the “quit claim” deed and 
determined that it may be defective.  Mr. Robinson has been advised in writing by the City 
Attorney’s Office that he should consult a private attorney to determine what he needs to do to 
correct these defects. 
 
Based on the information provided by Mr. Robinson it is the City’s intent to move forward with 
the demolition once the eviction process is completed. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
September 30 Restructuring Government Committee Summary  (see left side table of contents for 
attachment) 
 
October 6 Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Summary (see left side table of 
contents for attachment) 
 
October 11 Governmental Affairs Committee Summary (see left side table of contents for attachment) 
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Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat 


     1 
5:00p Mint Uptown 


ribbon-cutting 


ceremony, 500 S. 


Tryon Street 


2 


3 4 
4:00p meeting 


cancelled 


Governmental Affairs 


Committee, Room 280 


5:00p Council 


Workshop, Rooms 


267 & 280 


 


7:30p Citizens’ Forum 


5 6 


12:00p Housing 


& Neighborhood 


Development, 


Room 280 


7 8 9 
9:00a District 6 


Community 


Shred Event, 


South Park Mall 


parking lot 


10 11 
12:00p Governmental 


Affairs Committee, 


Room 280 


3:30p Transportation 


& Planning 


Committee, Room 280 


5:00p Council 


Business Meeting 


12 13 14 
3:30p mtg cancelled 
Economic 


Development 


Committee, Room 
280 


 


15 16 


17 18 
12:00p Housing & 


Neighborhood 
Development 


Committee, Room 


280 


3:30p Community 


Safety Committee, 


Room 280 


5:00p  Zoning 


Meeting 


19 
3:30p   
Economic 


Development 


Committee, 


Room 280 


20 21 


 


22 


 


23 


24 


 


25 26 27 
5:30p mtg 


cancelled MTC 


Meeting,  


Room 267 


28 
12:00p Restructuring 


Government 


Committee, Room 280 


2:00p Transportation 


& Planning 


Committee, Room 280 


3:30p mtg cancelled 
Economic 


Development 


Committee, Room 280 


6:30p District 5 


Community Meeting, 


Hickory Grove 
Elementary School 


Cafeteria, 6709 Pence 


Road 


29 30 


31       


2010 


October 


NC League of Municipalities Annual Conference 


Winston-Salem, NC 


Chamber Fall Planning Retreat 


Pinehurst Resort, NC 







   10/21/2010 


 


 


Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat 


 1 
3:30p 


Governmental 


Affairs 


Committee, 


Room 280 


5:00p Council 


Workshop 


 


7:30p Citizens’ 


Forum 


2 3 
12:00p Housing 


& Neighborhood 


Development, 


Room 280 


4 5 6 


7 8 
 


3:30p 


Transportation & 


Planning 


Committee, 


Room 280 


5:00p Council 


Business Meeting 


 


 


9 10 


 


11 
3:30p Economic 


Development 


Committee, 


Room 280 


 


12 13 


14 15 
 


5:00p  Zoning 


Meeting 


16 17 
 


5:30p MTC 


Worshop, Belk 


Action Room at 


The Charlotte 


Chamber, 330 S. 


Tryon Street 


18 
12:00p 
Community 


Safety 
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COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS   
 


I. Subject: Executive Compensation Policy 
Action: Directed staff to look into a policy framework for the Manager and  
  Attorney’s compensation. 


 
II. Subject:    Water/Sewer Rate Study 


      Action: None 
 


III. Subject: Technology Improvements at the Dais 
Action: None 


  


COMMITTEE INFORMATION   
 
Present:  Warren Cooksey, Patrick Cannon, Patsy Kinsey, Warren Turner 
Absent:  James Mitchell 
Time:   12:10 p.m. to 1:35 p.m. 
 


ATTACHMENTS   
 


1. Agenda Package 
2. Executive Compensation handout 
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 DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS  
 
Chairman Cooksey called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the room to introduce 
themselves.  He then turned it over to Assistant City Manager Eric Campbell to discuss the first 
agenda item.  
 
I. Executive Compensation Policy 
 
Mr. Campbell stated that this item was referred by the full Council for review of the Executive 
Compensation Policy.  He stated that Human Resources Director Tim Mayes will discuss this 
item in more detail.  Mr. Mayes pointed out the “Discussion of Executive Compensation Policy” 
document (copy attached) that has been placed in front of the Committee.  He stated that the 
purpose of the handout is to capture the key questions that were out on the table during the recent 
conversations about the compensation for the City Manager and the City Attorney.  He said this 
is just a guide to set the framework.  The second section of the handout is to lay out some data 
collection options, depending on which direction the Committee wants to go.   
   
Chairman Cooksey reminded the Committee that they use an evaluation structure similar to how 
the Manager evaluates his direct reports.  Mr. Mayes said the first question relates to questions 
raised during the past evaluation.  The performance incentives, retirement contributions and 
stipends are sorts of things that are in the package now and there were some questions in the 
conversations about whether all those items should or shouldn’t be in a package going forward.   
 
Mr. Mayes said the second question has to do with how you value the total package.  The City 
has a Human Resources philosophy that has been in place for quite some time that applies to the 
entire workforce.  It’s not explicitly stated that the philosophy applies to the Manager and the 
Attorney, but they have been moving along the path that they believed Council’s intention was to 
have that philosophy apply to those two positions.  Mr. Mayes pointed out that the philosophy is 
to look at the areas in which we recruit and look at what comparable positions pay, and try to tag 
where we should have our package in the middle of the road, or the median.  That’s been a long 
standing philosophy that Mr. Mayes thinks has worked well for the City.  
 
Mr. Mayes said the last question relates to how the structure of the City Manager’s compensation 
impacts the compensation for the positions that report to the City Manager.  The City Manager 
has 14 Key Business Executives (KBEs) that report to him.  Something to keep in mind as the 
Committee thinks about the Manager’s compensation is that the market data indicates there are a 
number of KBE positions that, compensation wise, bump right up closely to where the 
Manager’s package has been.  Mr. Mayes also added that he felt confident that if the City were to 
have a vacancy in a couple of those KBE positions now, that the City would have to pay a 
package well beyond what the Manager’s package currently is.  Chairman Cooksey asked if the 
Committee had any questions on those three items that Mr. Mayes has listed out. 
 
Kinsey:   Who do we benchmark against?  Was it the cities we were presented during the 
evaluation process? 
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Mayes:  Yes.  We look at the larger Council-Manager forms of government.  We also provide 
other information about local non-profit agencies.  
 
Cooksey:  Mr. Walton, would you like to make any comments about the general subject of how 
you view compensation from your perspective of hiring and paying folks and other elements 
there.   
 
Walton:  I think over the last 7-10 years or so, we got into an over reliance on the bonus for the 
Manager and the Attorney.  There were a couple of consequences to that.  One, in both cases, we 
drifted too far from the median of our peer groups for Managers and Attorneys, and it gets really 
hard to catch up.  Secondly, regarding the impact on the direct reports for the Manager, it does 
create a compression of people that were .5%, 1%, or 2% from the Manager.  So, its impact for 
them, particularly, is when it’s time to recruit.  I think we would see significant jumps at that 
point.  It will be hard for the person who is selected as the next Airport Director, for example, to 
come in at significantly higher level, but that is what it will take to recruit.  We have several of 
those that are right there together.  I don’t have an issue with a KBE making more than the 
Manager if that is what the market bares, as long as we have a fair way of determining what that 
compensation should be from the beginning.   
 
McCarley:  I agree with everything that Mr. Walton said and I would add that in making 
comparisons for City Attorneys, at least on the national comparison, I would want to talk about 
taking out those City Attorney positions in strong Mayor cities, where the City Attorney turns 
over every 2 or 4 years and is basically a private practice attorney on a 2-year sabbatical from a 
firm.  That attorney is planning to go back to a firm to make what they used to make.  It’s a more 
valid comparison to look at the City Attorney’s position against other career positions.   
 
Cannon:  Does the timing of when one should get an increase have anything to do with your 
decision making process? 
 
Walton:  They are all at the same time of year.   
 
Cannon:  That is something that we, as a body, also need to factor in.  What we didn’t get into 
during the evaluation is where we were in terms of the time and whether or not what we were 
going to do was appropriate or not.  I met with some area Mayors and Managers last week and 
they indicated they didn’t get their increases and they were frozen because of the economic 
times.  Personally, I don’t have any angst toward the way the process is going itself when it 
comes to the actual packages.   
 
Turner:  I think it would be helpful to know, when we compare ourselves to the other Council-
Manager forms of government, the responsibilities those City Managers have compared to ours.  
We also don’t know the number of people they manage.  The other thing I’ve struggled with over 
the years is when we compare ourselves with Raleigh.  We pay our Manager way less compared 
to them.  We should look at a way to get us at market level with a fair comparison of what the 
Manager’s do for each City.  What would it take to have better data to support a position to help 
us justify bringing our salary to pay grade, which is at the bottom, up to the level we think they 
should be?  That’s the kind of information I would want to see.  If we had an opening for the 
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City Manager at the same time as Raleigh, the person would probably look at his odds and say, 
“I’ll have more headaches in Charlotte and less money and fewer headaches in Raleigh and more 
money.”  Another thing that is very important to me is finding if the KBEs are at their right pay 
grade.  I really struggle with being as far behind as we are.   
   
Mayes:  That’s a good point with the scope of the job.  One example is in Airports.  You see 
Authorities out in larger cities for that major operation and the decisions, in many of the cases, 
don’t rest with the City Manager.  Looking at the responsibilities will help compare apples to 
apples.   
 
Cooksey:  That issue of comparing responsibility will be a tricky one to deal with.  Raleigh has a 
Park and Recreation Department and we don’t.   Also, if I recall correctly, Greensboro runs their 
library system.  Ultimately, one of the things I think we need to be driving towards for this, 
which I sense that we are lacking, is a clear policy directive that we look at when we are doing 
their evaluations each year.   
 
Cannon:  I agree.  Also, I rarely weigh the comparative data in my decision making process.  I 
look at all the previous Manager’s and look at where we are.  It was good to have that data, but 
Council didn’t have set criteria that we were to judge them on to render the decision.  It was 
more open ended discussion.  If you are proposing that we charge Mr. Mayes to bring something 
back that we can use to have a more concrete way to evaluate the two positions, then I am all for 
that.  Shouldn’t we look at some kind of point system to guide us?  That would allow us to figure 
out what margin of increase one would qualify for. 
 
Mayes:  Over time there have been different iterations of how this has worked.  The feedback 
from Council a few years ago was to simplify the process.  We used to have a rather elaborate 
point system and at that point, they said it was too complicated.   
 
Cooksey:  My perspective of that very complicated tool was that we really didn’t use it after all.  
We walked through it and did it, but by the time we actually got to the meeting it wasn’t really 
used.   
 
Kinsey:  I don’t have a problem with how we are doing it now.  I don’t have a problem with what 
Council member Turner requested and I think it would be good information.  I also don’t mind 
some kind of general policy.  I don’t regard the Manager and the Attorney as being evaluated the 
same way they would evaluate people under them.  He is our CEO.  We have to have more 
flexibility.  At the end of the day, it takes the political will of this body to make the right decision 
and not listen to others on the outside that will always complain about anything we do.  I know 
our City Manager is under paid.  I don’t think we treat them the way they treat the people that 
report to them.  We expect a lot from them and get a lot from them, and they should be 
compensated fairly. 
 
Turner:  I was hoping our objective would be to find a process that is fair, that would try to 
remove the political process, but more importantly, to find a way to evaluate if we are at market.  
If we can accomplish that part, you take a lot of political part out of it for now.   
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Cooksey:  I think we can.  The solution, in my mind, would be an adopted policy guideline 
statement that when the political element comes around, we can float to an adopted framework 
that the number fits in.  Right now, my concern is the number appears to always be pulled out of 
the air.  Yes, there will always be muttering from the media, but if we could have an adopted 
framework to point to, that would help eliminate some of the muttering.  If the Committee is 
okay with the discussion we have had now, we could move this forward to a future agenda and I 
can get with Mr. Mayes and codify this conversation, codify some of the conversations Council 
has had at previous evaluations and start working on a draft policy framework to start looking at 
in the Committee.   
  
Kinsey:  I do not want a grid of where we should be.  It’s our decision and we should make it.  
 
Cooksey:  At the end of the day, it will still always be our decision.  I would contend that none of 
us would want to be evaluated the way we evaluate our Manager and our Attorney.  I think we 
should give Council members a framework to help make a decision, whether it’s high or low, or 
good or bad.  I think we could accomplish that in the next few months.  
 
Cannon:  I agree that it boils down to us making a decision.  It would help to bring some order to 
the evaluation process.   
 
Cooksey:  That’s what I’m going for.  Just by the way of reference, it is our adopted policy that 
the Council salary goes up by the same percentage that we approve for the average City 
employee.  However, this year we voted down that option.  So, the ultimate decision is ours, but 
it would help to have policy guidance.   
 
Cooksey:  Is there anyone not content with the notion of seeking a policy framework for how the 
Council compensates the Manager and the Attorney? 
 
Kinsey:  I’m not sure how it will be different from what we are doing now, but I’m willing to 
give it a try.  I don’t know that I would approve it, but I don’t want to stop going forward. 
 
Cooksey:  I’d like to clarify that I’m looking for something similar to the written statement that 
is made about Council’s salary increase.  It’s not going to be written in stone and every Council 
member will ultimately have to vote on it, but right now there is nothing but the survey, and it 
doesn’t give guidelines of how they ought to be paid.   
 
Kinsey: So, you are talking about something very simple and not reinventing something? 
 
Cooksey:  That’s correct, just some guidelines. 
   
Kinsey:  I’m willing to look at it. 
 
Mayes:  One of your challenges is the fact that you don’t have to go out and hire a Manager and 
an Attorney all the time.  It makes it difficult to know if your philosophy is working or not.   
 
Cooksey:  Well, I think we’ve given enough direction.  Thanks for all the information and we 
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will put this topic on the next agenda.  Let’s move on to the next item.  
 
II. Water/Sewer Rate Study 


 
Mr. Campbell said that as the Committee knows the Water/Sewer Rate Study is in process and 
the referral was made by Council for it to be reviewed by this Committee.  Today, the 
Committee will get a quick update on the status and where they are.    
 
Barry Gullet said that the Committee received two presentations in their packets (copies 
attached) for information only and he was not planning to go through them.  He said they are the 
materials they have used in their public meetings and their stakeholder advisory groups.  Mr. 
Gullet explained that he had three goals for today’s meeting; 1) to give an update, 2) get some 
feedback on the process, and 3) discuss the schedule for the Committee’s involvement and how 
they move forward.   
 
Mr. Gullet reminded the Committee that in the spring they were in the midst of the budget 
process and there were a lot of questions that were raised about the rate structure; the tiers, fixed 
fees, and charges for various services.  Also, the City Code prescribes the methodology for 
establishing rates and so when they were going through the budget process, they made 
recommendations on the budget and rates that were consistent with that methodology.  There 
were some requests to look at other options, which they did, but the guidance that was provided 
in the end was to “stick with the policy.”  Mr. Gullet went on to say that after considering the 
questions from Council and the customer base, they proposed to do this rate study.  Since that 
time, they went through a selection process and hired an expert to help.  The schedule is to have 
it finished up by February, so they have a methodology as they go into the budget process for 
this year.  It’s a fairly progressive project.   
 
Mr. Gullet said another goal with the project was to get broad public involvement.  With that, 
they established a public input process that involved a Stakeholder Advisory Committee that is 
made up of 14 people. There were 15 people, but one has since dropped out.  There are 2 series 
of 5 public meetings.  One of the series is already completed.  The meetings were spread 
geographically across the county and the attendance was pretty poor.  There were typically 2 to 4 
citizens that attended, who weren’t in some way involved in the project as a stakeholder.  Mr. 
Gullet said they did get some valuable input and feedback from the public process.  The plan 
going forward is to take that feedback, the feedback they have gotten from the Stakeholder 
Advisory Group and the feedback from staff, and the consultant will put together different rate 
scenarios that they will bring back to the next series of public meetings, to the stakeholder group, 
and to this Committee for additional feedback and evaluation.  Out of that, should come a 
recommendation to forward to Council about what the rate methodology should be.    
 
The next set of stakeholder meetings begin on October 26 and the Stakeholder Advisory Group 
will meet on October 25.  That also puts a little conflict with coming back to this Committee.  He 
stated that he wanted to see if the Committee would consider a schedule change so they can get 
the alternatives in front of the Committee before they go to the public.     
 
Mr. Gullet began talking about the Stakeholder Advisory Group and said it includes a number of 
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neighborhood representatives, along with the Green Industry Council, the Latino community, 
and many others.  There are a lot of diverse interests. 
 
Kinsey: What neighborhoods are represented? 
 
Gullet: We had McCrory Heights, Forest Ridge, Beverly Crest, Spring Park, Peninsula, and a lot 
of the folks on here are residents, as well as representing other industry segments.   
 
Kinsey:  I didn’t hear any from District 1. 
 
Gullet:  We tried to balance this by keeping the size of the group manageable and having broad 
representation.  We tried to pick neighborhoods that were representative of our customers, in 
terms of water consumption and socio-economic cross section.  We didn’t have enough slots to 
get every area represented.   
 
Kinsey:  What was the ratio between the neighborhoods and the other industry groups? 
 
Gullet:  A third of the stakeholders are neighborhood representatives and we have Frito Lay as an 
industrial customer, the River Keeper as an environmental advocate, a lady from the Mahinta 
newspaper, a representative from the Utilities Advisory Committee, Andy Munn from REBIC, a  
fellow from Huntersville that the towns suggested, the Peninsula, the Greater Charlotte Realtors 
Association, the Green Industry Council, Childress Klein as a property manager and one of our 
large irrigation customers and also Ken Szymanski from the Greater Charlotte Apartment 
Association.  That’s the makeup of the Stakeholders Group.   
 
Cooksey:  You are using the Sounding Board option, right? 
 
Gullet:  That’s correct. 
 
Cooksey:  I think that factors into it as well.  This is not a group we are going to get a 
recommendation from.  How is the conversation with the group going? 
 
Gullet:  It’s going very well. One of the things that we have asked them to do is to rate 
evaluation criteria that are used in the rate setting process.  That includes things like economic 
development, affordability, conservation, and other customer impact type things.  Also, 
implementation ability, in other words, how much of an administrative burden is it to administer.  
The feedback we have gotten is they rank economic development and conservation as the two 
highest evaluation criteria.   
 
Cooksey:  It’s interesting the effort that will have to get done to make sure the two of them work 
hand-in-hand.   
 
Gullet: That’s one of the challenges of this process is that there are some conflicting goals and 
conflicting interests.  We need to come out with a rate methodology that best fits.  The 
consultants are now looking at things like the sewer cap and where it kicks in, what should or 
shouldn’t be in the fixed charge, the tiers and how the costs of service are assigned to the various 
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tiers, how wide the tiers should be, and the impact of the lifeline rate and revenue stability of the 
tiers.  They are also looking at irrigation rates and any changes that should be made there, the 
issue of drought surcharges, and bulk rates. We’ve heard a lot of input on gated communities and 
multifamily developments and how the tiers apply to them, both for domestic use and for 
irrigation use.  Lastly, they are also looking at capacity fees and what it costs to establish service.  
The consultant is putting together blends of those things and will bring the different scenarios 
back and give us some comparative data about what happens to the water bill.  Are there things 
that you as a Committee would like us to consider that you haven’t heard and how do we bring 
that back to the Committee for feedback? 
 
Kinsey:  What is the lifeline rate? 
 
Gullet:  That’s what we refer to as the tier 1 rate. It’s a rate that is slightly less than our actual 
cost of providing the service, but it gives folks that use a small amount of water or on a tight 
budget, an opportunity to control their utility cost.  
 
Kinsey:  I like that and a lot of people need to be in that tier.  I hope what we will eventually be 
able to do is keep our rates as low as possible, particularly for those that don’t use as much.  That 
might mean we have to back down on our expansion. Those people who use a lot of water should 
pay for it.    
   
Gullets:  One of the challenges we have with going through this rate methodology process is 
separating the methodology from the budget.  Issues like expansion are really budget issues that 
impact the rates.  The purpose of this project is once we set the budget how do we distribute that 
amongst our customers.     
 
Cooksey:   The next scheduled Committee meeting is in the middle of the second cycle of public 
forums at which rate structure options will be unveiled.  Is it this Committee’s concern to see 
those before the public does, which would require moving our next meeting up, or are you 
content with the current schedule?   
 
Kinsey:  Would the entire Council need to see it first? 
 
Cannon:  I think that depends on what’s in it.  You have to weigh public opinion on our behalf 
and your own.  My recommendation is that Chairman Cooksey has an opportunity to look at it 
and then let us know if he thinks we need to get it ahead of time.   
 
Cooksey:  I don’t think there would even be an opportunity for the full Council to see it because 
we don’t have a meeting on October 25.  
 
Cannon:  I trust that if there is anything in there that we need to see then Curt Walton could get 
that to full Council as quickly as possible. 
 
Gullet:  We can send it to the full Committee in your packets before the public meeting.  Keep in 
mind that our intent is not to make a recommendation at that point; it’s just to show options.   
Kinsey:  We just have to be careful that Council doesn’t read about in the newspaper.   
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After more conversation, it was decided by the Committee that the information should be sent 
out to the Committee members before the first public meeting in the Wednesday, October 20 
Council packets.  Chairman Cooksey then thanked Mr. Gullet for the information and asked to 
move on to the next agenda item. 
 
(Council member Cannon left the meeting)  
 
III. Technology Improvements at the Dais 


 
Chairman Cooksey said this item is a loose end that is carrying over.  A proposal was put before 
the City Clerk and County Clerk to take a look at some technology improvements at the dais to 
bring it more up to date.  City Clerk Stephanie Kelly added that this originated with former 
Mayor McCrory and Chairwoman Jennifer Roberts.  When Mayor Foxx was elected he asked the 
staff to resurrect this.  She said that the County had been exploring it and allocated some money 
to possibly expand the use of Granicus, but because it is a joint effort, it would require work with 
the City, County and possibly the School Board.    
 
Ms. Kelly said that Gina Shell and some of her staff has looked into the project and have had 
discussions with the County.  Ms. Shell referenced the Granicus document that was in the 
Committee’s packet (copy attached) and said that the County is now testing the IPads.  She said 
the County still has the $89,000 set aside, but they have gone on realizing how expensive it was 
going to be to do the hardwire approach in the Chamber, so they started looking more into a 
digital system.  They also started looking at their back office agenda process and their ability to 
present the agenda in a usable format, meaning they would be able to transfer the agenda to a 
tablet device and make it page flipped and indexed for easy access and use.  Ms. Shell said the 
County has talked with Granicus and are learning about upgrades that might occur with the IPad.  
They have also put out an RFI and have vendors responding to that explaining what each one 
might be able to offer in that realm.   She added that the County has invited City staff to sit in on 
the evaluation meetings and they do plan to be involved in that.  They are also open to setting up 
the contract so that if the City decided at some point we wanted this, then we could piggy back 
on their contract.  Chairman Cooksey asked for questions and comments from the Committee.  
   
Kinsey:  I’m not excited about this.  I don’t want to change the look of the Chamber with all the 
electronic devices.  Also, as long as I’m on Council I have to have paper.  I go cross eyed 
looking at the screens.  I don’t like electronic voting either.   
   
Cooksey:  The view the public has will look the same.   
   
Campbell: This conversation started under the context of electronic voting and then we quickly 
realized when we started looking into it that it entailed a lot more than just some rearranging of 
the wires to accommodate electronic voting.  The equipment that is already there is 20-25 years 
old and at the end of its natural life now and if we wanted to upgrade it, we would have to make 
significant changes under the dais.  There is some structural hardwiring that would occur, but 
cosmetically, it would look the same.   
 Cooksey:  The only appearance change would be where the Council sits and it would be one 5 
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inch monitor in front of them.  I think we should just keep this as a “keep up posted” item for 
now, but as we get further into the budget season it will be relevant to make a decision on this.   
 
Turner:  Does it make us more efficient? 
 
Cooksey:   Well, that’s where the fact that it started with electronic voting comes into play.  I 
wouldn’t want to be the one that has to keep up with our votes.  
 
Turner:  What’s the benefactor for us? 
 
Kelly:  From the voting aspect, it will be very clear and leave very little doubt as to how each 
individual member votes.  Sometimes it is difficult to tell, but it’s a lot easier to get the Mayor to 
revisit that if there is a question.  From an efficiency standpoint, I think it would allow the person 
presiding to actually keep the meeting flowing.  It will help with the speakers, as well as within 
the Council members and who is to speak first and whose hand was up first.    
 
Kinsey:  I might consider this if it contains some method by which Council members can be cut 
off after 3 minutes.  That’s the only way we will be efficient.   
 
Turner:   I’d like to know if it’s necessary to go to this magnitude.  This is kind of like a wish 
list.  You can do it as elaborate as you like.  Could we minimize it and make what we do more 
efficient? 
 
Cooksey:  Or given that the hardware is coming to the end of its useful life, what’s it going to 
take to redo what we have versus this? 
   
Turner:  We need something to compare this too.   
 
Cooksey:  The thing I appreciate with my tablet that I have is the movement towards wireless.  
When I see this document that talks about how much it is to restructure the dais and get a lot of 
wires in there, I don’t know that that is where the future is.  Everything is going wireless.   
 
Campbell:  The issue with the dais and the wires is the television aspect.   
   
Cooksey:  Yes, there would still need to be some connections for the media to broadcast us out, 
but there still should be fewer wires on the dais for our screens because we would have wireless 
tablets.   
 
Walton:  Is the need for dais reconstruction due to the hardware? 
 
Shell:  Yes and there is a lot more wiring that would need to happen within that structure than we 
might have realized at first, for this solution.   
 
McMillan:  Also, to project the votes and to project the agendas on to the screen so T.V. can then 
support it and show it to the public.   
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Cooksey:  Well, let’s continue the review on this based on today’s conversations.     
 
(Chairman Cooksey adjourned the meeting at 1:35 p.m.) 
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AGENDA 


 
 


I. Executive Compensation Policy 
Staff Resource: Tim Mayes 
At the September 13, 2010 City Council meeting, a referral was approved for the 
Committee to review and consider an executive compensation policy for the City 
Manager and City Attorney.  Staff will facilitate a general discussion of the topic. 
 
 


II. Water/Sewer Rate Study 
Staff Resource:  Barry Gullet 
At the April 14, 2010 City Council Budget Retreat, a referral was approved for 
the Committee to review the Water and Sewer Rate Study.  Staff will provide an 
update of the Water and Sewer Rate Study Process. 
Attachment: 1. Utility Rates Study Update.doc 
          2. August 25 Stakeholder Advisory Group.ppt 
                     3. September 15 Public Meeting.ppt 


 
 


III. Technology Improvements at the Dias 
 Staff Resource:  Gina Shell 
 At the January 11, 2010 City Council meeting, a referral was approved for the 


Committee to review the technology enhancements currently being considered by 
the City Clerk’s office.  Staff has done a preliminary review of the proposed 
project to include required work and cost projections.  Staff will review its 
findings with the Committee.   


 Attachment:  4. Granicus VoteCast Solution Cost Estimates.doc 
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 Tim Mayes       Barry Gullet   Mickey Hicks     
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Water and Sewer Rate Stakeholder Water and Sewer Rate Stakeholder 


Charlotte-Mecklenburg
Utilities


Advisory Group Meeting #1 Advisory Group Meeting #1 


August 25, 2010August 25, 2010


AgendaAgenda


1. Introductions and Overview
2. Purpose of the Stakeholder Advisory2. Purpose of the Stakeholder Advisory 


Group (SAG)
3. Overview of Rate-Setting Process
4. Existing Rates and Limitations to Rate 


Structure Alternatives
5. Next SAG Meeting and Meeting 


Schedule
6. Additional Q&A
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IntroductionsIntroductions


Charlotte Mecklenburg Utility (CMU) staffCharlotte Mecklenburg Utility (CMU) staff
Red Oak – John Mastracchio
Magnolia – Meg McElwain
Stakeholder Advisory Group Members


Stakeholder Advisory Group MissionStakeholder Advisory Group Mission


Mission Advise Utilities project team onMission. Advise Utilities project team on 
issues related to existing and alternative 
water and sewer rate methodologies by 
providing comments, ideas, opinions 
about various rate methodology priorities, 
impacts and other considerationsimpacts and other considerations.
The Stakeholder Advisory Group will 
serve as a sounding board for ideas and 
alternatives developed by Utilities.
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Stakeholder Advisory Group (SAG) Stakeholder Advisory Group (SAG) 
PurposePurpose


Provide opportunities for dialogue and input


SAG’s role is to focus on the rate structure


More depth and discussion than will be 
covered at public meetings


Ground RulesGround Rules
Meeting rules


Come prepared with questions in mind
Enter into the discussion enthusiasticallyEnter into the discussion enthusiastically
Listen alertly and speak your mind freely
Provide constructive feedback and receive it appropriately
Indulge in friendly disagreement
Confine your discussion to the topic
Appreciate the other person's point of view
D ' li h di iDon't monopolize the discussion
Take responsibility for the success of this committee
Interaction with the news media and constituents


Achieving Consensus – May not get to consensus, rather 
we hope to get to a place that everyone can live with.
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Overview of the RateOverview of the Rate--Setting Setting 
ProcessProcess


Determine Determine 
How much revenue is needed 
to be generated from rates?


Step Step 
11


Revenue Revenue 
RequirementsRequirements


Evaluate Cost Evaluate Cost 
of Serviceof Service


to be generated from rates? 
(Financial Management Plan)


What does it cost to serve 
utility customers?


Step Step 
22


Design Rates, Design Rates, 
Fees, ChargesFees, Charges


What rate design alternatives 
are available that satisfy the 


pricing objectives and needs?


Step Step 
33


Stakeholder Involvement Meetings


2010 2011


August September October November December January FebruaryAugust September October November December January February


SAG


Public


Utilities Staff


RGC


CouncilCouncil


Utility Advisory 
Committee


Meetings
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Water and Sewer Rate Structure 
Requirements / Guidelines 


Charlotte City Code
S ifi th t th fi d t iSpecifies that the fixed customer service 
charge relates to providing basic service 
(meter reading, billing, etc.) of customers 
accounts.
Rates, fees & charges established based on 
th “ t d t th d l ”the “water and sewer rate methodology” 
documents


Water and Sewer Rate Structure 
Requirements / Guidelines 


NC Statutes (Ch 160A-314)
R t d h di tRates and charges may vary according to:


Class of service. 
Whether the property served is residential, 
commercial or industrial, the property’s use or the 
size of the property.


NC Statutes (Ch 143 355 2)NC Statutes (Ch 143-355.2)
Water conservation measures for drought


Tiered levels of water conservation measures 
corresponding to increased severity of the drought
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Water and Sewer Rate Structure 
Requirements / Guidelines 


Agreements with City, County, Towns
P hibit diff t t b t i id / t idProhibits different rates between inside/outside 
corporate limits
Requires the same utility policies apply to 
customers in all jurisdictions


Catawba Basin Low Inflow ProtocolCatawba Basin Low Inflow Protocol
Drought response plan requires Utilities to 
have water conservation plans


Water and Sewer Rate Structure 
Industry Guidelines 


Rates designed based on a cost – causality 
l ti hirelationship


Rates should be reasonable, rational and 
avoid unjust price discrimination 
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Water Conservation Rate StructureWater Conservation Rate Structure


$6.00
$5.32


Commercial Rate $2.04


Yellow = 2011 Residential RateVo
lu


m
e 


C
ha


rg
e 


(p
er
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cf


)


$1.45
$1.64


$2.69


$5.00


$4.00


$3.00


$2.00


$1.00


Residential Rate


0


Yellow = 2011 Residential Rate


4 Monthly Water Usage (ccf)


Orange = 2011 Commercial Rate


8 12 16
$0.00


Description of Existing Rates Description of Existing Rates ––
Rate HistoryRate History


1977 Original Rate Methodology g gy
established.


1993 Tiered Water Rates and Residential 
Sewer Cap was added


3 tiers consisting of a base rate, excess use g ,
rate, and a peak demand rate


Water usage above a certain level not 
charged for wastewater
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Description of Existing Rates Description of Existing Rates ––
Rate HistoryRate History


2001 Water Rate Adjusted to be More j
Conservation Oriented


Adjusted usage block cut offs


Increased the rates in the excess use and 
peak demand blocks


2008 Four-Tiered Water Rate Adopted
4th tier rate for monthly usage over 16 ccf


Existing Water and Sewer RatesExisting Water and Sewer Rates
FY11


Effective 7/1/10


Water Rates
Fixed Charge (per month) $2 40


1 ccf = 100 cubic feet = 748 gallons


Fixed Charge (per month) $2.40
Residential Volume Charges (per ccf)


Tier 1: 0-4 ccf 1.45
Tier 2: 4-8 ccf 1.64
Tier 3: 8-16 ccf 2.69
Tier 4: 16+ ccf 5.32


N R id ti l ( f) 2 04Non-Residential (per ccf) 2.04


Wastewater Rates
Fixed Charge (per month) 2.40
Volume Charge (per ccf) 4.31
For industrial customers, other charges may apply
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Elements of the Existing Rate StructureElements of the Existing Rate Structure


Fixed fee relates to providing basic 
servicing of customer accounts (per City 
Code)
Variable rate tiers apply to usage by 
residential customers


Based on cost to provide service


Additional conservation incentive in tier 3 and tier 4


Non-residential rate is a uniform rate that 
applies to usage by commercial customers


Elements of the Existing Rate StructureElements of the Existing Rate Structure


Irrigation rate applies to usage through 
irrigation meters


Usage is billed beginning with tier 3 rate, progresses to 
tier 4


No sewer charges


Bulk Water rate applies to bulk customers 
(York County, Concord)


All usage is billed at tier 3 rates


Sewer Rate is applied to the volume of 
water used


Residential charges are capped at 24 ccf / month
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Other Fees & ChargesOther Fees & Charges


Capacity Fee is one-time charge for new customers
Based on cost to “buy-in” to system


Connection Fee is one-time charge for installing new 
service


Recovers actual cost to install connection


Industrial waste fees/charges are related to extra costs 
to treat high-strength sewage


Delinquency fee ($45) is assessed for late payment


Reconnection fee ($32) is to restore previously existing 
service


Other minor fees and charges


Capacity and Connection FeesCapacity and Connection Fees


Service Water
Connection


Water
Capacity


Sewer
Connection


Sewer
Capacity Total


¾” 
Residential $1,740 $425 $2,369 $1,633 $6,167


1½”
Commercial $6,385 $2,125 $2,369 $8,165 $19,044


4”
L $13 063 $10 625 $2 369 $40 825 $66 882Large 


Commercial
$13,063 $10,625 $2,369 $40,825 $66,882


¾”
Irrigation Meter


(split SVC)
$705 $425 N/A N/A $1,130
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FY10 Comparison to Other CitiesFY10 Comparison to Other Cities


Jacksonville (ONWASA)


3 ccf Customer Bill Comparison
Approx. 27% of residential bills at or below 3 ccf


Durham


Cary


New Orleans


Concord


Marietta


Atlanta


Chapel Hill (OWASA)


Birmingham


$- $10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $60 


Tampa


San Antonio


CHARLOTTE


Cobb County


Austin


Water Bill Sewer Bill21


Rate comparison information 
provided by CMU


Atlanta


5 ccf Customer Bill Comparison
Approx. 49% of residential bills at or below 5 ccf


FY10 Comparison to Other CitiesFY10 Comparison to Other Cities


New Orleans


Austin


Cary


Concord


Marietta


Chapel Hill (OWASA)


Birmingham


Jacksonville (ONWASA)


$- $10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $60 $70 $80 


San Antonio


Tampa


CHARLOTTE


Cobb County


Durham


Water Bill Sewer Bill


Rate comparison information 
provided by CMU
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Atlanta


10 ccf Customer Bill Comparison
Approx. 84% of residential bills at or below 10 ccf


FY10 Comparison to Other CitiesFY10 Comparison to Other Cities


Durham


Austin


Cary


Concord


Marietta


Jacksonville (ONWASA)


Chapel Hill (OWASA)


Birmingham


$- $20 $40 $60 $80 $100 $120 $140 $160 $180 


San Antonio


Tampa


CHARLOTTE


New Orleans


Cobb County


Water Bill Sewer Bill


Rate comparison information 
provided by CMU


Atlanta


15 ccf Customer Bill Comparison
Approx. 94% of residential bills at or below 15 ccf


FY10 Comparison to Other CitiesFY10 Comparison to Other Cities


Durham


Cary


Austin


Jacksonville (ONWASA)


Concord


Marietta


Chapel Hill (OWASA)


Birmingham


$- $50 $100 $150 $200 $250 $300 


San Antonio


Tampa


CHARLOTTE


New Orleans


Cobb County


Water Bill Sewer Bill


Rate comparison information 
provided by CMU
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Atlanta


30 ccf Customer Bill Comparison
Approx. 99% of residential bills at or below 30 ccf


FY10 Comparison to Other CitiesFY10 Comparison to Other Cities


Durham


Jacksonville (ONWASA)


Cary


Concord


Marietta


Austin


Birmingham


Chapel Hill (OWASA)


$- $50 $100 $150 $200 $250 $300 $350 $400 $450 $500 $550 


San Antonio


New Orleans


Tampa


CHARLOTTE


Cobb County


Water Bill Sewer Bill


Rate comparison information 
provided by CMU


Atlanta


50 ccf Customer Bill Comparison
Approx. 99.7% of residential bills at or below 50 ccf


FY10 Comparison to Other CitiesFY10 Comparison to Other Cities


Jacksonville (ONWASA)


Durham


Concord


Cary


Marietta


Birmingham


Austin


Chapel Hill (OWASA)


Atlanta


$- $100 $200 $300 $400 $500 $600 $700 $800 $900 


San Antonio


New Orleans


CHARLOTTE


Tampa


Cobb County


Jacksonville (ONWASA)


Water Bill Sewer Bill


Rate comparison information 
provided by CMU
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Next Meeting Next Meeting ––
Input Requested from the SAGInput Requested from the SAG


What are the most important criteria thatWhat are the most important criteria that 
CMU should consider in evaluating 
existing and alternative rate structures?


What issues, concerns, suggestions 
does the SAG have pertaining to thedoes the SAG have pertaining to the 
existing rate structure?


Rate Evaluation FrameworkRate Evaluation Framework


1. Identify criteria for evaluation of existing 
water and sewer rates


2. Using the evaluation criteria, develop list 
of alternative rate structures / 
approaches for consideration


3. Assist in selection of a short-list of 
alternatives for further consideration 
selection
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Example Evaluation CriteriaExample Evaluation Criteria


■ Impact on revenue stability
■ Low income affordability
■ Price / cost of water for essential usage
■ Impact on conservation / peak usage
■ Impact on rates due to customer growth
■ Fairness / equity of the rates
■ Impact on economic development
■ Others?


SAG Meeting ScheduleSAG Meeting Schedule
Meeting No. Date/Time Purpose


1 Wed August 25 6-7 pm Introduction purpose discuss1 Wed, August 25, 6-7 pm Introduction, purpose, discuss 
existing rate structure


2 Wed, Sept 22, 6-8 pm Identify and discuss rate evaluation 
criteria, discuss public meeting input


3 Mon, Oct 25, 6-8 pm Present and discuss potential rate 
structure alternatives 


4 Wed, Nov 17, 6-8 pm Post public meetings debrief, discuss 
rate structure alternatives


Meetings will be held at the Environmental Services facility, 
located at 4222 Westmont Drive, unless otherwise specified.
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Questions/DiscussionQuestions/Discussion
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Public Meetings Public Meetings 
Water & Sewer Rate StudyWater & Sewer Rate Study


Charlotte-Mecklenburg
Utilities


Water & Sewer Rate StudyWater & Sewer Rate Study
Series #1Series #1


September 14September 14--21, 201021, 2010


AgendaAgenda


1. Introduction, Overview and Purpose 5 min
2. Public Input and Ground Rules 5 min
3. Rate Setting Process Overview 5 min
4. Summary of Existing Rates 10 min
5. Public Comments 60 min
6 Public Meeting Schedule 5 min6. Public Meeting Schedule 5 min
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IntroductionsIntroductions


Charlotte Mecklenburg Utilities staffCharlotte Mecklenburg Utilities staff
Red Oak – John Mastracchio
Magnolia – Meg McElwain


Purpose of the Public MeetingsPurpose of the Public Meetings


Provide opportunities for public inputProvide opportunities for public input, 
comments, ideas, and feedback regarding 
the existing water and sewer rate structure, 
as well as potential rate structure 
alternatives that will be developed and 
considered by Utilitiesconsidered by Utilities. 
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Public Comment Ground RulesPublic Comment Ground Rules


During the public input period, members of the 
public can approach the podium and provide oral 
comments


If you would like to speak, please sign in on the 
public comment sign-in sheet
Maximum time allotment for oral comments per 
person is 3 minutesperson is 3 minutes
Relevant comments only
Please be respectful of the presenters and those 
providing public comments.


Several Opportunities to Provide InputSeveral Opportunities to Provide Input


Round 1 Public Meetings: 
Present and describe the existing ratesPresent and describe the existing rates
Receive public input on issues, concerns and 
questions related to the existing rates


Round 2 Public Meetings: 
Present and describe potential alternatives toPresent and describe potential alternatives to 
the existing rates
Receive public input and feedback pertaining 
to the potential alternative rates
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Public Meeting SchedulePublic Meeting Schedule
NORTH
Wednesday, September 15 at 6pm


Th d O b 28 6Thursday, October 28 at 6pm
Lee Dukes Water Treatment Plant
7980 Babe Stillwell Road
Huntersville, NC 28078


SOUTH
Thursday, September 16 at 6pm


Wednesday, November 3 at 6pm
South County Regional Library
5801 Rea Road
Charlotte, NC 28277


Public Meeting SchedulePublic Meeting Schedule
EAST
Tuesday, September 21 at 6pm


Th d N b 4 6Thursday, November 4 at 6pm
Hickory Grove United Methodist Church
6401 Hickory Grove Road 
Charlotte, NC 28215 


WEST
Tuesday, September 14 at 6pm


Tuesday, October 26 at 6pm
Clanton Pavilion in Clanton Park
3132 Manchester Avenue
Charlotte, NC 28217
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Public Meeting SchedulePublic Meeting Schedule


CENTRAL
Wednesday, September 15 at NoonWednesday, September 15 at Noon


Wednesday, October 27 at 6 pm
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center
600 East Fourth Street
Charlotte, NC 28202


Stakeholder Involvement Meetings


2010 2011


August September October November December January FebruaryAugust September October November December January February


SAG


Public


Utilities Staff


RGC


CouncilCouncil


Utility Advisory 
Committee


Meetings
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Methods of Providing Public CommentsMethods of Providing Public Comments


Oral comments at public meetings


Written comments using comment cards at 
each meeting


Internet comments in the ‘rate study’ section 
at www.cmutilities.com.


Overview of the RateOverview of the Rate--Setting Setting 
ProcessProcess


Determine Determine 
What does it cost to run the 


utility and pay for capital
Step Step 


11
Revenue Revenue 


RequirementsRequirements


Evaluate Cost Evaluate Cost 
of Serviceof Service


utility and pay for capital 
projects?


Which costs are associated 
with which types of 


customers?


Step Step 
22


Design Rates, Design Rates, 
Fees, ChargesFees, Charges


How are customers billed to 
recover costs of the service 


they use?


Step Step 
33
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Project FrameworkProject Framework


1. Evaluate existing rate structure
2. Develop alternative rate structures


3. Evaluate alternatives


4. Recommend a rate structure for Council 
approvalapproval


Existing Water ConservationExisting Water Conservation
Rate StructureRate Structure


$6.00
$5.32


Commercial Rate $2.04


Yellow = 2011 Residential RateVo
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$1.45
$1.64


$2.69


$5.00


$4.00


$3.00


$2.00


$1.00


Residential Rate


0


Yellow = 2011 Residential Rate


4 Monthly Water Usage (ccf)


Red = 2011 Commercial Rate


8 12 16
$0.00
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Combined Water/Sewer BillCombined Water/Sewer Bill


$350.00


$400.00 


$150.00 


$200.00 


$250.00 


$300.00 


$350.00 


49%


Amount of Bill


% of Customers


M
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$-


$50.00 


$100.00 


1 3 5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29 31 33 35 37 39 41 43 45 47 49 51


35%


10%
5% 0.7%


Monthly Water Usage (ccf)


M


Existing Water and Sewer RatesExisting Water and Sewer Rates
FY11


Effective 7/1/10


Water Rates
Fixed Charge (per month) $2 40


1 ccf = 100 cubic feet = 748 gallons


Fixed Charge (per month) $2.40
Residential Volume Charges (per ccf)


Tier 1: 0-4 ccf 1.45
Tier 2: 4-8 ccf 1.64
Tier 3: 8-16 ccf 2.69
Tier 4: 16+ ccf 5.32


N R id ti l ( f) 2 04Non-Residential (per ccf) 2.04


Wastewater Rates
Fixed Charge (per month) 2.40
Volume Charge (per ccf) 4.31
For industrial customers, other charges may apply
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Existing Rate StructureExisting Rate Structure


Fixed Fee 
Covers the cost of meter reading and billing


Volumetric Rates
Charge for volume of water used


4 Tiers for residential / Uniform rate for commercial


Sewer bill is based on amount of water usedSewer bill is based on amount of water used


Irrigation Rate
Applies to separate irrigation meters


Starts at Tier 3


Other Fees & ChargesOther Fees & Charges


Industrial waste fees/charges
Recover  costs to treat high-strength sewage 


d it itand monitor permits


Capacity Fee
One-time fee to “buy-in” to system


Connection Fee 
One-time fee for installing new service based 
on actual construction costs


Other minor fees and charges
(e.g. delinquency and reconnection fees)
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Capacity and Connection Fees Capacity and Connection Fees 
(FY11)(FY11)


Service Water
Connection


Water
Capacity


Sewer
Connection


Sewer
Capacity Total


¾” 
Residential $1,740 $440 $2,375 $1,745 $6,300


1½”
Commercial $6,385 $2,200 $2,375 $8,725 $19,685


4”
L $15 033 $11 000 $2 375 $43 625 $72 033Large 


Commercial
$15,033 $11,000 $2,375 $43,625 $72,033


¾”
Irrigation Meter


(split SVC)
$843 $440 N/A N/A $1,283


Atlanta


5 ccf Customer Bill Comparison
Approx. 49% of residential bills at or below 5 ccf


FY10 Comparison to Other CitiesFY10 Comparison to Other Cities


New Orleans


Austin


Cary


Concord


Marietta


Chapel Hill (OWASA)


Birmingham


Jacksonville (ONWASA)


Atlanta


$(5) $5 $15 $25 $35 $45 $55 $65 $75 


San Antonio


Tampa


CHARLOTTE


Cobb County


Durham


Water Bill Sewer Bill


Rate comparison information 
provided by CMU
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Atlanta


10 ccf Customer Bill Comparison
Approx. 84% of residential bills at or below 10 ccf


FY10 Comparison to Other CitiesFY10 Comparison to Other Cities


Durham


Austin


Cary


Concord


Marietta


Jacksonville …


Chapel Hill (OWASA)


Birmingham


$- $20 $40 $60 $80 $100 $120 $140 $160 


San Antonio


Tampa


CHARLOTTE


New Orleans


Cobb County


Water Bill Sewer Bill


Rate comparison information 
provided by CMU


Atlanta


15 ccf Customer Bill Comparison
Approx. 94% of residential bills at or below 15 ccf


FY10 Comparison to Other CitiesFY10 Comparison to Other Cities


Durham


Cary


Austin


Jacksonville …


Concord


Marietta


Chapel Hill (OWASA)


Birmingham


$- $25 $50 $75 $100 $125 $150 $175 $200 $225 $250 


San Antonio


Tampa


CHARLOTTE


New Orleans


Cobb County


Water Bill Sewer Bill


Rate comparison information 
provided by CMU







12


Atlanta


30 ccf Customer Bill Comparison
Approx. 99% of residential bills at or below 30 ccf


FY10 Comparison to Other CitiesFY10 Comparison to Other Cities


Durham


Jacksonville …


Cary


Concord


Marietta


Austin


Birmingham


Chapel Hill (OWASA)


$- $50 $100 $150 $200 $250 $300 $350 $400 $450 $500 $550 


San Antonio


New Orleans


Tampa


CHARLOTTE


Cobb County


Water Bill Sewer Bill


Rate comparison information 
provided by CMU


Atlanta


50 ccf Customer Bill Comparison
Approx. 99.7% of residential bills at or below 50 ccf


FY10 Comparison to Other CitiesFY10 Comparison to Other Cities


Jacksonville


Durham


Concord


Cary


Marietta


Birmingham


Austin


Chapel Hill (OWASA)


Atlanta


$- $100 $200 $300 $400 $500 $600 $700 $800 $900 


San Antonio


New Orleans


CHARLOTTE


Tampa


Cobb County


Jacksonville …


Water Bill Sewer Bill


Rate comparison information 
provided by CMU
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Public Input Public Input --


1. What factors are most important for Utilities 
to consider about existing and alternative 
rate structures?


2. Should costs of expanding and replacing 
infrastructure be recovered through fixed 
fees, volumetric charges, or a 
combination?combination?


3. How should the cost of building facilities to 
serve new customers be paid for under the 
rate structure?


Public Input Public Input --


4. What should be included in the monthly 
fixed service charge vs the usage rate?fixed service charge vs. the usage rate?


5. How should water and sewer affordability 
be considered in the rate structure?


6. What issues, concerns, suggestions do you 
have about the existing rate structure?
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Public Comment PeriodPublic Comment Period


Th kTh k


Charlotte-Mecklenburg
Utilities


Thank you Thank you 







“Granicus” VoteCast Solution: Conceptual Cost Estimates 
Prepared for City Council “Restructuring Government” Committee    September 30, 2010 
 
Current Granicus Contract:  Webstreaming 
 


• Produces live and on-demand webcasts of Council meetings 
• Webcasts are downloadable as podcasts 
• Webcasts are archived, linked to agenda items, searchable by keyword 
• Closed-captioning and RSS feeds are available 
• All Channel 16 programming is available via the video portal 
Currently City, Mecklenburg County, CMS have separate contracts for services with Granicus 
Current City Cost: $20,000/year + hardware replacement as needed 


 
 
Additional Granicus Services:  Electronic Voting, Minutes Automation 


• New CPU’s and touch-screen monitors, individually controlled, installed in Chamber dais 
• Agenda, all supporting documents, presentations, etc., available on Council member screens 
• Capacity for automated queuing of speakers and digital voting, visible to Chamber audience 
• Automates document flow, recording of actions and votes, integration with webcast 


 
Cost Estimates 
 
 Cost Year 1 Cost Years 2 thru X 


“Granicus” System & Services* 
(Hardware, Software, License, Training, 
Upgrades, Installation, Maintenance) 


$ 225,000 $  35,000 


Security Software $   15,000 $    5,000 


Additional Hardware for Chamber** 
 (Purchase & Installation: Large LED Monitors, 
Speakers, Booth Equipment, Microphones, Lights)


 
     $   50,000 -  $  150,000  


Cabling/Electrical $   50,000   


Dais Reconstruction      $ 130,000 -  $  150,000  


Technical Staff Support/Project Management $   20,000 $   10,000 


Hardware Refresh (4-year cycle)  $   10,000 


TOTAL      $ 490,000 -  $610,000 $   60,000 
*”Granicus” system estimates are used here, but a competitive procurement process would be likely 
**Some hardware will require replacement within the next several years regardless of current system decision  
 
Project Considerations 
• Summer 2011 earliest date feasible to plan, design, bid, schedule trades work, etc. 
• Will require closure of Chamber for 2 months 
• Coordination/Cost-sharing with Mecklenburg County and CMS 
• Availability of technology may increase demand for utilization of Chamber 
 
Update from Mecklenburg County 
• Mecklenburg County staff is exploring the implementation of a digital system for creating and distributing the 


County Commission agenda. 
• The system would provide the County Commission agenda in a format other than a website pdf, such as e-


book or digital reader format, with indexed content and page flip viewing capacity. 
• This type of solution would not require dais reconfiguration. 
• The County is open to conducting a procurement process that could meet City needs for these capacities if or 


when the City decides to pursue the capacities. 







Discussion of Executive Compensation Policy 


Restructuring Government Committee  


September 30, 2010 


 


Key Questions 


 


1. What should comprise the compensation packages (base pay, performance incentives, retirement 
contributions, stipends) for the City Manager and City Attorney? 
  


2. Is benchmarking with the median value of compensation packages for comparable positions 
appropriate?   
 


3. How does the structuring of the compensation package for the City Manager impact the 
compensation for positions that report to the City Manager?   
 


Compensation Data Collection Options 


 


1. Continue to utilize the following data compiled by Human Resources 
 
- Base pay and total compensation for Executive Directors of local non-profit organizations, 


the Mecklenburg County Manager and the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools Superintendent 
- Base pay and total compensation for City Manager and City Attorney positions in the ten 


largest Council-Manager cities in the country 
- Base pay and total compensation for City Manager and County Manager positions in North 


Carolina 
- Base pay and total compensation for City Attorney and County Attorney positions in North 


Carolina  
 


2. Retain compensation consulting firm to evaluate executive compensation policy and prepare 
white paper  (Anticipated cost would be $10 – 15k) 
 


3. Human Resources staff meet with human resources executives of local companies to gather 
observations and suggestions            
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