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<> Charlotte City Council

" Transportation & Planning Committee

Meeting Summary for October 11, 2010

COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS

l. Subiject: Area Plan Implementation
Action: None
I1. Subject: Bus Stop & Service Planning and Evaluation
Action: Provide information in a Council-Manager Memo
I11.  Subject: Urban Street Design Guidelines
Action: None

COMMITTEE INFORMATION

Present: David Howard, Nancy Carter, Warren Cooksey, Patsy Kinsey
Time: 3:35 pm - 5:00 pm
ATTACHMENTS

1. Agenda Package

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS

Acting Chairwoman Patsy Kinsey called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the room to
introduce themselves. She stated that Chairman Howard would arrive shortly. She then turned it
over to Debra Campbell to introduce the first item on the agenda.

l. Area Plan Implementation

Ms. Campbell stated that today’s presentation will be given by Kent Main. The purpose is to
expose the Committee to a program of Area Plan Implementation. She stated that the Council
approves, as part of the Transportation Bond package, funding to implement area plans and today
the Committee will be shown how the projects are selected. Mr. Main began reviewing the
“Area Plan Implementation” presentation (copy attached). He stated that “Volume 1” is the
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Concept Plan and “Volume 2” is a very detailed Implementation Plan. Mr. Main then reminded
the Committee of what the area plan’s purpose is. He went on to describe the implementation
strategies and discussed the table (referencing slide 6) that goes through all the things they have
recommended for land use and transportation. The table also identifies specific things that need
to be done and the lead agency that would be involved in that. There is also a priority list within
that table.

Carter: Can an abnormal designation expire if the land use doesn’t match the area plan?

Campbell: A land use recommendation is a policy recommendation. What really controls how
the land is used is zoning. However that plan is zoned, is how it can be used. In addition, there
can be plan amendments. If an adopted plan recommends something the land has not been used
for, at some point in time, someone could come in and ask for a plan amendment. A plan can
also be amended through the rezoning process.

Carter: Do the corrective rezonings have a certain priority in the implementation?

Campbell: Yes, and that is through the planning process. They usually get a high priority or at
least a medium priority. Corrective rezonings are one of the “easier” rezonings for the Planning
Department to gear up for because we manage the rezoning process. We can usually do them
quickly after a plan is adopted.

Carter: It’s number 14 on the chart here, and that’s at the bottom of the page. We have a 97%
approval rate for following your plans. There is some tension here and I’m still hearing from my
constituents that this is an important issue for them.

Howard: Is this chart a list of to do in order? It seems Council member Carter’s concern is that
it’s listed at the bottom as number 14.

Campbell: 1t’s not in priority order. The priority is the last column on the right. It’s simply
listed out how it fell in the document.

Cooksey: It’s human nature to look at numbers as a ranking order. It might be better to have the
number column to be a page number reference, if that is applicable.

Mr. Main continued reviewing the presentation and read through the agencies they partner with.
He talked about the Streetscape/Capital Projects that are funded right now. They are receiving
$2.5 million per year currently for Area Plan Funds, as well as some additional funds for
Business Corridor/Pedscape. Mr. Main read through the background of the area plans and stated
that they have been doing the area plan projects since 1999 and the original amount of funding
they received for carrying out the capital projects was about $300,000 per year. At that time, the
capital projects were not being done in a timely manner, so when approaching 2006, they were
looking to put together a program to start tracking the projects better. The voters approved the
Transportation Bond Referendum in 2006 and again in 2008.

Chairman Howard questioned the formal process of working with the other agencies. Mr. Main





Transportation & Planning Committee

Meeting Summary for October 11, 2010
Page 3 of 7

stated that it was an informal process. Ms. Campbell said that it’s also throughout the budget
process and making sure they are implementing highest priorities for capital improvements
through the area plan process. Ms. Campbell said there is a CIP Staff Review Team and also an
internal Planning Implementation Team within the Planning Department, which cross boundaries
with other Key Business Units (KBUs). Council member Carter mentioned that there is anxiety
around the donut of the Center City and the benefits they get. Ms. Campbell replied that there
are many different programs that have linkage with the area plan process. When Neighborhood
and Business Services (N&BS) are discussing their Neighborhood Improvement Projects, one of
the criteria is that there is an adopted area plan. There is also a Growth Strategy Steering Team
that includes the schools and Park and Recreation.

Mr. Main continued reviewing the presentation and talked about varying project scopes and
specificity, street cross-sections, and showed a typical project list and map. He read through the
original 10 pilot plan areas from 2006 and showed a list of the plans that had been added since
then. He also read through the future plan areas. He stated that for the first 10 pilot areas,
Engineering did some generalized rule of thumb costing for them and came to a figure of $298
million just to do the planning for those. That includes things being taken care of by other
departments. This is to show that it would take a long time to get the plans done if all they had
was $2.5 million a year.

Mr. Main went on to say that the data is being used in collaboration with other KBUs and some
of our leveraging partners. He said that in some cases they have shared costs if another
department is doing a project at the same time to fulfill an area plan priority. Planning has also
digitized the recommendations of the Westside and Eastside Strategic Plans & Business
Corridors. They have made accomplishments there from many different funding sources. The
Business Corridor/Pedscape program is also administered by Planning and focuses on projects in
distressed business corridors as designated by N&BS.

Mr. Main discussed the regulatory aspect of the implementation of area plans. Most of the plans
identify a number of corrective rezonings. Rezoning requests, as well as corrective rezonings,
are judged against what they call out in the plans. They review every rezoning plan and that’s
where the recommendations come from. They also judge for their urban districts where they
have specific design guidelines. They also have subdivision reviews, particularly for park and
greenway reservations, as identified in area plans.

Mr. Main said that as they proceed with this implementation, they will continue to catalog all
past plans, look to expand the use of the system to identify larger Capital Improvement Projects
and ensure they have linkages to other capital planning processes for other departments,
specifically for the Transportation Action Plan. Chairman Howard asked the Committee if they
had any questions.

Carter: 1 just would like to say congratulations to you all. | have seen the movement over the
last 11 years of getting things done with our plans. 1I’m wondering if there is perhaps a potential
for grant writing, not just from the federal government, but from some community entities and
foundations. You all are doing unique work and it should be pushed forward.
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Campbell: We certainly hope that you all don’t take this as a request for funding. We wanted to
make sure you all understood that we were doing more than just planning. We were fortunate
enough that we were able to get our area plan capital funds raised to an amount that we could
actually start implementing things that were recommended in plans.

Kinsey: On slide 4 you mention area plans refine Centers, Corridors, and Wedges boundaries.
Explain that to me.

Campbell: What we want to make sure of is that when we do an area plan, that as part of the
area plan, we can specifically carve out an area that may potentially be in a Corridor, Center, or
Wedge. That enables us to get very parcel specific. For example, the Elizabeth Community
Area Plan is all in a Corridor, but you will find that we have carved out neighborhood
preservation areas.

Johnson: We define where the boundary is of the established neighborhood and where the
general Corridor is, so you can actually see it on the map.

Kinsey: How soon can | see that plan?

Johnson: There is stakeholder meeting in a few weeks. We come back in either November or
December to show the Committee the plan.

Howard: Who maintains the improvements for landscaping and art that is put in?

Campbell: 1 believe it’s a combination, but it’s mostly Landscape Management.

Howard: The $2.5 million and the $2.3 million are not for maintenance, right?

Campbell: Right, and we are getting a little bit of push back from some departments because
their budgets are shrinking as well. We’ve heard from Landscape Management that we need to
allocate a little bit of money for long term maintenance when we are costing out some of the
projects.

Howard: That’s something, going into the next budget cycle, that we need to talk about.

Carter: Green areas that are being donated to the City within developments are also a concern to
me, because that is not going to Parks and Recreation, that’s going to us and it is a maintenance
issue.

Kinsey: When private organizations give us art, we have to maintain that as well.

Howard: You should talk about that, Mr. Schumacher, at your retreat coming up. Are there any
outstanding corrective rezonings right now?

Main: There is a Bryant Park Ped Plan that we have identified because of changes to the Ped
Ordinance. There may be a few for the Catawba Area Plan.
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Howard: Okay, thank you all for the information. Let’s move on to the next agenda item.

I1. Bus Stop & Service Planning and Evaluation

Charlotte Area Transit System (CATS) Director Carolyn Flowers stated that Larry Kopf will
review the presentation today on handling bus stop requests. This is an informational item that
will go through the process that CATS uses for evaluating requests for additional bus stops and
other transit amenities. Over the last 10 years, they have added 300 additional bus stops and
have expanded transit amenities. She then turned it over to Mr. Kopf.

Mr. Kopf began reviewing the “Handling Requests at CATS” presentation (copy attached). He
stated that the current budget environment shows the sales tax level is down to the 2005 level.
They have cut back some service hours and positions, which makes their operating expense
down to the 2008 level. The ridership is still at the 2009 level. They have fewer resources, but
are still trying to serve a core ridership.

Mr. Kopf explained the Countywide Transit Service Plan and said it is a short range 5-year plan.
The current plan expires in January 2012 and they are currently updating the plan. They have a
Technical Committee that consists of employees from CATS, Planning Commission, CDOT and
N&BS. They also have a citizen input process for this plan.

Mr. Kopf described that there are various ways that people get their requests to CATS. They can
send it through email, a letter, a phone call, or they can stop in their offices. All requests go to
the Customer Service Representatives and then they contact the appropriate Division Manager to
handle the request. They attempt to respond to customers within 5 days. They create a file and
log all requests and their responses. For this FY11, they have received 58 requests.

Howard: How do you differentiate requests from the ones you just do automatically because a
certain area has more people?

Flowers: We have a policy for bus stop spacing. There are standards as to how far you place a
stop, usually ¥ of mile.

Howard: Do you look for places to serve or would you wait for that new neighborhood or
developed area to say that they would like service?

Kopf: The Countywide Transit Service Plan is the way we are proactive in trying to be out in
front of the requests. It’s like a look-ahead. We also react to requests that come into us, so there
are both methods.

Mr. Kopf described the process they use when they get a request. The Service Change
Committee meets monthly to go over all the requests they receive. They look at different criteria
when they are looking at requests. They do a budget analysis, ridership analysis and a safety
review. They also try to determine the effect on existing customers and they look at their MTC
Policies. Ms. Flowers added that for the safety review, they have to ensure they are compliant
with the ADA. Mr. Kopf talked about the different service standards and said they try to
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evaluate requests on objective measures that are set out.

Mr. Kopf went on to discuss the number of bus stops, shelters and benches. There is a Bus Stop
Committee that responds to requests for new bus stops. They also meet monthly to review
requests. There are many criteria that are looked at when looking at new bus stops, such as;
property issues, safety issues, location of utilities, Solid Waste Services pick up of trash cans,
accessibility to the stop and coordination with CDOT. There are also passenger amenities that
need to be met when looking at a new stop. Those would include the number of boardings per
day, lengthy wait times, transfer points, accommodations for seniors or the disabled, and the
infrastructure, like sidewalks. Mr. Kopf also quickly discussed the criteria for bus stop spacing,
which are based on density factors.

Ms. Flowers added that they get a lot of requests for stops on some state roads, but the high
speeds and lack of the buses’ ability to stop and merge back into traffic, has precluded them from
complying with a lot of those requests.

Carter: That’s been a problem on Independence Blvd.

Flowers: We have been talking to the state about making sure that as they do other segments,
that they take into consideration the transit issues.

Kinsey: Do we have very many buses that go over the speed humps?

Kopf: We do have some routes that go over speed humps. Typically, we don’t have a problem
with them.

Kinsey: The Fire Department has a lot of problems with them. First of all, it slows them down
by about 15 seconds for each speed hump. Second, it wears and tears on the trucks.

Kopf: We do have to slow down and we accommodate that in the scheduling. That mostly
happens in the shuttle routes.

Chairman Howard said this would be great information for the Council, especially district
representatives. It was agreed that it would be sent out in a Council-Manager Memo. Chairman
Howard thanked staff for the information and requested to move on to the next agenda item.

1. Urban Street Design Guidelines

Danny Pleasant said that Council has a Workshop Dinner Briefing on this item tonight at 5:00
p.m. He said they wanted to touch base with the Committee for 5 minutes and see what they are
hearing about the USDG and if there are any particular issues and concerns they had before
going into the Workshop. Mr. Pleasant stated that there are a couple of pending items still out
there. Those are for more information on Alternative Compliance and the block size averaging
idea. There was some interest in extending that beyond single-family subdivisions in Wedges.

Kinsey: Why just in Wedges?
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Pleasant: Primarily, because some of the people that produce the standard type of subdivisions
brought it to our attention and they thought it would be more challenging to reduce the maximum
block length from 1,000 feet to 800 feet. From our perspective, the 1,000 feet gives them some
flexibility. Remember, that maximums are seldom used, but in some cases they help space the
streets out.

Davis: Also, we do believe the Development Review Board will need more discussion and that
directly relates to what the right membership of the Board will be.

Howard: Has there been any interaction with the community since the last time we talked?
Davis: No.

Howard: | have gotten a couple of questions on the Development Review Board, which |
directed to Debra Campbell because they were from the Planning Commission.

Campbell: I’ve gotten the suggestion that the Planning Commission itself serve as the
Development Review Board. We presented to the Planning Commission last Monday and that
was the only issue raised by them.

Howard: Is there any response on block average in other places?

Pleasant: Other than talking within ourselves, it’s worth investigating to see if it makes sense for
our community. We are open to it.

Howard: Given the schedule of getting this to Council you kind of want to figure that out sooner
than later.

Davis: We’ll be back here October 28 and | expect we will be able to reveal recommendations at
that point.

Chairman Howard thanked everyone for attending and adjourned the meeting at 4:50 p.m.
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Monday, October 11; 3:30 - 5:00 PM
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center

|Room 280|

Committee Members: David Howard, Chair

Michael Barnes, Vice Chair
Nancy Carter

Warren Cooksey

Patsy Kinsey

Staff Resource: Jim Schumacher

AGENDA

Area Plan Implementation — 30 minutes

Staff Resource: Kent Main

Staff will provide an overview of the Planning Department’s program to track and
implement Area Plan recommendations, including capital improvement projects as well
as regulatory actions.

Action: None at this time.

Attachment: 1. Area Plan Implementation.ppt

Bus Stop & Service Planning and Evaluation — 30 minutes

Staff Resource: Larry Kopf

The CATS presentation provides an overview of the process and criteria that guide the
response to citizens who request bus service and/or bus stops. It is presented to the
Committee for information.

Attachment: 2. Handling Requests at CATS.ppt

Urban Street Design Guidelines — 5 minutes

Staff Resources: Mike Davis & Shannon Frye

The October 11 dinner agenda includes a workshop on the Urban Street Design
Guidelines for the full City Council. This Committee time is available for any follow-
up questions from Committee members in preparation for the workshop.

Attachment: Citizens Transit Advisory Group Report — Information Only

Next Scheduled Meeting: Thursday, October 28 at 2:00 pm in Room 280

Distribution:

Mayor & City Council Curt Walton, City Manager Leadership Team
Transportation Cabinet Larry Kopf Kent Main
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CITY OF CHARLOTTE Presentation Outline

1. Area Plans
2. Area Plan Implementation

* Implementation Plan

= Planning’s Program

— Streetscape/Capital (Area
Plan, Pedscape/Business
Corridor Funds)

— Regulatory (Rezoning and
Subdivision)

— Next Steps

WEST MOREHEAD

Lanp Usk & PEDSCAPE PLAN
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CITY OF CHARLOTTE

Area Plans

= Volume 1:
Concept Plan

= Volume 2: D
Implementation Plan Steele Creek
" Area Plan
- Appendix: M&I«&-L;l‘h ng Dhepariment
Existing Conditions ey
DRAFT

CHARMECK.ORG

CITY OF CHARLOTTE Area Plan Purpose

Defines vision for area

Makes recommendations for land use and
community design, transportation,
infrastructure and environment

Identifies public & private
investments needed to achieve
the vision

Refines the Centers, Corridors and
Wedges boundary in the plan area

Amends adopted land use policies
(District Plan or other plan)

Serves as the official streetscape plan for
the study area CHARMECK.ORG

2 CHARLOTTE.
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CITY OF CHARLOTTE

Area Plan
Implementation

= Volume 1:
Concept Plan

= Volume 2:
Implementation Plan

» Appendix:
Existing Conditions

Implementation Strategies

CITY OF CHARLOTTE

Implementation Plan
not adopted by
Council

Identifies actions and
programs needed to

implement plan items

Includes lead agency
and priority/timing

Items almost always
require further
action/funding

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

P,

3 CHARLOTTE.
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IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

CITY OF CHARLOTTE P|anning’s Program
Streetscape/Capital Projects
— Area Plan Funds $2.5 mill/yr.

— Strategic Plan Funds (Eastside and
Westside)

— Business Corridor/Pedscape

Regulatory e
— Rezonings Ordinance

— Subdivision

CHARMECK.ORG
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CITY OF CHARLOTTE Background

» Area Plan Fund program was
approved by Council in 1999.

» Original amount was $300,000.

» Capital items not being
implemented in a timely manner.

» Staff wasn’t tracking, didn’t know
order of magnitude of all area plan
recommendations.

CHARMECK.ORG

CITY OF CHARLOTTE Background

In 2006, in anticipation of Transportation Bond
Referendum that would increase area plan funds,
staff created plan implementation program.

Voters approved bonds in 2006 and again in 2008,
providing $2.5 million per year for Area Plan
Implementation.

Had dozens of adopted plans and
hundreds of plan recommendations;
needed means to press for and
track physical results.

Created system to analyze, track and Sicaa pe
implement capital and other projects PLAZA-CENTRAL

.. . . . PEDSCAPE PLAN
originating from City Council adopted L
area plans.

CHARMECK.ORG

5 CHARLOTTE.
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CITY OF CHARLOTTE Background

* The plan implementation team created an initial
database of ten area plans, since expanded to 26
plans.

Hundreds of recommendations were extracted,
including “hard” recommendations such as
sidewalks, corrective rezonings, and pedestrian
scale lighting.

Also included “soft” recommendations such as
community safety, increased home ownership
and creation of neighborhood organizations.

CHARMECK.ORG

Varying project scopes
and specificity

CITY OF CHARLOTTE

Some plans have very specific project proposals:

Type 3: Wide Village Streets

ulH\HNIJIHM %

CHARMECK.ORG
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CITY OF CHARLOTTE Street Cross-Sections

Some plans have more generic recommendations:
* Providence/1-485 plan: infill sidewalks not likely to
be built through new development.

Providence Road Sidewalk Analysis

1/2 Mile Walk Distance from Existing Stop Light; Si nds at Quail £

Typical project list and mapping

CITY OF CHARLOTTE

Central - Dilworth Land Use and Streetscape Plan
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CITY OF CHARLOTTE

Original 2006
Pilot Plan Areas

Belmont Revitalization Plan

Brookshire Boulevard/I-485 Area Plan
Dilworth Land Use and Streetscape Plan
Eastland Area Plan

Newell Area Plan

Optimist Park Area Plan

Providence Road/I-485 Area Plan

Rocky River Road Area Plan
Thomasboro/Hoskins Neighborhood Plan
Washington Heights Neighborhood Plan

[ P ivsiamartanon hras Puan Brumsanas
[ L U —

CITY OF CHARLOTTE

Added Plan Areas

Albemarle Road/I-485 Interchange Study
Bryant Park

Cherry Small Area Plan

Dixie Berryhill Strategic Plan

East Boulevard Pedscape Plan

Lakewood Neighborhood Plan

Northlake Area Plan

Second Ward Neighborhood Plan
SouthPark Small Area Plan

Statesville Avenue Corridor Plan

Sunnyside Land Use & Pedscape Plan
University City Area Plan

West End Land Use & Pedscape Plan

West Morehead Corridor Vision & Concept Plan
West Morehead Land Use & Pedscape Plan
Transit Station Area Plans

e

P,
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CITY OF CHARLOTTE

Future
Plan Areas

Plans Recently Adopted
Catawba Area Plan
North Tryon Area Plan

Plans Currently Underway
Independence Blvd Area Plan
Elizabeth Area Plan

Steele Creek Area Plan

Midtown Morehead Cherry Area Plan

Plans Identified in Area Plan Assessment
Prosperity Church/ Eastfield/Ridge/Hucks
Ballantyne

Costwold

Albemarle/Lawyers
Woodlawn/Scaleybark/Park

1-85/Sugar Creek/N. Tryon/Graham

CITY OF CHARLOTTE Area Plan Capital Needs

= For first 10 pilot area plans, Engineering
estimated cost of quantifiable high and medium
priority projects at $298 million dollars based on
rule of thumb costs.

CHARMECK.ORG
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CITY OF CHARLOTTE Backg round
» The data is also used to identify collaboration
opportunities with other KBU’s to further expand
the program’s reach.

» Leveraging partners:
— Neighborhood Improvement Program
— Sidewalk program
— Bike Program
— Street Resurfacing
— Storm water

— Transit infrastructure programs
(SCIP, NECI)

» Sometimes share costs or add a design element

that fulfills an area plan priority.
CHARMECK.ORG

CITY OF CHARLOTTE Background

» Planning also digitized projects from Westside &
Eastside Strategic Plans & Business Corridors

(different funding sources)
EASTLAND AREA PLAN

Business Corridor/Pedscape
program also is administered
by Planning, focusing on
projects in distressed
business corridors

and PED plan areas.

VOLUME ONCEPT PLAN

10 CHARLOTTE.
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CITY OF CHARLOTTE Active Area Plan Projects

Brookshire/1-485

Providence/1-485

John Kirk at University Place

Toby Creek Connectivity (leverage)

Bryant Park: West Morehead
west of Freedom Drive

Fifth Street Streetscape

Completed Area Plan
Projects

CITY OF CHARLOTTE

Optimist Park Sidewalk

Hoskins / Bradford Dr.
Sidewalk

Washington Heights Ped
Lighting & Trees

Kenilworth/Scott Street
Analysis

Dilworth Roundabout
Clanton Rd. Landscaping
Grier Heights Connectivity

Thomasboro/Hoskins
drainage (leverage)

(partial listing)

11 CHARLOTTE.
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Active Business Corridor
Projects

CITY OF CHARLOTTE

= Beatties Ford Rd. Median
(LaSalle St. to 1-85)

= Commonwealth Streetscape
(at the Plaza)

» Tuckaseegee/Berryhill/Thrift

—Roundabout (early planning)-

= North Tryon Streetscape
(Dalton to 30t Street)

Eastland Central Avenue
Streetscape (Sharon Amity
to Albemarle Road)

Completed Business Corridor
Projects

CITY OF CHARLOTTE

Wilkinson Blvd Business Corridor
Freedom Drive Business Corridor
Beatties Ford Road Business Corridor
West Blvd Business Corridor

West Morehead, Freedom to I-77
North Davidson Street Business Corridor
Graham St North Business Corridor
Plaza Central Business Corridor
Elizabeth Ave Business Corridor
South Blvd Business Corridor

North Tryon Corridor Improvements
Harlee Stafford Improvements
Hawthorne Lane Re-striping

[

(partial listing)  PLAZA-CENTRAL
PEDSCAPE PLAN
P N
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CITY OF CHARLOTTE 2010 Bond Proposal

= Area Plan Projects
($2.5 million/yr. for 2 yrs.)

= Business Corridor/
Pedscape Projects
(2.3 million/yr. for 2 yrs.)

CHARMECK.ORG

CITY OF CHARLOTTE

Regulatory

INDEPENDENCE BOULEVAR

M
Arga Plan..

arlotte Gity Connel |

IR

CHARMECK.ORG
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Proposed Corrective
CITY OF CHARLOTTE ReZOHingS

Many plans contain
recommendations for
corrective rezoning of
parcels.

These are now
identified and tracked
through the Plan
Implementation
program.

Regulatory Reviews

CITY OF CHARLOTTE

= Rezoning requests are
reviewed on basis of plan
recommendations, including
urban design guidelines for
conditional plans.

Site plans for urban districts
are reviewed against all
area plan standards.

Subdivision review includes
requests for park and
greenway reservation as
identified in area plans.

CHARMECK.ORG
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Next Steps

CITY OF CHARLOTTE

= Expand use of system to
identify larger Capital
Improvement projects for
separate funding.

Continue cataloging of
recommendations from past
area plans.

Ensure linkages to other
departmental capital
planning processes such as
Transportation Action Plan.

CHARMECK.ORG

CITY OF CHARLOTTE Questions

CHARMECK.ORG

15 CHARLOTTE.





Handling Requests at CATS

Presented to the

Transportation & Planning Committee

October 11, 2010

CITY OF CHARLOT

Overview

* Current Budget Environment
¢« Countywide Transit Services Plan I -

« Citizen Service Request Process

¢ MTC Policies

« Citizen Bus Stop Request Process

CITY OF CHARLOTTE[)) wonw . RIDETRANSIT .org
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Revenue vs. Demand Paradox

FY2011 Expenses, Revenue, Service and Ridership
Comparison

Sales Tax @ the FY2005 Level

Operating Exp. below the FY2008 Level

grvice HR below the FY2008 Level

/

Ridership below the FY2009 L

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

CITY OF CHARLOTT]

¢ Current Plan Jan. ‘07 — Jan. ‘12

* Technical Committee (CATS, Planning
Commission, CDOT, Neighborhood Dev.)

» Citizen Input

« Recommendations For New Services and
Facilities

CITY OF CHARLOTTE[ )
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Processing Requests

CITY OF CHARLO

Requests for Service

e 58 Requests So Far in Fy11l

e 359 For New Service to New Areas

e 319% For More Service (e.g.
weekend)

e 30% For Route Adjustment

e 49 For Schedule Adjustment

CITY OF CHARLOTTE[)) wnw RIDETRANSIT org

10/8/2010





Service Change Committee

= Service Development Division

< Marketing/Customer Service Division

< Facilities Division

< Bus Operating Division

< Monthly Meetings (or as needed)

CITY OF CHARLOT ) weww . RIDETRANSIT.org

Analysis of Requests

* Budget Analysis

= Ridership Analysis

= Effect on Existing Customers

= Safety Review

e MTC Policies

CITY OF CHARLOTTE[))

10/8/2010





* Route Performance Monitoring

e Travel Markets Policy

e Service Standards

CITY OF CHARLOTTE[))

- Service Frequency

e Load Thresholds

= Density Factors

¢ Directness of Service

¢ Reliability Factors (OTP)

CITY OF CHARLOTTE[))

MTC Policies

Foiicy Numbor: MTC-05 Date Issucd: May 16, 2001
[SubjectTitlo:  TRAVEL MARKETS Date Revised:
Approved Metmoottan Transit Comission

RoEponabie Division: CATS Oparls
Page Numbor: 1 of 1

Public Transportation cannot realistically serve all person trips made within a metropolitan area. The

flexibility of the automabile combined with existing land use patterns and cost considerations make it

impossible for transit to compete for all trips. However, transit can competo effectively for market share
‘many situations.

To guide decisions on resource allocation and o provide a basla for measuring porformanco ovar fimo,
CATS has Identified thos: ts whore it will seok to be competitive. The selected local travel mark
aro consistont with tho GATS Mission and wil suport attainment of ihe CATS Vision and the goals of the
2025 Integrated Transit/Land Use Plan.

The local travel markets for public transit have been organized into two categories to help delineate their
riority and to define “transit competitive trips” as ulilized in the CATS Vision statement. The two
categories are defined as follows:

PRIMARY MARKETS
These markots must be well served to achieve the goals of the adopted Centers and Corridors Land Use
Vision and the 2025 Plan and for CATS to achicve its Mission and Vision. The primary markets for
CATS listed in priority orde

1 Al tripsfall purposes by those individuals who do not have access to or cannot utilizo private
 and rogquie publc
2. Exteing customers rom exising servis arase

3. A tipaial purposos.to, from and wilhin one of tho five original coridors and major
omploymant and activity centors and the connections between thern

Al rps/all purposes toffrom Transit Orisnted Dovelopmens (TOD) in the “wedges" batween
(hs original five corrid

‘Gommuter tHpe In congésted travel comidors autside the orighal five corridors within tho
‘wcdgns

Commuter trips to/from surrounding counties in one of the original five corridors.

SECONDARY MARKETS
Lesser (or secondary) prio
and when it wil not et om GATS:
Markets

arcts aro thoss that wil oy be served whe it i costeffective to do <o
rve its Primary Markets. Examples of Secondary

. Trips toffrom non-TOD developments and areas regardioss of location.
. Local trips totally outside Mecklenburg County.
. Inter-county trips outside of the original five corridors.

The Primary Markets delineated above are the markets where CATS will strive to achiove an increasing
sharo of the trips mado oach day. Therefore, these are i ets where transit will compete and
thereby define what is meant by “transit competitive trips".

Service Standards

10/8/2010





Bus Stops

= 3,400 CATS Bus Stops

< Approximately 300 Shelters

< Approximately 100 Benches

e 28 Bus Stop Requests So Far in
Fyi1i

CITY OF CHARLOT

Bus Stop Committee

e Service Development Division
e Bus Operating Division

= Safety & Security

= CATS Facilities Division

= Accessibility Coordinator

= CMPD

= Monthly Meetings

CITY OF CHARLOT

10/8/2010





Bus Stop Criteria

* Property Issues

= Safety Issues

e Location of Utilities

e Solid Waste Review of Trash Can
Requests

= Accessibility

e Coordination with CDOT

CITY OF CHARLOT

Passenger Amenities

= 25 Boardings Per Day for
Shelter/Bench Consideration

= Lengthy Wait Times

e Transfer Points

e Accommodations for Seniors
and/or Disabled

 Infrastructure (e.g., Sidewalks)

CITY OF CHARLOT

10/8/2010
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Bus Stop Spacing

= CBD: Every 500 feet

e High to Medium Density: 750 to 900
feet

e Medium to Low Density: 900 to 1,300
feet

e Low Density: 1,500 to 2,500 feet

CITY OF CHARLOT

THANK YQOU!

CITY OF CHARLOT IDETRANSIT org
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MEMORANDUM
FROM THE
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK

DATE: September 17, 2010

TO: Transportation and Planning Committee Members
FROM: Stephanie C. Kelly, CMC, City Clerk

SUBJECT: Citizens’ Transit Advisory Group Annual Report

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

If you have questions or comments for the board, please convey those to staff support for a response
and/or follow-up.

Section 6. REPORTS OF BOARDS, COMMITTEES, AND COMMISSIONS

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

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

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

DATE: September 15, 2010
TO: Mayor and City Council
FROM:

Tom Cox, Co-Chair
Mary Barker, Co-Chair
Citizens Transit Advisory Group

SUBJECT: 2010 Annual Report

The 13-member Citizens Transit Advisory Group (CTAG) operates under the Metropolitan
Transit Commission (MTC) Transit Governance Interlocal agreement. No publicly elected
office holder may serve on CTAG. Members are appointed for two-year term as follows: one
co-chair appointed by Mecklenburg County; one co-chair appointed by Charlotte Mayor, City of
Charlotte; two appointed by Charlotte City Council; two appointed by Mecklenburg County
Board of Commissioners; one appointed by board of Education; one appointed by each of the six
town in Mecklenburg County (Pineville, Mint Hill, Cornelius, Matthews, Davidson,
Huntersville).

All members are required to attend at least 65% of the regular and special meetings held in any
one calendar year with no excused absences. In order to be eligible for reappointment, the
member must have attended at least 75% of the regular scheduled meetings during the term.
Any member who fails to attend any three consecutive regular committee meetings shall be
removed.

Carrent Members
Members are appointed to two-year terms and any term limits shall be in the discretion of the
member’s appointing authority.

Members Appointed by Term Expires
Tom Cox, Co-Chair Appointed by Charlotte Mayor 6/30/2011
Mary Barker, Co-Chair Appointed by Commissioner 6/30/2012

Henry M. Antshel City of Charlotte 6/30/2011





www.ridetransit.org
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Bob Bischoff ' Mecklenburg County 6/30/2011

John Eberle Town of Cornelius 6/30/2013

Jonathan P. Goldberg City of Charlotte 6/30/2011

Craig Lewis, LEED AP, AICP Town of Davidson 6/30/2011

Samuel R. Spencer Charlotte Mecklenburg Schools 6/30/2011

Todd Steiss Town of Huntersville 6/30/2011

George Sottilo Tewn of Matthews 06/30/2012
Vacant Mecklenburg County

Vacant Town of Mint Hill

Vacant 4 Town of Pineville

CTAG is an advisory board to the MTC. The MTC members are Mayors and managers from the
municipal and county elected bodies that are party to the Transit Governance Interlocal
Agreement. This committee’s responsibilities include Annual review, comment and make
recommendations with respect to the Transit Program and budget; Review, comment and make
recommendations on proposed transit policies presented to the MTC for approval; Review,
comment and make recommendations on Corridor rapid transit alignments and technology plans
recommendations coming out of preliminary engineering and environmental studies; Engage in
proactive efforts to seek and provide insights on community attitudes towards transit plans and
system performance; Annual review and comment on market research results; Provide input and
advice on increasing community awareness of transit-oriented land use planning and its
relationship to the implementation of transit investments; and Engage in proactive efforts to
increase awarencss within the community and key stake-holders on the total value of investing in
transit.

In 2010, CTAG received an overview of the proposed FY2011 Transit Operating Budget and the
FY2011-2015 Capital Investment Plan; updates on the M'TC policies; presentations on fare
enforcement, bus livability grant, the 2010 legislative priorities, 2030 Corridor System plan,
proposed fare increase, the City’s sustainability policy, Blue Line Extension, service changes and
the new process for New Starts. They also received updates from the CEO on FY11 priorities,
future work plans, and on trips to Washington and to DC.

CTAG will have a workshop in QOctober 2010 to review their mission and to educate the new
members on the policies.





		TAP Summary 10.11.10
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		TAP Committee Agenda 10.11.10
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		CATS Presentation to TAP Committee Oct 2010 [Compatibility Mode]

		Trans Comm Report CTAG Sept  2010 (2)

		CTAG Annual Report September 2010 (2)
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HARLOTTE Charlotte City Council
Community Safety Committee
Meeting Summary for October 18, 2010
COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS
. Subject: Citizen’s Parole Accountability Committee
Action: Motion made to forward a recommendation to the full City Council to eliminate
the Citizen’s Parole Accountability Committee (passed 4-1, Peacock opposed)
1. Subject: Towing Ordinance
Action: Direct staff to continue working on options
I11. Subject: Noise Ordinance
Action: None
COMMITTEE INFORMATION
Present: Patrick Cannon, Patsy Kinsey, Michael Barnes, Andy Dulin, Edwin Peacock
Time: 3:30 pm - 5:00 pm

ATTACHMENTS

1. Agenda Package
2. Citizen’s Parole Accountability Committee 2010 Annual Report

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS

Chairman Cannon called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the room to introduce
themselves. He stated there are three issues on the agenda today and he asked Assistant City
Manager Eric Campbell to introduce the first item.






Community Safety Committee

Meeting Summary for October 18, 2010
Page 2 of 13

l. Citizen’s Parole Accountability Committee

Mr. Campbell said that in the Committee’s packets they received copies of the letters (copies
attached) that the City Manager’s Office received regarding the Citizen’s Parole Accountability
Committee. There had been some issues over the last few months with the work load of the
Committee due to the state statute changing. There have been issues with attendance because of
the lack of work. The Police Chief and the District Attorney has indicated that the workload has
dropped and they feel the Committee has run its course, given the statute. He stated that Deputy
Chief Graue could answer any questions the Committee has. Chairman Cannon added that the
Committee is being asked to forward a recommendation to the full City Council to abolish the
Committee. He then asked for questions from the Committee.

Peacock: When was the last time we canceled any Committee?
McCarley: It’s not unprecedented, but it’s not common.

Peacock: | read the letters from the Police Chief and the District Attorney and it seems like we
are making a decision awfully quick. Restructuring Government Committee hasn’t even looked
at it.

Cannon: | think it’s a matter of dealing with the functionality of the Committee.

Graue: The dwindling number of inmates has been going on throughout the year. The letter
from District Attorney Gilchrist was written earlier in the year. The workload has significantly
diminished for the Committee.

Peacock: Who is the Chair of this Committee? .

Vinson: The Chairperson was Tony Gargiulo and he resigned in May 2010. Since then there has
been one other person to resign from the Committee due to their term expiring. There are only 5
members of a Committee of 9. 1’ve been involved since 2007 and I’ve noticed a significant drop
of the number of inmates being reviewed out of Raleigh. A lot of that was due to the fact that in
2008 there was a bill passed that said if you were convicted of 1% degree murder or 2™ degree
murder, then your case wouldn’t be reviewed until another 3 years. By the time that 3 years
rolled around a couple of those inmates had already been accepted into a program called MAP.

In 2009 there were 78 cases to review and in 2010 there were only 33 cases. By the time 2013
comes around there will only be 16 cases.

Graue: Also, people aren’t being sentenced under Fair Sentencing anymore, now it’s Structured
Sentencing, so there is less leeway for the judge.

Peacock: So, MAP and the Structured Sentencing are the primary reason for the decline in this.
A year ago the Restructuring Government Committee asked the City Clerk to look at all 37
Committees and give us recommendations for ones that might need to be consolidated or have an
opportunity to possibly abolish them. Do you recall submitting information to her about this
Committee? 1’m just curious why we didn’t pick this up last year.
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Campbell: It was brought to our attention over a year ago. We had the Boards and Commissions
under review in Restructuring Government Committee, so we just sustained everything to see
what was going to come out of that effort. One of the things that did come out was that Boards
and Commissions were assigned to Committees of Council. Once we finished the effort in
Restructuring Government Committee, Parole Accountability was officially assigned to the
Community Safety Committee. Then we said once we got confirmation from both the District
Attorney and the Police Chief then we would move forward.

Peacock: There are a number of citizens that have signed up for this. Are there members that
want to stay on the Committee?

Vinson: A couple of them have expressed interest in going to other Committees and | have
gotten them in touch with the correct individuals. Two of the remaining members never
responded back.

Cannon: One of the things we don’t want is a dysfunctional Committee. | do think there still
needs to be some level of accountability. How will we continue to monitor what happens in
these cases?

Graue: In District Attorney Gilchrist’s letter, he has stated a commitment to continue to follow
through and when they get notification that people will be released, they will research those and
continue to write letters of objection if that is appropriate.

A motion was made by Council member Dulin and seconded by Council member Kinsey to
move forward to the full City Council the recommendations of the District Attorney and the
Police Chief to dissolve the Citizen’s Parole Accountability Committee. (Motion passed 4 — 1
with Council member Peacock opposed) Chairman Cannon thanked staff for the information
and said they would move on to the next agenda item.

I1. Towing Ordinance

Chairman Cannon said the Committee will continue to review the Towing Ordinance and the
CMPD towing strategies. There is no decision requested, but the Committee can do so if it
desires. He said today they would receive some of the information on the last input meeting and
also some information on the credit card research. Mr. Campbell pointed out the attachment in
the agenda package (copy attached) that outlines the discussion from the last meeting with the
tow industry. He then turned it over to Major Eddie Levins.

Mr. Levins began reviewing the “Tow/Wreckers: Credit Cards” document (copy attached). He
stated that they did some research with several banks. Most of the fees are set and he pointed out
the Wells Fargo case on page 2 where it was a $50 a month charge for using a basic service. He
stated that the tow industry had indicated that the machines are very expensive; however, both
Bank of America and Wells Fargo said they are negotiable. They range from a couple hundred
dollars to free depending on how a deal is negotiated. Chairman Cannon then invited the
Committee to ask questions.
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Cannon: Have we found that only a small portion of the towing companies or a majority of the
companies already provide this level of service with the credit cards?

Levins: We found that the majority did provide the service, but not for the trespass tows. The
majority already have credit card machines.

Barnes: Is the fact that they take the cards for everything except the trespass tows related to the
dispute issue?

Levins: Yes, it’s related to the fear of a dispute.

Barnes: In the information we were provided there appears to be an indication that many of the
companies were open to using debit cards. What is the potential for disputes for debit cards? The
material indicates you can’t dispute the charges and | thought you could.

Newbold: We didn’t check into that, but we can do that.

Barnes: If in fact you can’t dispute the debit charge, then that would seem to be a workable
compromise. | understand the tow companies concern about disputing. | like the Raleigh

ordinance and it would seem to me that there is some good middle ground to be had here.

Levins: The banks that we spoke to said it is difficult to do charge backs and you have to prove
fraud. They said someone would have to come in with a police report and prove fraud.

Barnes: The thing with the credit card though, is you can actually start the investigation, which
creates a cost for the bank. 1’m trying to figure out how to avoid unnecessary costs to the bank,
to the consumer and to the tow trucks.

Dulin: Would it be the same cost to start up a debit machine?

Levins: It should be the same.

Dulin: Debit is the same thing as cash. Could we fix it so they can do debit and not credit?

Cannon: If the majority is already taking credit cards then | don’t see why we are trying to
adjust it.

Barnes: | was trying to address the concern on the part of the towing company representatives
that people will dispute the charges. However, I’m not as concerned knowing that you have to
prove fraud, but the problem is people will try to say it was fraud and initiate an investigation by
the bank which, increases costs for the banks.

Kinsey: If we are going to allow debit cards, | just assume to include credit cards as well.

Mr. Newbold then began discussing the “Towing Ordinance Input Meeting” document (copy
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attached). This document is from the October 13, 2010 meeting they had with some of the
industry representatives. Those representatives were from the tow industry and parking lots. He
then asked if the Committee had any questions about each individual bullet listed on the
document.

Kinsey: In bullet one where it talks about storing the vehicles, would that only apply to that one
vehicle or all of them they store?

Newbold: This ordinance only addresses nonconsensual towing, so it would only apply to that
vehicle.

Barnes: Regarding that same bullet, | see that someone suggested a $20 per day charge after the
first 24 hours. Did any of the participants indicate a willingness to see a cap on those fees?

Newbold: The discussion was per day, no cap.
Cannon: Is there currently a fee and if so, what is it?
Newbold: The storage fee is currently $15 per day.

Levins: The discussion they had, had to do with our Zone Wrecker Contract and they would like
to mirror that, which is $20 a day.

Dulin: I’m okay with the $20 a day. | would like to discuss a cap. It could get up to $1,500
pretty quick.

Barnes: | would like to ask an audience member about the cap. Mr. Oliver, would you like to
address the cap issue?

Mr. Oliver: 1’d just like to say that whether we keep the car in storage one day or six months, we
are required to file with the DMV in 10 days and that’s the state law. Some of these cars sit for 5
or 6 months and we have lien holders that know where their cars are and they drag their feet, but
we have to keep every one of those cars insured until we get a court order from the court house
saying it’s ours, and that can take anywhere from 4 to 7 months.

Barnes: So, you would prefer not to see a cap on the storage fees?

Mr. Oliver: That’s correct.

Dulin: If that’s the case, if it’s $15 now, then it is $15 for infinity and that would be no cap. So,
it there is no cap, what do you think about making it $20 per day after the first 48 hours, instead
of the first 24 hours?

Peacock: Clearly, this October 13 meeting took into consideration of what these folks are
thinking. | recommend we stay with what they are suggesting here at $20 per day.

Kinsey: | want to make sure that what they are charging now, $15 a day, is every day until that
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car is picked up.

Levins: After 10 days they will file with the state. If it exceeds the value of the car, that’s the
lien on the car. So, they will own the car at some point.

Peacock: If I recall, we are mainly addressing the concern from citizens about predatory towing.
They feel like it wasn’t properly addressed in the signage or the concerns about how we’ve made
rules of when they could get their cars back. | assume the majority of tows that occur have
people that are coming to get their cars back within the first 48 hours. Those are the people that
come to us about their concerns.

Levins: That’s what we find also.

Peacock: We are trying to improve this ordinance to help the citizens that were blindsided.
They can charge what they are now.

Cannon: Right now, the number is $15 and the Committee needs to decide what number that
will be. With regard to predatory towing, we have to be cautious about assessing additional fees
on anyone.

Barnes: | don’t support making it unlimited. | do support the current ordinance. How long has
it been $120 plus the $15 per day after 24 hours?

Newbold: Since 2003.

Dulin: If we take it up to $20 per day and they tow a $7,000 car, it takes 350 days for them to
own that car. If someone can’t get their car in 350 days, then we probably don’t want them on
the roads anyway.

Levins: Just the other day we had a car that was stolen and towed off and reported after the fact.
They currently have a timeframe after the tow to report it. The victim in this case will be out that
money. She has no money to pay for the original tow and she is still incurring storage fees and
she really is a victim of a stolen car. There will be more circumstances like this if we don’t think
about the calling in first option.

Barnes: | support leaving the ordinance at $120 + $15 per day, but | do want to talk about the
third bullet point. When would the tow truck operator call CMPD for a number? The last time
we met we discussed having them call from the site where the vehicle is located before towing it.
They indicated they didn’t want their drivers onsite waiting and that they prefer to tow it and
then call it in. Can you give us your feedback on any middle ground there?

Cannon: Could there be a possibility for a dedicated line for the industry to have so they don’t
have to have a waiting period? That could lessen the time. | don’t know what needs to be done
to accomplish that. Can you give us some perspective on that?

Levins: For procedural reasons, we thought a better way to contact us was through the DCI
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terminal, which is a 24/7 number. At that terminal they can check to see if it’s stolen and they
can also be issued a complaint number. Currently, they are going through 311 and that is
creating the problem.

Cannon: So, there would be no other added costs to add something like that?

Levins: No, because we are already using that line after 311 closes.

Dulin: | think the dedicated line is a big deal. It would help them do their business better and it
should help people like the victim you described earlier who had her car stolen. When they call
into the dedicated line will they give a tag number or the VIN number?

Levins: They could give us either. There was concern about waiting and trying to locate the
VIN number on the car in a dark parking lot, but if we run the tag it will tell us if it matches the

car right away.

Barnes: What is the response rate in terms of call pick up and connections at the dedicated line?
Avre there ever busy signals? How long will it take to get a complaint number?

Levins: It would take 30 seconds to a couple of minutes. It’s usually answered quickly at night.
It’s the same line our officers also call into.

Barnes: The folks answering are not just specifically for tow related questions?

Levins: That’s correct. There are two people there 24/7. | haven’t had any complaints about
that number being busy.

Cannon: What would the tow industry say is too long of a time to wait for a number?

Levins: | assume they would be pretty upset if they had to be on the scene longer than 10
minutes.

Cannon: It really sounds like this would speed it up. So, it sounds like we want this DCI
terminal or dedicated line in the new ordinance to call in the car before towing it away. Let’s go
back to the first bullet and get some perspective so staff has some direction of where we are on
the fees.

Barnes: My motion is to leave the ordinance as is.
Kinsey: Second.

Dulin: 1 won’t support it. I’d like to give them the opportunity to raise their fees a little bit. It
been since 2003 since they’ve had an increase.

S

Peacock: Between bullet 1 and 2, bullet 2 clearly shows we are going to be adding cost to the
industry by giving people more choices of ways to pay. They are expressing concern to move
from $120/$15 to $120/$20. To re-clarify my statement earlier, I’m not for an unlimited amount,
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I realize there is a number that is set here, but | do believe they are the ones that arrived at Bullet
1 and I’m fine with that.

Cannon: Alright, so there is a motion made and proper second. (Motion passed — 4-1 Dulin
opposed.)

Campbell: 1 need to clarify that motion please.
Barnes: My motion was to leave the ordinance as is, which was $120/$15.
Peacock: 1I’m sorry, | misunderstood. | thought we were at $120/$20. 1’m a no to that vote then.

Cannon: So, the vote is 3-2 (Barnes, Cannon, Kinsey — for and Dulin, Peacock — against).

Let’s move on to Bullet 2. We are saying that we are giving the persons that were towed the
ability to have choices, but it sounds to me they already have those choices, because according to
staff they are able to take debit, credit, and cash. It that is incorrect someone let it be known
right now.

Mr. Levine: We are private parking lot operators and we do not accept credit cards on the lots.
We fall under this same ordinance.

Ms. Frye: | don’t take credit cards.

Cannon: Do you have the capabilities?

Ms. Frye: No.

Cannon: But the majority of the industry does?

Mr. Oates: Not on nonconsensual tows. When CMPD did their research he was asking
companies that don’t do nonconsensual tows. However, if by chance they do a nonconsensual
tow, they don’t accept credit cards for that.

Levins: Most people that do accept credit and debit cards accept them for everything, except
nonconsensual tows.

Dulin: I’'m really torn with this. The efficiency and ease to be able to pay with a card is great.
However, it adds cost to the tow industry. If we are going to add cost to their business we ought
to let them have a little bit more money. They haven’t raised their fees since 2003. They are a
regulated business unable to raise their own prices because we tell them what they can charge.

Barnes: I’m trying to figure out how to be fair to as many people as possible. | do think there is
a convenience to allow people to use plastic. | also think they ought to be able to cover their
cost. | would suggest that we allow a transaction fee. Allow a $5 fee per transaction for credit
card use.
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Mr. Melandro: That may be against the credit card company’s contract. | can’t quote a price and
say that it is going to be $120 and the man hands me a credit card and all the sudden it’s $125. |
can do it the other way around and say it’s $125, but if they pay with cash I can charge $120. |
can give a cash discount.

Cannon: 1°d like to remind everyone the reason we are here is not to raise fees on either side, it’s
to get our hands around predatory towing.

Barnes: | was wondering if we should go back to the previous motion and create a hybrid
structure where if they are using a card it’s $125 and paying cash then it’s $120.

Mr. Melandro: Or don’t even regulate it like that and say it’s $125 maximum and you are
allowed to give a cash discount.

Cannon: We don’t have to make a decision today. This should be a comeback item to us and
let’s explore it a little bit further.

Barnes: | want to mention that | do like the Raleigh ordinance. It covers a lot of what 1I’m trying
to address.

Cannon: I’d really like the industry to take a look at that language also and weigh in on it.

Barnes: Regarding the 4™ bullet point, | understand the perspective of lot owners and the
property managers, but give me a quick refresher of why we want an owner or manager to be
onsite to sign for the tow.

Newbold: There are 3 models throughout the country and this option seemed to be the best fit.
The cities that passed the option of having someone on hand were tired of excessive fees
complaints and complaints of vehicles being towed at odd hours while someone left their vehicle
for 5 minutes. On the other end are people who have focused on the lot being private property
and as long as the signs are up there and someone parks there, then they are essentially stealing
from someone’s private business; therefore, they will allow the private lot owner means to use
any agency they want to protect that properties interest. It becomes more of a policy decision
when you go through and look at all the other ordinances.

Cannon: It seems like if someone owns a parking lot and they employ someone to manage it for
them, essentially that management company has someone that is on call, with a two-way radio.
That’s not really an added expense, per say. Bullet 4 is the crux of what the whole predatory
towing has been about, and we must really look at it.

Barnes: The onus is on the property owner to say they don’t want the car here and to tow it and
to do that in person. Some of the stories we get about people coming to events in town and
people waiting around the block, hidden, waiting to snatch your car, are maddening. | want to
know what Mr. Levine has to say about having someone come out at night. Are your lots
manned?
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Levine: No, not all of them.
Barnes: For the ones that are not manned, do you have this problem with unauthorized parking?
Levine: Yes and typically, we would just ticket them.

Barnes: Would you be in a position, as a lot owner, to have someone come out at 2:00 a.m. to
tell a tow company they can tow the vehicle?

Levine: Not without significant burden. 1 don’t have a lot of employees that would be willing to
get up out of bed at 2:00 a.m. and go to a lot that | pay property taxes on. If someone is
trespassing, | ought to have the right to tow them off the lot, if I’m properly signed and following
the ordinance. If | have signs that say, “Do Not Park Here” and someone parks there, | cannot
protect my property.

Dulin: I’m against 24 hours manning, or being on call, for these lots. It adds incredible costs.
Barnes: What would your suggestion be on how to deal with predatory towing?

Dulin: Some of it’s not necessarily predatory. If they have a legal contract, he has the right to
protect his property. They are stealing the space. The lot owner has asked the tow company to
keep that lot clean. The signs are bigger and they are doing what they have been asked to do.

Cannon: I’m going to ask that on this issue we try to get some minds made up. It’s going to be
difficult to try and solve both sides of the issue. We need to give thought on how we want to
proceed with this particular bullet, based on the concerns that were brought to us very early on in
the process. This item should be another comeback item for us. Going forward, I think it would
be helpful to have a matrix to look at in terms of what’s being recommended and what’s
currently on the books.

Kinsey: Regarding Bullet 5, I think it’s confusing because someone may be towed at 11:00 p.m.
and they don’t come out of the bar until 3:00 a.m. and by then it’s way too late. There should be
a time listed of when they close. Two hours after the last tow means nothing.

Cannon: | think some of the companies have different hours.
Kinsey: Then it needs to be listed on the sign.
Levins: Most of the ones that work downtown are open as long as the restaurants and bars are

open. At the University, they are towing at 3:00 a.m. at apartment complexes.

Barnes: In the previous discussion, | thought | suggested 2 hours after the last tow of the
evening or 2:00 a.m.

Campbell: That was discussed, but we didn’t know there was a consensus on the time. We
presented that option to the industry and they said they were open to discussing it.
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Barnes: 1 still like that idea of saying 2 hours after the last tow or 2:00 a.m., whichever is the
latest. If the last tow is at 1:45 a.m., then 3:45 a.m. would be the two hour limit.

Kinsey: The person whose car is towed doesn’t know what time it was towed. Whatever their
closing time is should be listed on the sign. That way the person would know if they could or
couldn’t get their car back.

Barnes: That might put a wrench in things if the parking lot owners don’t use the same tow
company every time.

Newbold: One of the things we did is look at the models across the board. In North Carolina
there is a consistent approach that someone has to be on call 24 hours a day and by that, they
have to pick the phone up and return the call within 15 minutes. Then there has to be somebody
that responds to the lot within 45 minutes or an hour. In the search I did, I did not find any
model out there that had the 2 hour proposal. Initially, from the Police’s perspective, we thought
that might be a good compromise, but then when | sat down and tried to figure out how it would
work the question came of what happens if an officer gets called to the lot because the person
who wants their car back is there and the tow company personnel is not? We have to make sure
it’s a process that the officer can manage.

Campbell: Along those same lines, the industry’s concern was if they responded at the set time
and the car owner didn’t show up, what would their remedy be? Could they charge an additional
fee and how long would they have to wait?

Barnes: Have you tracked the number of predatory towing allegations over the last 24 months
and if you have, how many have you been able to substantiate? What 1’m getting at is
sometimes we have issues where there are 750,000 people in Charlotte, but it’s really only a
problem that 5 loud people have had.

Newbold: We do not have that data. Remember, it’s not illegal under the current ordinance to
have someone patrol the parking lots looking for them. The issue is whether or not predatory
towing is a policy that the City wants to support.

Levins: We didn’t have a call code for wrecker disputes. When | asked that of the patrol
divisions, | found that the highest volume areas were the University, Uptown and Providence
areas. We were breaking up fights and people were being threatened or extorted to get their car
back. Now, we are trying to encourage the officers to make reports for it and the public also.
Down the road, we will have more data.

Barnes: For the last bullet point regarding the fees for vehicles over 4 tons. | get that it’s
difficult to determine a fee schedule, but also can understand why $1,800 might hurt a little bit.
Was there any number talked about with the tow industry?

Levins: | called around and spoke to two large companies and they said their base rate was
$500. However, when | came to the meeting | was laughed at and they said it was much higher
than that, but I couldn’t get a number from the group about what that number was.
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Cannon: Alright, so for this item, staff should continue to look at best practices and determine
what the number might be.

Barnes: If you have a fully loaded truck that’s one thing, but if it’s just the tractor and it’s empty
that seems like it would be easier.

Levins: | asked that same question about a combination and the company said $500. The
industry people told me at the meeting that it would be two different tows. You can’t lawfully
tow the tractor and the trailer at the same time.

Kinsey: What about our garbage trucks and school buses? Would they have the same cost?

Dulin: We just approved contracts for specific tow companies to tow our City vehicles, so |
think they would be excluded.

Cannon: So, let’s wrap this item up. If the tow industry has any other comments or questions,
please go ahead and submit the information to staff so that we can have that. We need your level
of engagement.

Ms. Frye: If we could have a meeting, where ya’ll are present and we could communicate
openly, you would better understand where we are coming from.

Cannon: Unless you can tell us otherwise, staff has not been leaving out any of the
conversations. It’s hard, based on schedules, to get even three of us at the same time. You can
have individual meetings with us and/or pair us up if it works with our schedules. We truly
appreciate your time and input.

1. Noise Ordinance

Chairman Cannon recognized how short they are on time and asked City Attorney Mac
McCarley to give the Committee a quick update on where they stand with the Noise Ordinance.
Mr. McCarley said that he, Mr. Campbell, and Mr. Hagemann have been meeting with various
stakeholders on this issue. They have worked with the CMPD folks, who have complaint
records and have figured out the industrial noise, the motor vehicle noise and some of the festival
issues. He said they met with groups that they consider stakeholders. Those are Center City
Partners and their hospitality roundtable, which is a group that included uptown hotels, bars,
restaurants and nightclubs. He said they got a good feel from that, but their best meeting was
with the Charlotte Area Hotel Association. They were very articulate, very clear and very
reasonable about what their concerns and issues were. He said he thinks they have that issue
ready to move forward. Mr. McCarley said that they are about to begin meetings with the
citizens and will be talking about the issue of bars and restaurants in neighborhoods. He also
said they will bring everything back in one package with a set of recommendations, not later than
the Committee meeting in December.
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Chairman Cannon thanked everyone for the information and adjourned the meeting at 5:00 p.m.





Community Safety Committee
Monday, October 18, 2010; 3:30 — 5:00 pm
Room 280

Committee Members: Patrick Cannon, Chair
Patsy Kinsey, Vice Chair
Michael Barnes
Andy Dulin
Edwin Peacock

Staff Resource: Eric D. Campbell

AGENDA

l. Citizen’s Parole Accountability Committee
Staff Resources: Eric Campbell & Stephanie Kelly
The City Manager’s Office is in receipt of correspondence from the District
Attorney and Police Chief requesting City Council’s consideration in eliminating
the Citizen’s Parole Accountability Committee as a Council appointed
Board/Committee. The Committee is asked to forward a recommendation to the
full Council.
Attachment: 1. Letters

1. Towing Ordinance
Staff Resources: Mark Newbold & Major Eddie Levins
The Committee will continue its review of the City’s Towing Ordinance and
CMPD’s towing enforcement strategies. No decision is requested at this time.
Attachment: 2. Oct. 13 Input Meeting Notes
3. Credit Card Research

I11.  Noise Ordinance
Staff Resources: Mac McCarley & Bob Hagemann
Staff will continue to review the current Noise Ordinance and facilitate Committee
discussion regarding community noise issues. No decisions or recommendations are
requested at this meeting.

Next Scheduled Meeting: Thursday, November 18 at Noon in Room 280

Distribution: Mayor/City Council Curt Walton, City Manager Leadership Team
Mac McCarley Stephanie Kelly Rodney Monroe
Jon Hannan Bob Hagemann Jeanne Peak
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CITY MANAGER’S OFFICE
MEMORANDUM

October 15, 2010
TO: Community Safety Committee members
FROM: Eric D. Campbell, Assistant City Manager

SUBJECT: Citizen’s Parole Accountability Committee

The City Manager’s Office is in receipt of correspondence from District Attorney Peter Gilchrest
and Police Chief Rodney Monroe requesting City Council considers the elimination of the
Citizen’s Parole Accountability Committee as a Council appointed Board/Committee.

City Council established the Citizen’s Parole Accountability Committee to evaluate the cases of
inmates under consideration for parole and to impact the review process when appropriate. The
number of inmates reviewed each month by the Committee has decreased significantly.
Additionally, in 2007 the General Assembly enacted legislation which extended the review
process, further reducing the number of inmates to be reviewed.

After 16 years of existence, both the Chief of Police and the District Attorney feel this
Committee has run its course. Please feel free to contact me if you have question or need
additional information.

Cc: Curt Walton, City Manager
Stephanie Kelly, City Clerk





Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police
601 E. Trade St. Charlotte, NC 28202

MEMORANDUM

To: Eric Campbell
Assistant City Manager

From: Rodney Monroe
Chief of Police
- Date: July 12, 2010

Subject:  Citizen's Parole Accountability Committee

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department recommends dissolving the Citizen’s Parole
Accountability Committee (CPAC).

In 1994, Charlotte City Counci! and the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department adopted a five
year Community Safety Plan. This plan was designed to best utilize its resources to reduce
crime while increasing safety in our community. Part of this plan was to impact the review
process of the North Carolina Parole Commission and prevent violent or career criminals from
obtaining early parole. City Council established the Citizens Parole Accountability Committee
(CPAC) to evaluate the cases of inmates under consideration for parole and to impact the
process when appropriate.

The work of the committee has dwindled significantly in the last few years due the number still
incarcerated who were sentenced under the structured sentencing guidelines getting smaller
and smaller. While the committee is scheduled to meet monthly, there are fewer and fewer
inmates to review. There are a number of programs offered to the offenders now and even if
CPAC protests a release, the Parole Commission is still releasing inmates who have completed
scholastic and vocational programming. There does not appear to be a need to revitalize the
committee due to the diminished workload.

If there opportunities for committee members to join other committees, we hope you will assist
CPAC members finding other meaningful work.

Please let us know if you have additional questions or concerns.

Page 1 of 1
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To: Eric Campbell

Assistant City manager :
From: Peter S. Gilchrist 1Tl “EZ&T‘W\
Date: February 12, 2010 \'
Subject: . Citizen’s Parole Accouﬁtability Committee

In 1994, Charlotte City Council and the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department
adopted a five year Community Safety Plan. This plan was.designed to best utilize its
resources to reduce crime while increasing safety in our community, Part of this plan was
to affect the review process of the North Carolina Parole Commission and prevent violent
or career criminals from obtaining early parole. City Council established the Citizens
Parole Accountability Committee (CPAC) to evaluate the cases of inmates under
consideration for parole and to impact the review process when appropriate.

CPAC is now in its 16" year and has essentially run its course with reviewing inmates

. sentenced under the Fair Sentencing guidelines. The number of inmates reviewed each
month by the committee has decreased significantly. In 2007, the General Assembly
enacted House Bill 1624 GS 15A-1371 (b) (4) which changed the review process from
once a year to once every 3 years thus reducing the number of inmates being reviewed
each month. The parole commission continues to release inmates sentenced before
October 1, 1994 for many reasons including good behavior, successful completion of
programs such as the Mutual Agreement Parole Program (see attached for desctiption)
and even releasing inmates who have high medical costs all in an effort to make space
available for inmates coming into the Department of Corrections.

CMPD Sgt. Steve Christenbery recently updated me on the committee and advised in his
opinion the committee has run its course and should be dissolved. He has recommended
my office along with CMPD continue to write protest letters to the NC Parole
Commission to protest the early release of inmates sentenced prior to October 1, 1994
under the Fair Sentencing guidelines, He along with Deputy District Attorney Bart
Menser met with the committee on Thursday January 7, 2010. The committee members
are currently exploring other avenues to affect the criminal justice system ina positive
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way. Its possible current members could be aligned with NCS-Neighbors for a Safer
Charlotte or some other organization. I concur with Sgt. Christenbery’s recommendation
and applaud the efforts this committee has made over the last 16 years, I have copied
Chief Monroe and will ask for his endorsement of this recommendation. Sgt.

Christenbery has offered to work with this group of volunteers to see how and where they
can confribute.

Peter S. Gilchrist III

ce: Chief Rodney Monroe
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INTRODUCTION

The Mutual Agreement Parole Program (MAPP) helps to prepare selected parole-cligible
inmates for release through structured activities, scheduled progression in custody levels,
participation in community-based programs and conditional parole dates. The offenders, the
Division of Prisons and the Post-Release Supervision and Parole Commission sign a written
agreement that sets forth a plan for the inmate’s eventual parole.! The inmate agrees to meet
certain conditions set by the Division of Prisons and the Post-Release Supervision and Parole
Commission (Parole Commission); in turn, the Parole Commission agrees to parole the offender
if those conditions are met. Although they are not legally enforceable contracts, MAPP
agreements have proved to be useful tools in influencing and promoting positive inmate
behavior.

The Mutual Agreement Parole Program (MAPP) began in North Carolina in 1975 as a pilot
project and went statewide a year later. In the early years, the program focused on committed
youthful offenders and adult inmates involved in certain highly regarded vocational training
programs such as the Iredell Furniture Program, the Cleveland Comprehensive Education
Program and vocational training at North Carolina Correctional Institution for Women.
Gradually, the Parole Commission began to be use MAPP to motivate improved behavior and to
structure a gradual release from prison for a broader range of inmates. Today, MAPP is an
effective management tool that encourages behavioral change, rewards appropriate behavior,
evaluates an offender’s readiness for release and prepares the offender for successful reentry into
society.

Section 17.1 of Session Law 2007-323 provides as follows:

MUTUAL AGREEMENT PAROLE PROGRAM
SECTION 17.1. The Department of Correction and the Post-Release

Supervision and Parole Commission shall report by March 1 of each vear to the Chairs of
the House of Representatives and Senate Appropriations Subcommittees on Justice and
Public Safety and to the Joint Legislative Corrections, Crime Control, and Juvenile
Justice Oversight Committee on the number of inmates enrolled in the program, the
number completing the program and being paroled, and the number who enroiled but
were terminated from the program, The information should be based on the previous
calendar year.

As mandated by the special provision, this report presents statistical information regarding
MAPP based on the 2007 calendar year.

! Official signatories include offender, the DOF MAPP Director, two Parole Commissioners and the MAPP
Coordinator at the facility where the inmate is housed.
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ELIGIBILITY FOR THE PROGRAM
An inmate is eligible for the MAPP program if he meets the following critieria:

The inmate is within three years of parole eligibility;

« The inmate is in medium or minimum custody;

o The inmate is not subject to a detainer or pending court action which may result in further
confinement;
The inmate has not had an infraction within the past 90 days;
The inmate was convicted of a felony under pre-Structured Sentencing laws; and
The inmate recognizes a need for involvement in MAPP and expresses an interest in one
of more of the following: learning a skill, improving educational achievements,
modifying specific behaviors or engaging in personal growth programs.

THE PROCESS

Either the Parole Commission or the Division of Prisons can refer an inmate for review for
MAPP consideration. Once the case has been recommended for review, the Parole Commission
begins to investigate the case and sends notifications to victims, district attorneys and the media.
Stakeholders have a 30-day period in which to provide information regarding the case.- The
Parole Commission reviews all information obtained through the investigation and makes a final
decision.

If the case receives a favorable vote, the case is forwarded to the Division of Prisons for
development. During the development process, a case manager at the facility housing the
inmate develops a plan to prepare the inmate to transition back into the community. The plan
includes activities and assignments that will address various needs identified by the case
manager, In addition, a majority of offenders will be required to undergo a psychological
assessment as part of the development process.

Cases that have completed the development stage return to the MAPP Office to be scheduled for
negotiations. During the negotiations process, the DOP MAPP Director, a Parcle Commissioner
and the MAPP coordinator from the facility where the inmate is housed sit down with the
inmate, review the development plan and formulate the final agreement, Once all parties agree
1o the terms of the MAPP plan, the parties sign the document and the inmate is enrolled in
MAPP. The average MAPP agreement takes 65 days from referral to completion.

THE NUMBERS

On January 1, 2007, 244 inmates were participating in the Mutual Agreement Parole Program
(MAPP). An additional 177 inmates were enrolled in the program during the calendar year,
meaning that a total of 421 inmates participated in MAPP during 2007. One hundred and
nineteen inmates completed the program and were released, while 44 were terminated from the
program during the calendar year.

The North Carolina Post-Release and Parole Commission conducted formal investigations for
MAPP participation on 226 inmates during 2007. Of those formal investigations:
e 177 cases were approved for MAPP by the Commission and DOP

2008 MAPP Report . -2
March'1, 2008





¢ 33 cases were suspended/denied by the Commission based on information gathered
during the investigation
13 cases were denied by DOP )
2 cases are still under investigation by the Commission
I case is still being considered by DOP

The North Carolina Post-Release Supervision and Parole Commission denied parcle and MAPP
participation for 1,202 inmates during 2007. It was the Commission’s defermination that thése
cases could not safely be paroled or participate in MAPP because of the nature of their offenses,
prison conduct, and/or unfavorable psychological information.

During 2007, the Commission also paroled 197 inmates who were released either under
Community Service Parole, regular parole or pre-Fair parole. Of that number, 119 inmates
participated in the MAPP Program. A total of 109 inmates were paroled under mandatory parole
(Fair Sentence cases that are within 90 days of their sentence expiration dates). In the cases of
inmates released under 90-day mandatory parole, most of these inmates were placed on
Community Service Parole and were subsequently revoked.

It is important that inmates who are participating in MAPP be placed into and satisfactorily
complete programs that have been agreed upon by the Commission, DOP and the inmate.
Participation in community-based programs allows the inmate to demonstrate that he has
matured and can safély handle responsibility in the community; and provides authorities needed
additional observation time to ensute that he/she can be safely released. If the offender does not
participate in prescribed community-based programs, the Commission has no alternative but to
suspend the agreement to protfect the public.

As of March 1, 2008, the Commission and DOP have 39 cases under consideration for MAPP.,

SUMMARY

. MAPP is an effective management tool intended to prepare inmates for successful reentry.into
society. The Departmént of Correction and the Post-Release Supervision and Parole
Commission continue to try and increase MAPP participation to the extent increased
participation is possible without jeopardizing public safety.

2008 MAPP Report -3-
March 1, 2008





Towing Ordinance Input Meeting
October 13, 2010

City staff met with 12 representatives of the towing, parking, and property management
industries on October 13, 2010. The purpose of the meeting was to update the group on
the proposed changes to the towing ordinance and seek input on several issues. The
primary issues discussed at the meeting were as follows:

e Wrecker drivers are still concerned that the ordinance will not allow for an
increase in fees, given that their costs, including fuel and insurance, are
continuing to increase. They suggest that if the fee for a tow cannot be increased,
Council consider adopting a vehicle storage fee scale based upon the number of
days the vehicle is on the wrecker lot. One driver suggested a $20 per day storage
fee after allowing the vehicle to be stored for free for the first 24 hours.

e Wrecker companies still do not support the proposal that they be required to take
credit cards and continue to cite potential problems with people contacting their
credit card companies to dispute the charges on a non-consensual tow. They are
also concerned about the cost of credit card machines and the transaction fees.
There was a suggestion that the tow company be allowed to have a vehicle owner
sign a form saying that he/she willingly paid for an impound with a credit card.
One driver suggested that they take debit cards as opposed to credit cards because
a debit card would require a vehicle owner to enter a PIN number which could not
be disputed. (Note: Please see attached memo “Tow/Wreckers: Credit Cards”)

e Worecker drivers are still concerned about having to get a CMPD number before
towing a vehicle. They are concerned about the waiting times for 311 and the
danger they face from having to wait to tow the vehicle. They would prefer to
hook up the vehicle, remove it from the tow location, and then call for the
number.

e Parking lot and property managers do not support the proposed requirement that
someone must be on scene to authorize a tow. They do not want their employees
called out in the middle of the night. They feel the contracts they have with
towing companies should be sufficient authorization for a tow.

e Wrecker companies support making towed vehicles available for pick-up up to
two hours after their last tow of the evening.

e Parking lot managers want towing companies to be allowed to collect parking
ticket fees when releasing a towed vehicle. They agree that there should be
appropriate documentation on all tickets.

e Wrecker companies question whether all of the proposed ordinance changes fall
under the category of public safety.

e Itis difficult to determine a fee schedule for vehicles over 8,000 pounds.
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To: Major Eddie Levins
Administrative Services Group

From: Paul S. Paskoff, Director
Research & Planning Division

Subject: Tow/Wreckers: Credit Cards

Date: October 12, 2010

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide you information on the research | have
performed to date on the subject of tow/wrecker companies placing credit card readers in
the cabs of their tow trucks.

Background

Avrticle XI of the Code of Ordinances of the City of Charlotte (Sections 6-561 through 6-
573) outlines the compensation a tow/wrecker company may charge when they tow
vehicles illegally parking in a private lot. Tow/wrecker companies may charge $120 and
a storage fee of $15 per day. In Charlotte, tow/wrecker companies only accept cash when
towing vehicles illegally parked in a private parking lot.

The concern and point of this research was to learn the cost associated Charlotte
tow/wrecker companies installing credit card readers in tow/wrecker cabs. In addition,
research was conducted to learn if other companies, i.e., taxi cabs, accepted debit and
credit cards for payment of towing services and if other North Carolina cities required the
accepatnace of debit and credit cards as a form of payment.

Cost of Credit Card Readers

I met with David Wallace Jr, Founders Hall Branch, Bank of America, to discuss cost of
a tow/wrecker company using a credit card to accept payment. Mr. Wallace explained
that the cost for the use of a credit would be “pennies on the dollar.” Mr. Wallace said
that the rate is negotiable; the higher the volume of the business the lower the rate. Also
negotiable is the credit card reader, even to the point of at no cost.

A concern raised by two/wrecker companies was the “dispute process.” It had come to
our attention that one of the reason given by tow/wrecker operators against the use of
credit cards, in favor of cash, was the person whose vehicle was towed would contact





their credit card provider and dispute the charge to have it removed. Discussing the
dispute process, Mr. Wallace explained that a customer would have to prove fraud, that
the credit card was used by the wrecker service fraudulently (i.e., used to purchase items
other that the charges for the tow and storage).

I next spoke with Chris Cedrone, Wells Fargo Merchant Services. Mr. Cedrone said that
the cost to lease an electronic card reader is $34 per month and the cost for connecting to
the AT&T network is $15 per month ($49 total). The “transaction” fee would be between
2.25% and 2.75% (depending on volume) plus $0.10 per transaction. Assuming, based
on the City’s “Towing and Booting” Ordinance (Article XI, Section 6-561 to Section 6-
573), the transaction charge against $120 tow charge would be $2.80 to $3.40. If the
vehicle were to remain in storage for three days before being claimed by the owner

(%120 plus $45 or $165) the transaction fee would range between $3.81 and $4.64.

Charlotte Taxi Cabs

CMPD Vehicles for Hire Manager Burhan Al-Shaikh informed me that all taxi cabs
operating in Charlotte accept credit and debit cards. Mr. Al-Shaikh explained that
approximately 50% of the cabs use an electronic card reader (either mounted or portable)
while the remaining cabs use the older manual system.

The use of credit card readers in taxi cabs is voluntary. Initiated three years ago, taxi cab
companies recognized that accepting payment by credit and debit cards was a safey issue
as drivers would be carrying less cash. In addition, accepting credit cards would be seen
as a customer service benefit, particularly for passengers traveling from the airport and
from hotels.

I have attached a listing of those taxi cab companies that accept credit cards and photos of
the application of card readers in taxi cabs.

North Carolina Cities

I contacted the cities of Raleigh and Greensboro, North Carolina to learn if they had
ordinances in place requiring the acceptance of credit cards by two/wrecker companies.
Speaking with the Police Attorney for the City of Greensboro, there is no specific
language in their Code of Ordinances requiring payment by cash, debit, and/or credit
cards.

The City of Raleigh does require the accptance of cash, debit card or major national
credit card for non-consensual tows:

City of Raleigh
Sec. 12-7015 Improper Towing

Any towing or storage firm engaged in the business of providing non-consensual motor
vehicle towing services shall not charge the owner or operator of the towed vehicle in





excess of one hundred dollars ($100.00) for the non-consensual removal of the motor
vehicle or in excess of twenty-five dollars ($25.00) per day for storage fees; however, no
storage fees shall be charged for the first twenty-four (24) hour time period from the time
the vehicle is removed from the property. The fee of one hundred dollars ($100.00) shall
be all inclusive. The fees referred to in this section shall be payable by cash, debit card or
major national credit card at no extra cost. Failure to accept credit or debit cards for
payment is a violation of this section and is punishable as a misdemeanor. No additional
fees may be charged for using dollies, trailers, lifts, Slim jims or any other equipment or
service. However, the maximum fees in this section shall not apply to the non-consensual
towing of vehicles weighing in excess of two (2) tons. Non-consensual towing fees and
storage rates shall be established biannually by the City Council.

Charlotte Tow/Wrecker Companies

In the course of this research, | found that several Charlotte based tow/wrecker firms
indicate on their web sites that they accept accept credit cards. These firms include;

e Dellinger Wrecker Services, Charlotte, NC:
http://www.dellingerwrecker.com/faq.php

e Alan Beaty Wrecker Service, Charlotte, NC:
http://realpages.com/sites/alanbeatywreckerservice/index.html

e Eastway Wrecker, Charlotte, NC:
http://www.leads.com/fast Quote/index f.aspx?x=3192

It would appear that while local tow/wrecker companies do accept credit and debit cards,
they may (i.e., Dellinger Wrecker Service’s website) accept cash only for tow offs (non-
consensual tows).



http://www.dellingerwrecker.com/faq.php

http://realpages.com/sites/alanbeatywreckerservice/index.html

http://www.leads.com/fast_Quote/index_f.aspx?x=3192



Citizen’s Parole Accountability Committee
2010 Annual Report
Background

In 1994, Charlotte City Council and the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department (CMPD)
adopted a five-year Community Safety Plan. This Plan included the implementation of a
program to impact the review process of the North Carolina Parole Commission to prevent
violent or career criminals from obtaining early parole. City Council established the Citizen’s
Parole Accountability Committee (CPAC) to evaluate the cases of inmates under consideration
for parole and to impact the review process when appropriate.

During the past 16 years that CPAC has been in existence it has achieved many
accomplishments, including but not limited to, increasing the number of hearings before the
Parole Commission for the victims of crime, the preparation of legislative issue packages for
Mecklenburg County’s Legislative Delegation, the acceptance of videotaped testimony of
victims, and providing assistance for the passage of a Victims Rights Amendment.

In 2007, the General Assembly enacted a bill that changed the review process from once a year
to once every three years thus reducing the number of inmates being reviewed each month. The
Parole Commission has continued to release inmates sentenced before October 1, 1994 for many
reasons including good behavior, successful completion of such programs as the Mutual
Agreement Parole Program (MAPP), and even releasing inmates who have high medical costs.
These actions were taken to make room for new inmates coming into Department of Correction
custody.

District Attorney Peter Gilchrest, in a memorandum to Chief Rodney Monroe dated February 12,
2010 (attached), concurred with a recommendation from the CMPD Courts Services Unit
sergeant that the CPAC had run its course and should be dissolved. The District Attorney’s
Office would continue to write protest letters to the North Carolina Parole Commission to protest
the early release of prisoners sentenced prior to October 1, 1994. Chief Monroe, in a
memorandum-to Assistant City Manager Eric Campbell (attached), based on the conclusions
reached by Mr. Gilchrist, also recommended that CPAC be dissolved.





Inmate Status

The number of inmates under review by the CPAC, from 2007 to 2010, has decreased by 70.2
percent or from 111 to 33 cases (sees Table 1). The inmate status for 2010 represents the 33
inmates scheduled for review in 2010 (updated through August).

Table 1
Inmate Status Report: 2007-2010

Active Inmate: No letter received, inmate still in Department of Correction custody

Inactive: Inmate has been released from Department of Correction custody

Active P/P: Inmate is currently on parole and will be released

Denied Parole: Inmate is active and a letter has been received

Approved Mutual Agreement Parole Program (prepares sclected inmates for release through
structured activities, scheduled progression in custody levels, participation in community based
programs, and established parole dates): Inmate is currently participating in MAPP and a letter
was received. '

Year | Active Inactive/ | Active | Denied | Approved Suspended Active Review/ | TOTAL
' Inmate | Deceased/ p/p Parole MAPP from MAPP | Parole Parole
Released Review Suspended
2010 | 6 1 1 19 1 1 0 33
2009 | 12 0 i2 51 2 3 0 I 81
2008 | 14 1 10 52 12 0 1 0 90
2007 | 33 5 0 50 9 1 13 0 111

Citizen’s Parole Accountability Committee

During 2010 there were insufficient members for a quoruin to review inmates for March or April
meetings. The June meeting was canceled following the resignation of the Committee Chair and
in consideration that continuation of the Committee was under review. The last official meeting
to discuss the status of CPAC was held July 1 including only 3 of the 5 remaining CPAC
members present. CPAC members are exploring opportunities to become aligned with Neighbors
for a Safer Charlotte or similar organizations.
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25. Airport Deicing Trucks

Action: A. Approve a contract in the amount of $10,548,853 to Global

Ground Support for 28 deicing trucks and four training
simulators, and

B. Adopt a budget ordinance appropriating $10,548,853 from
the Passenger Facility Charge Fund.

Staff Resource: Jerry Orr, Aviation

Explanation

On September 13, 2010, Council approved a three-year contract with Contego
Systems, LLC to operate a consolidated aircraft deicing facility at the Airport.
After careful evaluation of the Airport’s deice operation requirements, Contego
Systems, LLC determined and recommended that the Airport purchase 28 deice
trucks and four training simulators in order to provide adequate deicing resources
during winter weather events.

In a formal Invitation to Bid (ITB) dated September 30, 2010, the Airport
solicited bids from companies to provide the deicing trucks and training
simulators.

Three companies initially responded to the ITB - Global Ground Support, JBT
Aerotech, and Vestergaard Company. Global Ground Support submitted a bid.
Vestergaard Company submitted a bid but withdrew it before bid opening, and
JBT Aerotech did not submit a bid. The Global bid with five bid alternates is
$10,548,853.

Small Business Opportunity
No SBE goal was set for this contract because subcontracting opportunities were not
identified (Part C:Section 2.4 of the SBO Policy).

Funding
Aviation Capital Investment Plan

Attachment 14
Budget Ordinance







26. Airport Terminal Elevated Roadway Design

Action: A. Approve a contract with HNTB North Carolina, P.C. in the

amount of $1,292,280 for the design of the elevated
commercial vehicle roadway in front of the terminal, and

B. Adopt a budget ordinance appropriating $1,292,280 from the
Airport Discretionary Fund Balance.

Staff Resource: Jerry Orr, Aviation

Explanation

The Airport experiences heavy traffic volumes and delays on the departure level
terminal roadway on a near-constant basis. A major reason for these delays is
that commercial vehicles and private vehicles share the same curb front and
roadway in front of the terminal.

As part of the terminal expansion program that has been reviewed with City
Council, most recently at its workshop in September, the terminal roadway will
be expanded from three to eight lanes, with a separate set of commercial lanes
to help alleviate the congestion on the curb front.

The Airport has determined that the elevated commercial lanes are needed
immediately and can be constructed in their permanent location between the
existing curb front roadway and the existing hourly parking deck.

This contract will provide design, bidding, and construction administration
services from HNTB North Carolina, P.C. for the elevated roadway.

HNTB was selected as part of the design team for the new Hourly/Rental Car
Parking Deck currently under design. HNTB’s role on that project is structural
and roadway design. Since this project is an integral piece of the
terminal/parking deck development, HNTB provides the most efficient and
economical approach to the design of the roadway.

Small Business Opportunity

For professional service based contracts, the City negotiates SBE goals after the
selection process (Part C: Section 2.2 of the SBO Policy). On this contract, no SBO
utilization goal was set because subcontracting opportunities were not identified.

Funding
Aviation Capital Investment Plan

Attachment 15
Budget Ordinance







4A . Closed Session

Action:

Adopt a motion pursuant to NCGS 143-318.11(a)(3) to go In to
closed session to consult with attorneys employed by the City
in order to preserve the attorney-client privilege and to

consider and give instructions to the attorneys concerning the
handling of a claim.
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CALENDAR DETAILS:

Monday, November 8

3:30 pm Transportation and Planning Committee, Room 280
AGENDA: Transportation Action Plan accomplishments; Urban Street Design
Guidelines

5:00 pm Council Business Meeting, Room 267

Wednesday, November 10
7:00 pm Council member Peacock Environment Town Hall Meeting, Meeting Chamber

Thursday, November 11

3:30 pm Economic Development Committee, Room 280
AGENDA: Grameen Bank; Changes to Business Advisory Committee structure &
charge; CRVA barometer report (information only)

November and December calendars are attached. (see left side table of contents for attached file)

AGENDA NOTES:

Agenda Item #4A — Closed Session
Staff Resources: DeWitt F. McCarley, City Attorney, 704-336-4112, dmccarley@charlottenc.qgov
Judith A. Starrett, City Attorney’s Office, 704-336-5801, jstarrett@charlottenc.qov

The City Manager has added an item identified as 4A to the City Council’s agenda on Monday,
November 8, 2010, in order to discuss a claim in closed session. Enclosed in your packet today is
a sealed envelope containing a Privileged and Confidential Memorandum that summarizes the
matter. An RCA for insertion in your agenda packet is attached. (see left side table of contents for
attached file)

Agenda Item #25 — Airport Deicing Trucks
Staff Resource: Lisa Schumacher, Budget & Evaluation, 704-336-5018, Ischumacher@charlottenc.qgov

During the editing process for the November 8 Business Agenda, the correct SBO statement was
listed incorrectly for this item. The corrected item is attached below to substitute in the agenda
document. (see left side table of contents for attached file)

Agenda Item #26 — Airport Terminal Elevated Roadway Design
Staff Resource: Lisa Schumacher, Budget & Evaluation, 704-336-5018, Ischumacher@charlottenc.qgov

Mayor and Council Communication 11/8/10 Page 2
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During the editing process for the November 8 Business Agenda, the correct SBO statement was
listed incorrectly for this item. The corrected item is attached below to substitute in the agenda
document. (see left side table of contents for attached file)

PULLED: Agenda Item #34 — Consolidated E-911 System
Staff Resource: Rich Granger, CFD, 704-336-8802, rgranger@charlottenc.gov

Staff is pulling this item from Monday night’s agenda. Contract negotiations with the
recommended vendor are ongoing and a few unresolved issues remain. Staff’s intent was to get
all issues resolved and an agreement reached before the matter was taken to Council. However,
it appears very unlikely that staff will be able to complete the work by Monday. This item will be
removed from Monday night’s agenda and placed on the November 22 Council agenda.

INFORMATION:

Charlotte-Mecklenburg Utilities Triennial Review
Staff Resource: Barry Gullet, Utilities, 704-391-5073, bqullet@charlottenc.qov

Today’s article in The Charlotte Observer is in response to the Triennial Review, required by the
federal Clean Water Act. As part of this process, state water quality officials compare stream,
river and lake water quality guidelines issued by the EPA to state water quality standards. This
ensures that delegated states, such as North Carolina, are following EPA standards and
guidelines.

As a result of the Triennial Review, North Carolina is currently proposing changes to the water
quality guidelines. The proposed guidelines would significantly lower the amounts of some types
of pollutants, such as lead and cadmium, that the City’s wastewater treatment plants could
accept from industrial customers.

Under the current Industrial Pretreatment Program, 70 local industries have permits to send
wastewater to CMUD’s wastewater treatment plants. If the proposed changes are approved, 45
of the 70 industries would face either additional restrictions, or the cost to upgrade their existing
systems to comply with the new standards. These standards would also require expanding the
CMUD Industrial Pretreatment Program to include more companies that are not currently
regulated at this level. However, the City could not recruit new industries or expand existing
industries in this community that discharge the regulated pollutants. CMUD would incur
significant cost increases for treatment, monitoring, analysis, and administration of the
Pretreatment Program.

CMUD was one of many public agencies in North Carolina that responded to the NC Division of
Natural Resources request for comments on the proposed regulations. Charlotte’s initial
estimates of the cost impacts are upwards of $500,000 in additional operating costs alone. The
NC League of Municipalities, The NC Water Quality Association, and the NC Pretreatment
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Consortium also made formal comments to the state regarding fiscal impacts to utilities and
municipalities. CMUD will continue to work with the state staff as the regulations are considered
for implementation.

FY2010 Year-End Small Business Enterprise Utilization Report
Staff Resource: Nancy Rosado, N&BS, 704-336-2116, nrosado@charlottenc.gov

Attached please find the FY2010 Year-End Small Business Enterprise (SBE) Utilization Report. The
report highlights the City’s efforts in meeting targeted performance measures for FY2010. While
the City did not meet its 12% SBE Informal Utilization Goal (achieving 8.2%), it did increase its
overall total spend with SBEs by nearly 20% over FY2009.

Report highlights:

e Informal and formal payments to SBEs totaled $18.5 million for Fiscal Year 2010, an
increase of $3.3 million from the Fiscal Year 2009 total of $15.2 million

e Informal SBE payments totaled $7.27 million (8.2%) in FY 2010 compared to $7.8 million
(8.3%) in FY 2009

e Subcontracting dollars committed to SBEs increased from $365,825 in FY 2009 to
$858,664 in FY 2010

e InJuly 2010, the SBO Program was awarded the Good Corporate Steward Award by the
Minority Women Business Enterprise (MWBE) Network in recognition of the SBO
Program’s commitment to the utilization of minority, women, and small business
enterprises on the NASCAR Hall of Fame.

(see left side table of contents for attached file)

Charlotte Area Transit System’s Criteria for Bus Stops, Amenities and Service Requests
Staff Resource: Larry Kopf, CATS, 704-432-0497, Ikopf@charlottenc.gov

CATS recently presented information to the Transportation & Planning Committee pertaining to
the process and criteria used to make decisions regarding service requests, bus stop requests and
requests for amenities such as benches and shelters. The Committee asked that this information
be shared with the full Council. The information is summarized below.

CATS has a rigorous process for tracking and handling requests. Requests are received via the
postal service, e-mail, telephone, and in person. Requests are logged and sent to the appropriate
manager for investigation. Subsequent to investigation, customers are contacted with a response
and the response is logged.

The Metropolitan Transit Commission has adopted specific policies that guide CATS staff in their
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response to requests. Various divisions of CATS, including Customer Service, Service
Development, and Operations have representatives on the Service Change Committee. This
committee reviews and develops responses to service requests. Various divisions of CATS,
including Service Development, Facilities, Operations, and representatives from CMPD comprise
the Bus Stop Committee. This committee develops and responds to requests involving bus stops,
shelters, benches, etc. CATS also consults as needed with CDOT on customer issues.

Decisions regarding service requests are made using the following criteria:

e Budget considerations (How much does it cost to implement the request?)

e Effect on existing customers

e Ridership potential

e Market served (Individuals who do not have private transportation, and depend on public
transportation, constitute the number one market.)

e Safety considerations

e Americans with Disabilities Act considerations

Decisions regarding bus stop and amenity requests are made using the criteria below:

e Location of utilities (Sometimes they prevent installation.)

e Policy dictating that a stop must have 25 boardings to be a candidate for a shelter
e Policies that dictate the spacing of bus stops

e Americans with Disabilities Act considerations

e Safety considerations

e Budget considerations

The criteria are designed to provide uniformity of response to citizen requests, and to ensure that
requests are handled in a fair manner. A committee member typically makes initial contact with
a customer within five business days after receiving a request.

ATTACHMENTS:
October 11 Transportation and Planning Committee Summary (see left side table of contents for
attached file)

October 18 Community Safety Committee Summary (see left side table of contents for attached file)
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Small Business Enterprise Utilization Report
JULY. 1. 2009 - JUNE. 30. 2010
FY 2010 | YEAR END
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CHARLOTTE.

NEIGHBORHOOD & BUSINESS
SERVICES

Small Business Opportunity Program « City of Charlotte « 600 East Trade Street « Suite 300 * Charlotte NC 28202
704-432-1395 - http://smallbiz.charmeck.org





It has been a busy year for the City of Charlotte’s Small Business Opportunity (SBO) Program. Trying to find the right
balance between the need to reduce expenses and support small businesses has proven to be a challenge. The City did
not meet its overall Small Business Enterprise (SBE) goal of 12% on informal contracts, coming in at 8.2%. This compares to
a slight reduction in utilization from the 8.3% we achieved in FY09. The City did however increase its overall (informal and
formal) spending with SBEs by nearly 20% ($3.3M) over last year.

The SBO Program remains a top priority and we are working on several process improvements to assist the City in meeting
its FYT1 informal SBE utilization goal of 12%. With this in mind, staff has reviewed past SBE utilization and is
recommending measuring future utilization on a citywide projected informal discretionary spend of $90 million in actual
dollars spent, instead of a percentage. This will allow City departments to accurately track SBE utilization and provides the
ability to make real-time adjustments as needed.

In addition, during the Fiscal Year, the Mayor organized the Small Business Task Force, which reviewed the Program’s goals

and metrics. Of the many recommendations, the Task Force made three key recommendations to City Council for

consideration:

1. Conduct a Disparity Study to compare the availability of minority and woman-owned firms to historic utilization in City
contracting.

2. Review the Informal Goal Setting process to align goals more closely to the SBO policy requirements and available
number of SBE firms.

3. Raise the City’s Formal Construction threshold to mirror the State of North Carolina.

The SBO Program has already begun working on the Task Force’s recommendations.

Other FY10 SBO Program Highlights:

® The City provided 10 scholarships to SBEs to attend Central Piedmont Community College’s (CPCC) innovative five
month CORE Program

® The SBO Program was awarded the Good Corporate Steward Award by the Minority Women Business Enterprise
(MWBE) Network for the Program’s success in exceeding 16% Small Business Enterprise (SBE) participation on the
nationally acclaimed NASCAR Hall of Fame.

The SBO Program hosted 13 small business workshops with more than 400 attendees
Citywide Informal SBE payments totaled $7.27 million (8.2%) in FY10 compared to $7.8 million (8.3%) in FY09

Informal and Formal payments to SBEs totaled $18.5 million for FY10, an increase of $3.3 million from FYQ9 total
of $15.2 million.

Subcontracting dollars committed to SBEs increased from $365,825 in FY09 to $858,664 in FY10.
Payments to Minority or Women-owned firms totaled $16.7 million (12%) in the fourth quarter
Disparity was found within Construction Subcontracting in one ownership group (African American)
Two bid rejections occurred due to SBO non-compliance

28 SBEs enrolled in 35 courses at CPCC’s Institute for Entrepreneurship

183 SBEs were added to the existing SBE roster bringing the total number of certified SBE’s to 836, with an
additional 125 firms seeking recertification to maintain their SBE status

As we look ahead to FY11, we look forward to improving the SBO Program to ensure we are providing the appropriate
support and resources to our City partners and the small businesses community.

Patrick Mumford, Director Nancy Rosado, Manager
Neighborhood & Business Services Small Business Opportunity Program

1: The term “Contract” is used interchangeably to mean Invoices, Purchase Orders, and Contractual Agreements.

Previous reports can be obtained by contacting the SBO Office.
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SBE Utilization — Year End

The City distinguishes City purchases as either Formal or Informal based on the purchase type, dollar size, or solicitation method.

Informal denotes all goods or service purchases less than $100,000 and construction contracts less than $200,000.

Citywide informal spending equaled $88.4 million in FY10; of this amount, $7,272,011 (8.2%) was spent with City certified SBE firms.

INFORMAL
KEY BUSINESS UTILIZATION
UNIT (KBU) TARGET (%)

CITYWIDE 12.0%

AVIATION

BUSINESS
SUPPORT
SERVICES

BUDGET &
EVALUATION

CHARLOTTE
AREA TRANSIT

CHARLOTTE
DEPT. OF
TRANSPORTATION

CHARLOTTE FIRE
DEPARTMENT

CITY ATTORNEY’S
OFFICE

CITY CLERK’S
OFFICE

CITY MANAGER’S
OFFICE

CHARLOTTE-
MECKLENBURG
POLICE

CHARLOTTE-
MECKLENBURG
UTILITIES

ENGINEERING &
PROPERTY
MANAGEMENT
FINANCE
HUMAN
RESOURCES
MAYOR'’S OFFICE

NEIGHBORHOOD
& BUSINESS
SERVICES

PLANNING

SOLID WASTE
SERVICES

INFORMAL
UTILIZATION
ACHIEVED (%)

8.2%

6.8

3.2
34.5

6.2

4.6

5.4

7.3

9.1

14.4
18.9
5.1

24.5

12.3
2.5

9.6

1: Denotes KBUs that do not have significant SBE formal contracting opportunities.

INFORMAL
UTILIZATION
ACHIEVED ($)

$7,272,011
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1,458,032

2,362,192
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N/A!
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TOTAL
UTILIZATION

$18,503,225
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1,048
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5,170,999

5,366,979
316,170
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8,821
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Construction Subcontracting Utilization

One finding of disparity existed in construction subcontracting within the five ownership categories.

Q4 Year End

OWNERSHIP TARGET2 (%) | UTILIZATION (%)  UTILIZATION ($) | UTILIZATION (%)  UTILIZATION ($)

Asian American 0.23% ] 0.08% $7,628 ‘ 0.53% $276,489
African American 2.91 ’ 1.40 137,005 ‘ 2.78 1,450,973
Non-Minority Female 2.02 ] 18.51 1,810,863 ‘ 12.74 6,661,669
Hispanic/Latino 0.50 ] 0.44 42,611 ‘ 1.44 755,161
Native American 0.15 ‘ 0.89 86,987 ‘ 0.70 367,637
TOTAL ‘ $2,085,094 ‘ $9,511,927

2: Subcontractor Utilization is used to benchmark usage of minority or woman owned firms on construction projects against targets recommended by MGT America 2002 Study.

Minority / Woman Business Utilization

Citywide informal and formal spending equaled approximately $429 million; of this amount roughly $54.5 million (12.7%) was spent
with minority and/or woman owned firms.

Q4 Year End

WORK CATEGORY TARGET? (%) ‘ UTILIZATION (%) UTILIZATION ($) ‘ UTILIZATION (%) UTILIZATION ($)
Architectural & Engineering 12.82% 8.95% $1,199,864 10.17% $5,051,502
Construction under $30K 15.13 3.45 58,656 7.57 273,543
Construction over $30K 15.41 ‘ 20.41 9,077,588 ‘ 16.98 27,375,243
Goods & Supplies 6.70 5.24 1,835,670 4.80 4,998,924
Other Services 9.14 10.54 4,248,631 12.37 15,880,672
Professional Services 17.67 6.91 250,681 5.68 898,979
TOTAL $16,671,089 $54,478,864

3: Targets based from 1998/2002 MGT Disparity Study

Public-Private Partnerships

The table below provides a snapshot of the City’s major Public-Private partnerships with SBE utilization through June 30, 2010. Please
note this table does not include all Public-Private partnership projects for this reporting period.

ESTABLISHED SBE
PROJECT NAME SBE TARGET (%)  UTILIZATION (%) MET TARGET
Woachovia Cultural Campus 20%* 37%* v
Double Oaks -- 24%* --

4: Combined MWBE/SBE Goal






November

11/4/2010

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat
1 2 3 4 5 6
3:30p 12:00p Housing
Governmental & Neighborhood
Affairs Development,
Committee, Room 280
Room 280
5:00p Council
Workshop
7:30p Citizens’
Forum
7 8 9 10 11 12 13
3:30p Economic
3:30p 7:00p Council Development
Transportation & Member Peacock | Committee,
Planning Environment Room 280
Committee, Town Hall Mtg.,
Room 280 Chambers
5:00p Council
Business Meeting
14 15 16 17 18 19 20
12:00p
5:00p Zoning 9:30a MTC Community
Meeting Worshop, Belk Safety
Action Room at Committee,
The Charlotte Room 280
Chamber, 330 S.
Tryon Street
21 22 23 24 25 26 27
3:45p
Environment 3:00p Economic
Committee, Development HOLIDAY HOLIDAY
Room 280 Committee, THANKS- THANKS-
. Room TBD
5:00p Council GIVING GIVING
Business Meeting
6:30p Citizens’
Forum
28 29 30

NLC
Congress of

Cities
Denver, CO






December

11/4/2010

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat
1 2 3 4
12:00p Housing
& Neighborhood
Development,
Room 280
NLC Congress of Cities
Denver, CO
5 6 7 8 9 10 11
4:00p 6:30p District 2 3:30p Economic
Governmental Community Development
Affairs Meeting, Committee,
Committee, Stonewall AME Room 280
Room 280 Zion Church,
1729 Griers
5:00p Council
Workshop Grove Road
7:30p Citizens’
Forum
12 13 14 15 16 17 18
12:00p
3:30p 5:30p MTC Community
Transportation & Meeting, Safety
Planning Room 267 Committee,
Committee, Room 280
Room 280
5:00p Council
Business Meeting
19 20 21 22 23 24 25
5:00p Zoning
Meeting
HOLIDAY
CHRISTMAS
EVE
26 27 28 29 30 31
HOLIDAY HOLIDAY
CHRISTMAS NEW
YEAR’S

2010










