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COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 


 
I. Subject: Urban Street Design Guidelines 
 Action: The Committee requested Option 2 and asked staff to come back on  
   November 8 for a quick update. 


 
II. Subject:     Plaza-Central Plan Amendment 


Action: Motion made to forward plan amendment to the full Council for public  
  comment (passed unanimously) 
 


III. Subject:  Transportation Action Plan 5-Year Update 
Action: None   
 


 


COMMITTEE INFORMATION   
Present:  David Howard, Nancy Carter, Warren Cooksey, Patsy Kinsey 
Time:  2:00 pm – 3:30 pm 


 


ATTACHMENTS 
  
 


1. Agenda Package 
 
 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS  
 
Chairman David Howard called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the room to 
introduce themselves.  He then turned it over to Transportation Director Danny Pleasant. 
 
I. Urban Street Design Guidelines  
 
Mr. Pleasant said we are moving toward the finish line on the ordinance implementation of the 
Urban Street Design Guidelines (USDG).   Mike Davis and Shannon Frye will focus on a couple 
of things in the presentation and are looking for some feedback and direction from the 
Committee.  Mr. Davis began reviewing the “Urban Street Design Guidelines Ordinance 
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Implementation” presentation (copy attached).   
 
[“Block Averaging” slide] 
 
Mr. Davis said that in the previous draft they had proposed certain language about block 
averaging.  This language is meant to provide some flexibility in residential uses in the Wedge 
around how you apply maximum block spacing.  He stated that in the last couple of weeks, 
people were responding well to the block averaging and wanted to look into expanding the 
applicability of the block average concept.  So, staff went back and looked into the concept of 
expanding it and they found that non-wedge locations tend to be infill-type sites.  The example 
shown on the slide is Crosland Greens from the Scaleybark Transit Station Area.  The other thing 
they found is that even in successful examples, like Crosland Greens, that those developments 
are sometimes made up of big and small blocks, which is sometimes what you get with 
averaging.  He stated that they now recommend expanding the block averaging provision to 
include all land uses in all geographic locations.    
 
Howard:  When it comes to infill lots and dealing with interior streets, you have that flexibility 
because of what’s around it already, right? 
 
Davis:  Actually, no matter where you are in the City and no matter what kind of land use you 
are, it starts from the proposition of what’s built around you.   
  
Kinsey: So, if the streets are already there, then they are - there? 
   
Davis:  Yes, and you could just extend those streets. 
 
Howard:  I’d like to point out that this was something that came from the industry and we 
listened to the industry and made some sense out of it.  So, thank you staff and industry for 
working on that together. 
 
[“Alternative Compliance Fee” slide] 
 
Mr. Davis said that this has to do with a specific question asked at the last Committee meeting 
concerning the cost to someone to go through the Alternative Compliance process.  City Code 
determines what the staff’s costs are associated with different land development processes.  The 
City’s practice has been to recover administrative costs.  By way of comparison, subdivision 
variance/appeal applications cost $2,500.  Also, back in 2007, the Council adopted the Right-of-
Way Utility ordinance and during that roll out, they went through a 6-month period where it was 
free and they used data from the 6-month period to determine actual costs before they started 
charging the people for that time.   
 
Mr. Davis stated that based on that, staff recommends to offer the Alternative Compliance 
process with no user fee for a full year.  They would need to go through a year to get enough 
submittals to have some idea of what this might take, and they would use the first year 
information to set fees for the following year. 
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Howard:  What if you end up getting more submittals than you thought.  Would you still want to 
go through a whole year with no fee? 
 
Pleasant:  Typically, when we set our fees, we do it by looking in the rear view mirror.  We 
reflect on our experience over the past year and look at the base line costs of staff.   It’s a process 
we are accustomed to doing.   
 
[“Development Review Board Options” slide]  
 
Mr. Davis said this slide is one that they need direction from the Committee on.  He laid out the 
5 different options.  He pointed out that the first column was what staff brought to the Committee 
initially, a 7-member board.  He also stated that at the bottom of the table is the option used to 
appeal a decision.  Mr. Davis then discussed the make-up of the other 4 options.  Chairman 
Howard asked the Committee for their thoughts and feelings on the different options. 
 
Kinsey:  Remind me why we had a public health professional on there? 
 
Davis:  The person in every slot represents a person that has the expertise necessary to be able to 
determine whether or not something was in the public’s interest, with regard to things like health, 
safety and welfare.   The idea is that this person would be someone who is involved in how built 
environment relates to public health. 
 
Kinsey:  Why would we get the Zoning Committee of the Planning Commission involved with 
USDG?  Why would it not be someone in Transportation? 
  
Cooksey:  The Zoning Committee is already the quasi-judicial appeal board for challenges to 
interpretations to the subdivision ordinance.   The benefit of Option 5 is it takes advantage of a 
structure that exists already. 
 
(Council member Carter entered the meeting) 
 
Kinsey:  I’m against Option 5. 
 
Cooksey:  What concerns me about Option 5 is the technical level of this is probably more than 
what the Zoning Committee might be able to deal with.   
 
Kinsey:  I would say either Option 3 or 4.  I think there will be some Council members that 
would like to have a resident on the board.   
 
Carter:  I want a resident on the board to have the neighborhood perspective.  The Planning 
Commission could represent neighborhoods, but that’s not necessarily the case.  Planning 
Commission is an interesting process that might be proactive, but I’m not sure it wouldn’t be 
seen as an interim step with the plan always to go to Superior Court.   
  
Howard:  My first gut was Option 5 because I’ve been on that body and understand what the 
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inter-local agreement calls for, for the Planning Commission.  However, having heard staff’s 
explanation of what we are trying to get to, moves me away from Option 5.  I’m leaning towards 
Option 2.  That option has someone from the Planning Commission who is also a resident.  They 
are representatives from the community.  Looking at the different categories of members listed, I 
think we will run into some situations where there are people that are very active, but couldn’t be 
put on this body because of conflicts of interest.   
 
Davis:  We are thinking we may need to have alternates designated for 3 of these slots.  That 
would be for the Architect, Landscape Architect and the Civil Engineer.  They could have a 
frequent need to recuse themselves.  It was also pointed out that there may be a disincentive to 
participate on the board for the frequent need to be recused.   
 
Carter:  For Option 2, could there be a statement inserted that the resident could be a Planning 
Commissioner, but not necessarily be required to be one?  What concerns me is we have an 
overwhelming concentration of people who are allied in the industry and no one to speak for 
those who live in the areas which would be created.   
 
Cooksey:  I fall on the side that we are talking about the technical interpretation of law. I don’t 
know that a resident, as a resident, has the time or the ability to get brought up to speed on that.   
The initial learning process was very extensive when I was on the Zoning Committee.  These 
residents would be looking at what is the law, what does the ordinance say, what is the spirit of 
that ordinance that you derive from, and how do you figure out if it’s the acceptable exception or 
not.  I’m also inclined to Option 2 because with a Planning Commissioner, you get an appointed 
community person who has some level of familiarity with land use in general.   
 
Kinsey: Would that be any Planning Commissioner or would it have to be someone from the 
Zoning Committee? 
 
Howard:  I was thinking the Chairman could appoint someone.  
 
Carter:  It would be acceptable if it’s someone not already represented by those categories, but if 
you get duplication, then that’s where I question fairness.  My point about the resident is perhaps 
this is the one individual that can see outside the parameter that is established by the law.  This is 
a person that can see what a home area can be and wants to preserve something that might not be 
looked at by an attorney, such as a tree save, a wetland save, or where the sidewalks go.   
 
Cooksey:  I understand that, but it’s probably more likely that the resident is a resident of a mid-
1980’s to mid-1990’s cul-de-sac infested subdivision, who really likes cul-de-sacs, and doesn’t 
like sidewalks along the street.  They will be far more willing to deviate from the requirements of 
the USDG because they like the cul-de-sacs, which aren’t even allowed anymore.  
 
Howard:  How is a Real Estate Development Industry Representative different from everyone 
else?  Is that a developer?  Everyone else up there is a real estate industry rep.  
 
Davis:  I think having someone who is speaking as a developer is representing a market 
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perspective that others are missing. 
 
Cooksey:  How about a realtor in that slot?  They wouldn’t necessarily have the same bias that 
I’m concerned a resident would have.   
 
Howard:  Back to Council member Carter’s concerns earlier, I think Option 5 does more of what 
you are talking about. 
 
Carter:  There’ve been good arguments made, so right now I lean toward Option 2, but I do want 
to be assured that there will not be intentional replications.  I do like the broader band of the Real 
Estate Development Industry because I think you can go realtor or developer and get the best 
person for the job that wants to apply for it.  I think that gives us some flexibility.  Do these 
members have to be practicing in those professions or can it be a selection or avocation for 
them?   
 
Davis:  There isn’t anything that we have drafted in the ordinance that answers that question.  I 
don’t remember us talking about that. 
 
Cooksey:  As has been explained to me by the Attorney’s Office, a standard interpretation of a 
slotted seat is that whoever the Council appoints fits the bill.  In a 9-member board, 6 would be 
appointed by Council and 3 by the Mayor.   
 
Kinsey:  Can we veer from that?  If we are going to have designated slots, then why would we 
say that the Council gets 6 and the Mayor gets 3?  By the way, I do think they need to be 
licensed professionals.  
 
Cooksey:  Council policy is two-thirds/one-third. 
 
Howard:  Is that policy or tradition? 
 
Schumacher:  I don’t think that’s a policy.  The Stormwater Committee doesn’t follow that. 
 
Howard:  Who will lead these meetings?   
 
Davis:  We haven’t designated that either.   
 
Kinsey:  They could select their own leader amongst themselves. 
 
Schumacher:  Back to what Council member Cooksey mentioned in terms of deciding someone’s 
qualification, you can be as specific as you chose to be in defining the qualifications and when 
the Clerk puts out an invitation for people to apply, they will include all those qualifications. 
People fill out questionnaires to give them an opportunity to show how they meet those 
qualifications.  Ultimately, if you vote for them, you are concluding they are the best fit. 
 
Howard:  Are we comfortable with the categories that have been defined on the left hand side? 
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Cooksey:  Would a realtor qualify under the Real Estate Development Industry?  Other than that, 
I’m fine with it. 
 
Howard:  Staff was trying to get someone who understood the financial side. 
 
Pleasant:  We could strike the word “development.”  I think that would allow a sales person, 
developer or a broker. 
 
Howard:  Then you may not have someone who understands the financial side of it.  I don’t want 
to mess with that.  If you get an industry representative that doesn’t have the financial side, then 
you are short that at the table.   
 
Kinsey:  Why don’t we say architect or landscape architect and then put in a finance person?  I’m 
not comfortable leaving off development because I’m not sure that would include a developer.   
 
Davis:  In terms of clarifying, when I said represent a market perspective earlier, I wasn’t 
necessarily thinking just finance, as much as when you talk about ways in which things can get 
built, some of those things can work in the market place and some of those can’t.   
 
Howard:  Okay, so we have to give them a recommendation today.  So with categories, is 
everyone okay?   
 
Cooksey:  I’ll make a motion to approve the categories. 
 
Carter:  I’ll second, with debate, and offer an amendment that it should be stated that the 
Planning Commissioner has to be exclusive from the previously mentioned categories.   
 
Howard:  The only thing I would add to that is if you think about it, that’s really Option 3.   
 
Cooksey:  No, it’s not because a Planning Commissioner has had more experience in looking at a 
broader array of planning matters than a resident who just wants to be involved in the 
community.   
 
Howard:  That’s why I’m asking Council member Carter to consider that you don’t have to 
worry about them being so aligned with everyone else.  Each person on the Commission is a 
resident.  Is there any concern or conversation from staff on Council member Carter’s request? 
 
Pleasant:  We can probably find some wording to add in there on the intent and specify that. 
 
Carter:  I’d like it as strongly worded as possible.  
 
Chairman Howard asked for a second to the amendment motion and Council member Kinsey 
seconded.  (Motion failed 2-2, Carter & Kinsey – for, Howard & Cooksey – against) 
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Chairman Howard said that leads us back to the original motion by Council member Cooksey 
and seconded by Council member Carter to select Option 2.  (Motion passed unanimously) 
 
[“Next Steps” slide] 
 
Mr. Davis said they will have a public hearing on November 15.  They will then go to the Zoning 
Committee on November 23 and will request a Council decision on December 20. 
 
Chairman Howard said that the leadership of the body and the appointment process was unclear.  
Council member Carter said that she thought staggered terms would be important to have some 
continuity of knowledge and experience.  She also said she thought the appointment of two-
thirds/one-third made sense and that the leadership should be determined by the Committee 
itself.  Chairman Howard agreed with Council member Carter and mentioned they should look 
into considering alternates, which was discussed earlier in the meeting.  He also requested that 
staff give a quick update at the November 8 Committee meeting to discuss those items just 
mentioned.  He then requested to move to agenda item two.   
 
II.  Plaza-Central Plan Amendment 
 
Ms. Garet Johnson stated that this presentation deals with a request for an amendment to the 
Plaza-Central Pedscape Plan.  They have been working with the property owner and the 
community over the last several months.  The request was to reduce the distance between 
residential and bars/nightclubs/lounges.  The Pedestrian (PED) Overlay Zoning District sets the 
distance at 400’ but it allows an area plan to set a different distance.  The property owner has 
requested that we reduce the distance from 400’ to 225’.  Ms. Johnson then introduced Michelle 
Jones.   
 
Ms. Jones began reviewing the “Plaza-Central Plan Amendment” presentation (copy attached).  
She stated that today she will give a brief description of the background of this Pedscape Plan, 
discuss the proposed plan amendment and review the public feedback.  She said they are looking 
for the Committee to forward the plan amendment to City Council for public comment.   
 
[“Background” slides] 
 
Ms. Jones stated that this Pedscape Plan was adopted in 2003 and it focuses on enhancing the 
pedestrian environment.  PED zoning is their key strategy to implement their Pedscape Plans and 
overlays the existing zoning and provides additional development standards, but it doesn’t 
change the underlying zoning.  She went on to say that a plan amendment is a proposed changed 
to an adopted area plan.  An amendment can be requested by the Planning Commission, the 
public, which it was in this case, City Council and/or the Planning staff.  The process is a 3-9 
month process, which includes public involvement and plan analysis.  It also must be approved 
by City Council.   
 
Kinsey:  Who requested this amendment? 
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Jones:  The property owner of the Century Vintage store. 
[“Introduction/Scope” slides] 
 
Ms. Jones stated that the amendment was submitted in February 2010 with a request to reduce 
the distance required from residential to businesses for alcohol sales from 400’ to 225’.  They 
currently have no remedy for this because in PED you cannot apply for a variance and staff has 
not been supportive of going through this process piecemeal.  They want to do it holistically, so 
it applies to the entire plan area.  PED-O is basically the variance option for PED and staff does 
not recommend it.  Ms. Jones read through the existing regulation.  She stated that they have 
done this one time before for the West Morehead Pedscape Plan.  Ms. Jones said that 
distinguishing between bars/nightclubs and restaurants can sometimes be difficult because some 
restaurants do turn into nightclubs later in the evening. 
 
Carter: Is the 225’ from the back of the business to the residential area? 
 
Jones:  It’s from the building of the business to the property line of the nearest single-family 
residential zone in all directions.    
 
[“Proposed Text Amendment” slide] 
 
Ms. Jones read the proposed text amendment and showed the map of the area.  She clarified that 
this is an amendment to the plan and not to the Zoning Ordinance.  On the map, the red 
properties are the ones that would not be permitted to be a bar, nightclub, or lounge with the 
amendment as well as the area that is zoned office.  The rest of the areas would be allowed.   
 
Kinsey:   Does this extend back to Commonwealth Avenue? 
 
Jones:  Yes, on both sides up to the Fire Station. 
 
[“Public Comment” slide] 
 
Ms. Jones said they held several public meetings throughout the process.  Property owners within 
400’ of the Pedscape boundary were notified by post cards and letters throughout the process.  
She said they didn’t have a great showing, but there were a few concerns raised with parking.  
Ms. Jones added that parking is a concern in that area all the time.  Most people in the 
neighborhood said they would support the amendment if it concentrated the bars and nightclubs 
along Central Avenue and away from the single-family neighborhoods.  Staff feels the 225’ does 
serve that request.  She said that one property owner spoke in support of the amendment at the 
last Planning Committee meeting.     
 
Kinsey:  Was someone there from Morningside neighborhood? 
 
Jones:  They were invited, but no one came.   
 
Howard:  If anything develops where the industrial currently is, what happens? 
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Jones:  If they rezone as residential, then this map would change.  It would evolve as the zoning 
evolves. 
 
Main:  That’s the Barnhardt Manufacturing plant now, so that’s not likely to change to R-3. 
 
Jones:  It could become MUD, but in that case, the regulations would not apply. 
 
Kinsey:  What about the people who live in condos?   
 
Jones:  There are not that many.  Also, some of those are zoned mixed-use. 
 
Main: Most of the multi-family districts would apply.  For example, the ones in the PED district 
in Hawthorne are mixed-use and our assumption is those are the kinds of folks who would want 
to be walking to the kinds of uses we are talking about. 
 
Howard:  So, the traditional residential would be prohibited? 
 
Jones:  That’s correct. 
 
Howard:  What are we expecting to do when streetcar comes?  Would PED be the only thing you 
would do to encourage Transit Orient Development? 
 
Johnson:  That’s what we were thinking.  For streetcar, we wouldn’t do what we did for light 
rail.  Streetcar would be better supported by a more urban form of development, which is a 
Pedscape type of environment. 
 
Howard:  Aren’t you shrinking the Pedscape area when you do this amendment? 
 
Jones:  No, we are actually increasing it.   
 
Carter:   Will the Noise Ordinance be enforced?  Will the hours change by this designation? 
 
Jones:  No, and the Police were involved throughout the process as well.  They were good with 
the 225’.   
 
Carter:  It might be a good idea in 6 months to have this come back to the Committee to see if 
there has been any increase in crime. 
 
Kinsey:  We are working on the Noise Ordinance now and we are thinking about not allowing 
amplified music within a certain distance.  It might be more than 225’.   
 
Jones:  We did hear some concerns about those restaurants that back directly up to residential 
and this wouldn’t affect it.   
 







  


Transportation & Planning Committee 
Meeting Summary for October 28, 2010 
Page 10 of 11  
 
 
 
[“Next Steps” slide] 
 
Ms. Jones said they are looking to go to the Planning Committee on November 16 and then 
follow up with public comment on November 22.  They would then come back to this 
Committee for recommendation in December and then get City Council action in January.     
 
Council member Carter made a motion and was seconded by Council member Cooksey to 
forward the plan amendment to full Council for public hearing.  (Motion passed unanimously) 
Chairman Howard added that when they consider the recommendation to the Council for 
adoption that they recommend a Committee review after 6 months to look at crime data like 
Council member Carter requested.  He then thanked everyone for the information and moved on 
to the next agenda item. 
 
III. Transportation Action Plan  (TAP) 5-Year Update 
 
Mr. Pleasant said that in 2006 the City Council adopted the TAP.  There was a provision in it 
that said in year 5 they have to come back and do an update of the Plan.  They will be going back 
and looking at policies, programs and projects and put emphasis on financing.  He then turned it 
over to Dan Gallagher. 
 
Mr. Gallagher began reviewing the “Transportation Action Plan 5-Year Update” presentation 
(copy attached).  He said that the TAP was the City’s first long-range comprehensive multi-
modal transportation plan that covered a series of policies, programs and projects all in one 
document.  The TAP has been a great tool for elected officials, staff and citizens.  He also 
mentioned that it is a 25-Year Plan.  He continued reading through the presentation. 
 
Mr. Gallagher discussed the 5 goals of the TAP.  Those goals are: Centers, Corridors, & Wedges, 
quality design, collaboration with local/regional partners, communication with residents, and 
funding.  The staff produces an annual report that documents, by each goal, the achievements, 
the current activities, and gives the Council an idea of what some of the issues and challenges 
are.   
 
Mr. Gallagher said that since the TAP has been adopted, they have increased funding for 
transportation to $390 million.  He also pointed out that the transportation bonds have 
significantly increased.   
 
Mr. Gallagher quickly read through the many different projects that have been completed or are 
currently on the ground.  He showed old pictures of examples of how they accommodated 
motorists, but didn’t take advantage of other design features, like pedestrian crossings and 
sidewalks.  He then showed newer pictures of great examples where they now put in pedestrian 
crossings, sidewalks and other improvements.   
 
Some other key achievements since the TAP was adopted are the LYNX Blue Line, which 
opened in 2007 and has 15,000 daily trips.  The NCDOT transformation and strides they are 
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making towards “Complete Streets” is an achievement.  Also, the City has crossed over the 100 
mile mark in bike lanes and sidewalks.  The Committee of 21 did a lot of great work and they 
plan to recognize that in the TAP update.   
 
Mr. Gallagher said there are still state and local funding challenges and those are things they will 
bring forward in the update.  There is no local dedicated funding source, CATS revenues are 
down and the percent of the residents that live within a ¼ mile of transit is less today than it was 
in 2004.  Those are all challenges they will have to think about as they move forward.   
 
Mr. Gallagher described the public involvement process they would use for the 5-year update.  
They would like to use a similar process to the one they used when producing the original TAP.  
They’ll do public workshops to kick-off the process and to review the draft.  They will have an 
internet-based survey again.  They would also like to continue to work very closely with the 
Committee.  He then read through the proposed schedule slide.  Chairman Howard asked the 
Committee if they had any questions. 
   
Carter:  There is some push back going on in Eastway-Sheffield about the sidewalks and the 8’ 
segment.  Maturing trees are within that problem area and they are saying if you have those, then 
why not get a closer setback.  You might have to have some individual meetings with those 
groups. 
   
Kinsey:  I want to piggyback and say that in older neighborhoods we can’t apply the same 
standards or guidelines as we do in newer neighborhoods.  In Plaza-Midwood, you can’t go in 
and put in 6’ sidewalks and 8’ planting strips or you will be on their front porch.  I think we’ve 
tried to be flexible, but right now, they don’t think we are. 
   
Pleasant:  We would certainly start with what we think is ideal.  Our staff knows they have to 
calibrate to whatever is in the environment already.     
 
Chairman Howard thanked everyone for the information and adjourned the meeting at 3:30 p.m.  
 







 
Transportation & Planning Committee 


Thursday, October 28; 2:00 – 3:30 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 
 
 
 


I. Urban Street Design Guidelines – 30 minutes 
 Staff Resources:  Mike Davis & Shannon Frye 
 Staff will present recommended changes to the subdivision ordinance language related to 
 block averaging, and present options related to Alternative Compliance and the 
 Development Review Board. 
 Attachment:  1. USDG Ordinance Implementation.ppt 
 
 


II. Plaza-Central Plan Amendment– 30 minutes 
     Staff Resource: Michelle Jones  


Staff will present a draft amendment to the Plaza-Central Pedscape Plan to reduce the 
distance required between bars, nightclubs, and lounges and single-family residential 
from 400’ to 225’.  
Action: Consider forwarding the Plan Amendment for a public hearing by City Council.  
Attachment:  2. Plaza-Central Plan Amendment.ppt 
           3. Map & Plan Amendment 
 


 
III. Transportation Action Plan 5-Year Update– 30 minutes 


 Staff Resource:  Dan Gallagher 
 The Transportation Action Plan (TAP) was adopted in 2006.   Staff will provide a kick-
 off presentation detailing the proposed schedule and process for updating the TAP.  
 Attachment:  4. TAP 5-Year Update.ppt 
 
 
 


 
Next Scheduled Meeting: Monday, November 8 at 3:30 pm in Room 280 
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I. Block Averaging


II. Alternative Compliance Fee


III. Development Review Board Options
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Block Averaging


Previous Recommendation


• Allow a “block averaging” provision to allow   g g p
flexibility for residential uses in wedges. 


• Addressed specific concern regarding the need   
for flexibility where it was needed.


• Following the 10/11 dinner briefing, staff began  
a study of expanded applicability of the  
provision.


Block Averaging


Study Findings:
• Non-wedge locations tend to be infill-type sites.


• Site design for infill sites tends to be governed by   Site design for infill sites tends to be governed by   
boundary conditions and existing adjacent street 
network more than maximum block lengths.


• Some examples of urban development employ the   
use of a mixture of large blocks and small blocks to 
suit specific business needs.


Recommendation


Expand the block averaging provision to include all  
land uses in all geographic locations.
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Alternative Compliance Fee


Committee Question from 9/13
What will it cost to the applicant to apply for a review under 
alternative compliance?


Background
• City Code requires user fees for the City’s actual expenses 


associated with development review.


• Subdivision variance/appeal applications cost $2500


• The Right-of-way utility ordinance adopted in October 2007 
included an initial 6-month period with no user fee.


Recommendation
• Offer alternative compliance process with no user fee for the first 


year. 


• Use information from the 1st year to set fees for the next year.


Development Review Board 
Options


Option 1 2 3 4 5


Number of Members 7 9 9 7 7


Architect


X


X X


XTransportation or 
U b  Pl


X X


Zoning 
Committee


of


Planning
Commission


Urban Planner


Bicycle Advocate X X X X


Civil Engineer X X X X


Landscape Architect X X X X


Public Health 
Professional


X X X X


Real Estate Attorney X X X X


Real Estate Dev. X X X XReal Estate Dev.
Industry Rep.


X X X X


Planning 
Commissioner


X


Resident X


Appeal By
Mecklenburg


Superior Court
Mecklenburg


Superior Court


Planning
Commission


Planning 
Commission Mecklenburg


Superior Court
Meck. Superior 


Court
Meck. Superior 


Court
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Next Steps


Next Steps


Public Hearing on November 15


Zoning Committee on November 23


Council Decision on December 20


Questions
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Plaza‐Central Plan Amendment
lTransportation & Planning Committee


10.28.2010


Background
Plaza‐Central Pedscape Plan


‐ Adopted in 2003


‐ Guides land use, public investment and other 
decisions focused on enhancing the 
pedestrian environment  
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Background
What is PED?


• Pedestrian Overlay Zoning District 


• Overlays the existing zoning district(s)


• Provides standards for form and design but 
does not change land use


• Key Implementation Strategy is a rezoning 
th t li th l t d dthat applies the overlay standards 


What is a Plan Amendment?
• Proposed change to 
adopted area plan


Introduction/Scope


p p
• Can be requested by the 
public, Planning 
Commission, City Council, 
and/or staff


• Includes staff analysis and 
public involvement


• 3 – 9 month process 
• Must be adopted by City 
Council
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Proposed Plan Amendment to 
Plaza Central Pedscape Plan


S b itt d i F b 2010


Introduction/Scope


• Submitted in February 2010


• Request for reduction in 400’ 
distance from residential 
required for alcohol sales in 
Plaza‐Central plan area to 225’p


• Currently no remedy, cannot 
apply for variance in PED and 
staff would not support PED‐O 


Existing Regulation
10.802 (3) – Nightclubs, bars, 
lounges as a principal use


Introduction/Scope


lounges as a principal use 
shall be subject to the 
standards of this overlay 
district, and be at least 400 
feet from any residential use 
in a residential district or 
from a residential district. 
This separation may be 
reduced by a streetscape 
plan approved by City 
Council. 
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“As authorized in the Pedestrian Overlay District 
section of the Zoning Ordinance, nightclubs, 
bars and lounges shall be allowed provided that


Introduction/Scope


bars and lounges shall be allowed, provided that 
they are located at least 100 feet from any 
residential structure located in a residential 
district.” (West Morehead Land Use and 
Pedscape Plan, 2004)


Distinguishing bars/nightclubs from 
restaurants:


Introduction/Scope


Nightclub, bar, lounge


‐ Zoning Ordinance 


Restaurant


‐ Zoning Ordinance


‐ ABC – NC
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Effects of Amendment


• As authorized in the Pedestrian Overlay 
Di t i t ti f th Z i O di


Proposed Text Amendment


District section of the Zoning Ordinance, 
nightclubs, bars and lounges shall be allowed 
as a principal use, provided that they are 
located in an underlying zoning district that 
permits these uses and located at least 225’ 
feet from a residential district (R‐3, R‐4, R‐5, 
R‐6, R‐8, R‐8MF, R‐12MF, R‐17MF, R‐22MF, R‐
43MF, UR‐1, UR‐2, UR‐3)
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Effects of Amendment


Properties 
zoned O‐1zoned O 1


Public Meeting Overview


• Held July 1st and September 23rd


at Veterans Park 


• Concerns were parking & 
drinking and driving through the 
neighborhood


• Most would support the 
amendment if it concentrated 
bars/nightclubs on Central 
Avenue and away from theAvenue and away from the 
single‐family neighborhoods
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• Planning Committee Public Comment – October 
18th


• Planning Committee Overview – October 28th


Next Steps


Planning Committee Overview  October 28
• Planning Committee Recommendation ‐
November


• City Council –November


Introduction/Scope











    22                         Plaza-Central Pedscape Plan


4.  Recommended Land Uses
The land use vision for the Plaza-Central District is somewhat different
from what was proposed in the Central District Plan, which called
for undifferentiated retail/commercial use throughout the entire district
except for some areas along the perimeter. This Pedscape Plan
recommends a number of changes to the proposed land uses. The
changes are generally consistent with existing land uses and the intent
of the Pedestrian Overlay District. The recommended land uses, as
shown on Map 5, are as follows:
• The bulk of the district east of the railroad tracks is  recommended


for Retail Mixed -use, including office and residential uses as well
as retail and restaurant use. New development or redevelopment
of any one or more of these uses would be permitted.


• A second node of Retail Mixed-use is recommended at the
Central Five Points  intersection (at Tenth Street and Louise
Avenue) to serve neighborhood shopping needs. New develop-
ment of any one or more of retail, restaurant, office, and/or resi-
dential uses would be permitted.


• The portion of the district extending between these two Retail
Mixed-use Nodes, generally from Louise Avenue to the railroad
track and Clement Street, is recommended for Office Mixed-use.
As larger new development occurs, this plan recommends that
office and residential uses predominate, with retail and restaurant
uses on the ground floors. Existing smaller retail properties would
remain. This portion includes all of the land within the district
currently zoned I-2 Industrial.


• The portions of the district on Central Avenue west of the Central
Five Points Retail Mixed-use area is recommended for Office
Mixed-use. This particular area has wide building setbacks, trees,
and a residential feeling not conducive to intensive retail use.
Again, appropriate uses are offices and residential, with retail and
restaurants permitted on the ground floors.


• Portions of the district in the southeast corner along Common-
wealth Avenue and McClintock Road designated for office use are
recommended for Office Mixed-use, with a mix of residential,  and
limited retail also permitted. This is intended as a transition to the
adjoining single-family residential areas in the Commonwealth
Morningside neighborhood.


• A section of the district along Hamorton Place east of The Plaza
extending to Nandina Street, previously was shown as single-
family residential, but occupied by a church and school. These
areas and the portion of the school property previously shown as
commercial are now recommended for institutional use to reflect
their present and anticipated continuing use.


• A small section southwest of Hamorton Place and The Plaza
previously was shown as single-family residential, but zoned as
office. This area is recommended for Office Mixed-use as a
transition to the adjoining single-family residential to the north.


> As authorized in the Pedestrian Overlay District section of the Zon-
ing Ordinance, nightclubs, bars and lounges shall be allowed as a 
principal use, provided that they are located in an underlying zoning 
district that permits these uses and located at least 225’ feet from a 
residential district (R-3, R-4, R-5, R-6, R-8, R-8MF, R-12MF, R-17MF, 
R-22MF, R-43MF, UR-1, UR-2, UR-3). <
                  
Most aspects of these land use recommendations either are consistent
with existing underlying zoning, or are addressed through the establish-
ment of the PED overlay itself. However, portions of the district are
zoned I-2 for industrial uses. For the most part, these areas have
transitioned to retail and office uses appropriate to the district. There
remains potential for new incompatible uses unless the underlying
industrial zoning is changed.
Rezoning recommendations are further defined in Part IV, the Imple-
mentation component of this report.
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Transportation Action Plan (TAP)
5-Year Update


Dan Gallagher, AICP


CDOT


October 28, 2010


p


TAP Background


• In May 2006, City Council adopted 
th  TAP Ch l tt ’  fi t l  the TAP – Charlotte’s first long-range, 
comprehensive multi-modal 
transportation plan 


• TAP defines transportation-related
– Policy
– Programs


P j t– Projects


• TAP is nationally recognized:
– 2007 ITE Transportation Planning


Council Award – Best Project
– 2008 FHWA Transportation Planning


Excellence Award
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Goal 1 – Centers, Corridors & Wedges


5 TAP goals


Goal 2 – Quality design
Goal 3 – Collaboration with 


local/regional partners
Goal 4 – Communicate with our 


residents
Goal 5 - FundingGoal 5 Funding


Why do an update 
now?


• Policy 4.1.1 – “The City will update 
th  TAP  fi   t  the TAP every five years, at a 
minimum, so that Charlotte residents 
are provided the latest information 
regarding the City’s short-term and 
long-term transportation conditions, 
objectives and accomplishments.”


TAP


Great foundation to work with…most of the TAP is still up to date!
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What has the City 
accomplished?


For each of the 5 TAP goals:
• Achievements
• Current Activities
• Issues and Challenges


D  f lit  j t   


2009 TAP Annual Report


Dozens of quality projects on 
the ground!


Since the TAP 
was adopted in 


2006  increased 2006, increased 
funding 


($390M) for 
transportation 
has helped the 
City to advance 
key road and ey oad a d
intersection 


projects.
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TAP tied to Charlotte 
Transportation Bonds


160


180


Transportation Bond History


60


80
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140


M
ill
io
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20


40


1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010


Year


TAP is about getting projects on 
the ground!


– Rozzelles Ferry Rd.
– Charlottetowne Ave.
– Cindy Ln.dy
– East Blvd.
– Hickory Grove Rd.
– Old Pineville Road
– Prosperity Church Rd.
– Stonewall Ave.
– Morris Field Dr.
– W. Trade/Rozzelles Ferry
– Woodlawn/South


49/J h  Ki k– 49/John Kirk
– Fred D. Alexander
– 29/49


People don’t travel on policies!
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City’s Philosophy Changed!


OLD NEW


Transportation investments can be used to move people 
and create better places…13% of all land is streets!
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Other key achievements 
since TAP adopted 


• LYNX Blue Line opened in 2007 –
15,000 daily riders


• NCDOT adopted “Complete Streets” • NCDOT adopted Complete Streets  
policy – USDG being implemented


• 100+ miles of bikeways
• 100+ miles of sidewalks since TAP
• Committee of 21 funding 


recommendations
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What are some of our key 
challenges?


• Funding at state and local level lags 
behind identified needs


• Without local dedicated funding we 
are not keeping pace with TAP 
identified projects


• CATS service impacted by decline in 
sales tax revenues


• % of population within ¼ mile of 
transit is less than in 2004


TAP Annual Funding Gap for 
Capital Projects (in millions)
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TAP Identified Investments


Identified Transportation Bond Funding


???
Funding Gap


0


2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014


Year
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Key topics to be reviewed in the TAP 
5-Year Update?


Policies
• Date specific, clarification, new topics


Project & Program lists
Regional coordination efforts
Other planning efforts (CATS, Planning 
& other Departments)
Committee of 21 funding 
recommendations 


What about public 
involvement?


• Similar to original TAP process
• Public workshops to kick-off process 


and then again to review draftand then again to review draft
• Internet-based survey and public 


feedback loop
• Work closely with the T&P Committee
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Proposed Schedule


11/2010


10/2010
Introduction of 5-Year Update


Public ReviewT&P Committee Full City Council


11/2010
Discussion of Accomplishments


1/2011
1st Round - Public 


Workshops/Internet Survey


12/2010
Discussion of Challenges


2/2011
Feedback - Public Workshops/Outreach


Funding Review


3/2011
Draft Document Review & 


Comment Period


3/2011
Draft Document Presented


4/2011
2nd Round – Public Workshops


4/2011
Feedback from Public 
Workshop/Outreach 5/2011


Council Workshop


6/2011
Public Hearing


7/2011
Decision


5/2011
Advance to City Council


QuestionsQuestions


Dan Gallagher, AICP
CDOT Planning Section Manager
dgallagher@ci.charlotte.nc.us
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WEEK IN REVIEW: 
 


Mon (Nov 15)  Tues (Nov 16)  Wed (Nov 17)  Thurs (Nov 18)  Friday (Nov 19) 
5:00 PM 
Zoning Meeting, 
Room Ch‐14 


  9:15 AM 
Transportation 
Secretary LaHood, 
Knight Theater 
Auditorium 
 
10:30 AM 
MTC Workshop, 
Belk Action Room at 
Charlotte Chamber 


12:00 PM 
Community Safety 
Committee, 
Room 280 


 
 







 
CALENDAR DETAILS: 
 
Monday, November 15 
  5:00 pm  Council Zoning Meeting, Room CH‐14 
   
Wednesday, November 17 
  9:15 am  Transportation Secretary LaHood, Knight Theater Auditorium, 430 S. Tryon Street 
  10:30 am  MTC Workshop, Belk Action Room at Charlotte Chamber, 330 S. Tryon Street 
     
Thursday, November 18 
  12:00 pm  Community Safety Committee Meeting, Room 280 


AGENDA: FY12 Focus Area Plan schedule; Towing ordinance; Passenger vehicle 
for hire ordinance 


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


INFORMATION: 
 
December 2 – US 29/NC 49 Project Media Tour 
Staff Resources:  Sonji Mosley, E&PM, 704‐336‐3214, smosley@charlottenc.gov  
Kristen Behlke, E&PM, 704‐336‐8917, kbehlke@charlottenc.gov 


        
City Council is invited to join local media who will be touring the US 29/NC 49 Roadway 
Improvement Project on Thursday, December 2.  The purpose is to share progress to date and 
discuss the second intermediate phase of construction (the closure of the I‐85 connector and 
US 29) and related detours.  The tour will also focus on connectivity and the new roads open in 
the area, project benefits and construction worker safety.  The media event will begin at 10 
a.m. with a project briefing in the Community Room at IKEA (8300 IKEA Boulevard), followed by 
a bus tour of the project site.  
 
This project will improve safety, connectivity and development opportunities in the area.  The 
project limits are US 29 (North Tryon Street) from Orchard Trace Drive to Brookside Lane.  
Construction on the project, which began June 21, is expected to take 800 days, a little more 
than 2 years. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 


Mayor and Council Communication  11/12/10  Page 2 



mailto:smosley@charlottenc.gov

mailto:kbehlke@charlottenc.gov
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October 28 Transportation & Planning Committee Summary  (see left side table of contents for 
attachment) 
 
November 1 Governmental Affairs Committee Summary  (see left side table of contents for 
attachment) 
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		CALENDAR DETAILS:
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Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat 
 1 


3:30p 
Governmental 
Affairs Committee, 
Room 280 
 
5:00p Council 
Workshop 
 
7:30p Citizens’ 
Forum 


2 3 
12:00p  Housing & 
Neighborhood 
Development, 
Room 280 


4 5 
 


6 


7 8 
3:30p 
Transportation  & 
Planning 
Committee,  
Room 280 
 
5:00p Council 
Business Meeting 
 


9 10 
7:00p Council 
Member Peacock 
Environment Town 
Hall Mtg., 
Chambers 
 


11 
3:30p 
Economic 
Development 
Committee, 
Room 280 


12 13 


14 15 
5:00p Zoning 
Meeting 


16 17 
9:15a 
Transportation 
Secretary LaHood, 
Knight Theater 
Auditorium  
430 S. Tryon Street 
 
10:30a  
MTC Workshop, 
Belk Action Room 
at Charlotte 
Chamber, 
330 S. Tryon Street 


18 
12:00p 
Community 
Safety 
Committee, 
Room 280 


19 20 


21 22 
3:45p Environment 
Committee, Room 
280 
5:00p Council 
Business Meeting 
6:30p Citizens’ 
Forum 


23 
3:00p 
Economic 
Development 
Committee, 
Room CH-14 


24 25 
 


HOLIDAY 
THANKS-
GIVING 


26 
 


HOLIDAY 
THANKS-
GIVING 


27 


28 29 30     


2010 


November 


NLC 
Congress of 


Cities 
Denver, CO 
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Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat 
   1 


12:00pm mtg 
cancelled 
Housing & 
Neighborhood 
Development, 
Room 280 


 


2 3 4 
 


5 6 
4:00p 
Governmental 
Affairs Committee, 
Room 280 
 
5:00p Council 
Workshop 
 
7:30p Citizens’ 
Forum 


7 
6:30pm District 2 
Community 
Meeting,  
Stonewall AME 
Zion Church, 
1729 Griers Grove 
Road  


8 
12:00p  Housing & 
Neighborhood 
Development, 
Room 280 


9 
3:30p 
Economic 
Development 
Committee, 
Room 280 


10 11 


12 13 
2:00p 
Restructuring 
Government 
Committee, Room 
280 
 
3:30p 
Transportation & 
Planning 
Committee, 
Room 280 
 
5:00p Council 
Business Meeting 


14 15 
5:30p  
MTC Meeting,  
Room 267 


16 
12:00p 
Community 
Safety 
Committee, 
Room 280 


17 18 


19 20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5:00p Zoning 
Meeting 


21 22 23 
 
 
 


24 
 


HOLIDAY 
CHRISTMAS 


DAY 


25 


26 27 
HOLIDAY 


CHRISTMAS 
EVE 


28 29 30 31 
HOLIDAY 


NEW  
YEAR’S 


 


2010 


December 


NLC Congress of Cities 
Denver, CO 








 
 


 


Charlotte City Council 


Governmental Affairs
                           Committee 


Meeting Summary for November 1, 2010


 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 


 


COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS   
 
I. Subject: Continued Discussion/Consideration/Recommendation on  
   Preliminary 2011 Federal Legislative Agenda 
 Action: The Committee recommended briefing City Council on the Federal 


Legislative Agenda at the December 6 Workshop and scheduling adoption 
at the December 13 Business Meeting.  [The State agenda will remain on 
the adopted schedule.] 


 
II. Subject: Continued Discussion/Consideration/Recommendation on 


Preliminary 2011 State Legislative Agenda 
 Action: None. 
 
III. Subject: Review November 8 Council Presentation 
 Action: None. 
 
IV. Subject: Hot Topics 
 Action: None. 
 
V. Subject: Next Meeting 
 Action: Monday, December 6, 2010 at 4:00 p.m. in Room 280 
 


COMMITTEE INFORMATION  
 
Present:  Nancy Carter, Warren Turner, Patrick Cannon and Andy Dulin 
Time:   3:30 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
 


ATTACHMENTS 
 
1.  Agenda Package 
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DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS    
 
Committee Discussion: 
 
Council member Carter welcomed everyone to the meeting and asked those in attendance 
to introduce themselves.  Ron Kimble advised the Committee this meeting was another 
opportunity for them to review the legislative agendas prior to the full Council briefing 
on November 8.  If the Committee is not comfortable making a recommendation, this can 
come back to Governmental Affairs after the Council meeting.  The approved calendar 
does call for a November 22 vote by the full Council. 
 
I. Continued Discussion/Consideration/Recommendation on Preliminary 2011 


Federal Legislative Agenda 


Dana Fenton introduced representatives from Holland & Knight participating via 
conference call:  Rich Gold – team leader; Jeff Boothe – transit; and Shawna Whatley – 
long time team member. 


Mr. Fenton then listed the items detailed in the 2011 Federal Legislative Position 
Statements [copy attached] broken down by Federal Policy Issues and Congressionally 
Directed Spending. 


Dulin:  I’d like to toss something up.  We won’t know until tomorrow if earmarks 
will be “in” or “dead” if the House changes.  I don’t mind going in March; 
I think we are good at going door-to-door; and I don’t mind getting us 
together again if it goes hard right.  We can have the discussion, but it 
might change.  I don’t mind asking, but we might need to tweak things 
after tomorrow. 


Gold:  Would you like some background on what we think we’ll see tomorrow? 


Carter:  Yes, that would be good, but Mayor Pro Tem Cannon has a question first. 


Cannon: I think Mr. Dulin is on to something whether we land hard or soft right 
and one person can make a difference.  I am not too hard pressed to go to 
Mayor and City Council; I am more concerned to take this to the full body 
to vote for later in the month if we agree there will be more discussion 
needed.  I don’t want to rush. 


Dulin:  It might be as simple as saying to them the Committee talked about this 
and we’re going to push forward at the Federal level but please know the 
Committee will continue to work with Dana Fenton and Holland & Knight 
to track things.  We might turn the volume down and just let Mayor and 
Council know we need to be fluid on earmarks. 
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Carter:  We will also be receiving additional information from NLC the first week 


in December.  There may be issues we need to adjust or clarify or enhance 
but we can give preliminary advice and consent and continue the process 
to inform. 


Gold:  We are hearing the conversation in and out, so I hope we answer the right 
questions.  To give a little background, we think we are looking at a 
takeover of Republicans in the House, but not the Senate, which is a rare 
occurrence.  Not since the 30s have we seen the House-only flip.  There is 
a small chance the Democrats will retain the House and a small chance the 
Republicans pick up the Senate, but they can only capture a few seats. 


  The way earmarks are currently handled in the House by the Republican 
leadership could be continued with their moratorium for another six to 
nine months while they look to reform the application process.  Currently, 
they refer to this as member directed spending – earmarks – as not a ban, 
but a moratorium.  There has been spending with the Corps of Engineers, 
so the members have interest just not for a Woodstock museum or bridge 
to nowhere. 


  There is no indication the Senate will change anything.  They could enter 
2011 with the same moratorium as the House or it could be business as 
usual.  We will focus more on the Senate because of the capability to talk. 
There are some discretionary funds available for transit.  We will describe 
your agenda against the priorities for funding and see what projects 
provide opportunities for us to pursue and there are discretionary funds 
and other opportunities. 


 Carter:  Good feedback.  Is there anything else? 


 Dulin:  Ms. Flowers, Ms. Pereira, are you actively in and out of Washington? 


 Flowers: We were last in DC the end of July; we’ll be in Raleigh on Thursday.  But, 
we are still actively pursuing and talking with DC on the phone.  We have 
calls scheduled this week. 


 Dulin:  Just making sure you are on it. 


 [Turner arrives] 


 Carter:  I would let our folks on the phone know that there has been a slight  
merging of spirits with the MTC.  I know unity is important and they are 
becoming more cordial. 


 Flowers: We’ll see for sure on November 17. 
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 Carter:  I am hopeful and we are making some efforts.  I have been working to get 


Jill Swain on the TIS Steering Committee, which gives us another 
spokesperson that is educated nationally and locally. 


 Fenton: Rich Gold and Jeff Boothe have been working on this quite a bit and 
through telephone meetings have done a lot of work with us. 


 Carter:  Thanks for everything.  I’m sure our success will be continued. 


   Separately, Mr. Shearin, I would like to see the information on different 
types of chlorine sometime. 


 Fenton: What I am hearing you say is that we need to be nimble and if we see 
things heading down a certain path, we need to adjust accordingly. 


 Cannon: Jack needs to be nimble, but not quick.  Mr. Kimble, this will go to the full 
body, when? 


 Kimble: It is scheduled for discussion on November 8 and then for decision on 
November 22.  That is the schedule you adopted.  We don’t want to get 
much past that. 


 Fenton: The Delegation breakfast is scheduled for December 13. 


 Kimble: You will want to have the State finalized before then.  You had asked us 
originally to include the Federal with the State. 


 Cannon: NLC starts November 30 and we are there with you through December 4. 


 Fenton: Your next Governmental Affairs Committee meeting is December 6. 


 Kimble: You can still make the Delegation breakfast by approving the agenda at 
the December 6 Workshop. 


 Fenton: The breakfast is at 7:45 a.m. 


 Carter:  Could we do some tweaking at the Workshop if anything has arisen out of 
our discussions? 


 Kimble: Yes, if you decide that as a Council. 


 Carter:  So, we could still vote at the Business meeting on November 22 and do 
some tweaking on December 6? 


 Kimble: Or, you could just take action on the State agenda on November 22 and 
hold the Federal agenda until December 6. 







 


Governmental Affairs Committee 
Meeting Summary for November 1, 2010 
Page 5 
  
 


 
 Fenton: We could just brief you on the State agenda and wait until after NLC for 


the Federal. 


 Cannon: That might be a better alternative and gives us a better opportunity to 
know what position we will be in.  We will have more information after 
NLC to have better discussions.  I think we should be briefed on the State 
agenda on November 8, action on November 22 and the briefing on the 
Federal agenda on December 6. 


 Carter:  Will we make any contact with the Feds? 


 Fenton: The week of January 20, 2011 is the US Conference of Mayors meeting in 
DC.  The Mayor will start contacting folks then.  We can find a date in 
early January to look at the Federal agenda. 


 Carter:  I think public discussion is important and that limits our capacity to have 
public discussion before voting. 


 Kimble: You can be briefed on the Federal agenda December 6 and schedule the 
vote for December 13. 


 Cannon: I would be fine with that.  Will you present the State as proposed? 


 Carter:  Yes.  So, we would be presented the Federal agenda at the workshop on 
December 6 with action scheduled for December 13.  Is everyone in 
agreement? 


 Motion passes unanimously (Carter, Turner, Cannon, Dulin – for) 


 Fenton: We will update the legislative calendar accordingly. 


 Carter:  Thanks to Holland & Knight for being with us today. 


II. Continued Discussion/Consideration/Recommendation on Preliminary 2011 
State Legislative Agenda 


Mr. Fenton suggested going through each of the 2011 State Legislative Agenda Position 
Statements [copy attached] for questions. 


Legislative Advocacy/City Initiative 


Design Build 


Carter:  I have concerns about this recommendation related to small businesses 
that we don’t close the door on their participation.  Will small businesses 
still have an opportunity participate? 
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Fenton: Yes.  With design building, groups come together to act as one.  It is fairly 


common.  The Monroe Bypass is a good example. 
 
Carter:  So, small businesses would not be excluded? 
 
Kimble: Correct.  The Hall of Fame achieved good success using small businesses. 


 I think it was around 16%. 
 
Carter:  That would be a priority for me. 
 
Amendment of “Quick Take” Provision 
 
Carter:  I know there is some anxiety with the process related to infill sidewalks 


and we do not have a permanent procedure in place with respect to trees.  
For instance, Murrayhill, Park Road, Eastway/Sheffield.  I know we do the 
best job we can. 


 
Dulin:  Will this add or detract from the complexities? 
 
Kimble: That’s a good question.  Bob Hagemann, Jeb Blackwell and Jeff Reid are 


here to expand, but quick take happens on the back end of the process.  
This gets to how long we keep a project languishing. 


 
Hagemann: There is nothing about this process that affects the design or interaction 


with the neighbors on the front end.  Those phases are identical.  Quick 
take means once we get approval we can have a faster start and can work 
quicker.  Charlotte is used to things taking a long time. 


 
Cannon: What would opponents say? 
 
Hagemann: If there is a group of people opposed, they will still come forward to 


Council; this doesn’t prevent that from happening.  In 99.9% of the cases, 
valuation is the issue – just compensation.  And, they can go to court and 
go through the process of a trial.  The City has the authority to determine 
if they are going to condemn.  With quick take, the property owners would 
have to contest right away.  Normally, they could take up to six months.  
This rarely comes up. 


 
Cannon: So, it’s a timing issue? 
 
Hagemann: Yes. 
 
Dulin:  It will languish anyway.  Princeton and Murrayhill are going on four 


years. 
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Turner: So, you are explaining that the protest process shortens the timeframe and 


could put folks at a disadvantage.  I have a concern with anything that puts 
citizens at a disadvantage.  So, that is a concern but you are saying this 
doesn’t shorten the process on the front side, so citizens do have a chance 
to respond. 


 
Hagemann: This is after Council has decided you are going forward.  Quick take 


requirements are after condemnation, citizens will be aware, but if they are 
going to contest, they need to act quickly. 


 
Withdrawal of Offers of Right-of-Way Dedication 
 
No questions. 
 
Nuisance Abatement Revisions 
 
No questions. 
 
Email Subscription 
 
Carter:  So, this makes available email? 
 
Fenton: Yes, but they would be provided a paper listing. 
 
Carter:  Scanning that is easy. 
 
Fenton: With a data file (what is currently provided) you can put email addresses 


in right away.  With a paper file you would have to look at it and then 
write them down. 


 
Carter:  Would we limit the copy? 
 
Kimble: We would be asking for the greatest amount of protection which was just 


received by Wake County. 
 
Carter:  But, you can take the copy and translate the addresses. 
 
Kimble: But, it takes effort. 
 
Carter:  I’m just concerned that is not sufficient. 
 
Fenton: This will likely be a statewide measure that gets everyone’s buy in.  


Everyone agrees there should be protection, but Wake County really 
received a legislative compromise and to push for more would be difficult. 


Energy 
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No questions [this currently is still just a placeholder]. 
 
Legislative Advocacy/Preservation of Authority 
 
Retention of State’s Minimum 50% of Non Federal Match on Transit Projects (MTC) 
 
No questions. 
 
State Participation in Non Federal Transit Projects 
 
Turner: So, what you are telling us is two to four years from now we could be 


competing with our neighbors to get support for transit programs.  It could 
get contentious with Raleigh if there is no more funding.  There is an 
economic engine attached to transportation and I can see us fighting for 
every cent.  Especially if there is no resource and no formula change.  
That concerns me.  Currently, and in the past, we have had everyone 
excited that Charlotte is getting it going.  Now we are going to be fighting 
for the same dollars. 


 
Fenton: I don’t think it will be contentious, I think it will be collaborative because 


we are all in the same boat.  We need an aggressive plan here and we all 
need to be collaborators to drive the State to a solution that helps 
everyone.  We are not going to be turning dirt tomorrow; there are still 
years of work.  But, yes, we will be competitors if everything stays the 
same.  We need to part of the conversation to help the State. 


 
Cannon: Especially if the train runs North to South. 
 
Carter:  I think it is appropriate to point out the shrinking fund and watch any deals 


dealing with funding.  This is a key issue and we need to link 
transportation with use.  It is crucial and as we are on the cusp of State 
government elections, we could see an immediate impact. 


 
Cannon: These are different legs of projects even though they are funded out of the 


same pot of money.  We are talking about extending the legs of commuter 
rail up and down.  Two or three weeks ago there was an article about 
extending the legs, so it eventually starts here or there, but comes together. 


 
Fenton: The triangle area will have to hold a referendum to pay for the local share. 


The State provisions for funding don’t provide one chunk; it is over a four 
or five year period.  So, that also creates challenges.  There can also be 
some smaller municipalities that want to expand their bus service. 


 
Carter:  There were some interesting discussions with Mooresville regarding 
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transit and funding at the NCLM meeting that could be beneficial. 


 
Dulin:  The numbers Carolyn Flowers has provided are staggering regarding the 


86X from Concord not being worth the money and cutting service.  It was 
interesting the numbers went from 76,000 in ’08-’09 to 83,000 last year 
down to 54,000.  Does that relate back to gas prices? 


 
Flowers: Gas and the effect of the economy on employment. 
 
State Maintenance Assistance Program (MTC) 
 
Cannon: How much money are we out? 
 
Flowers: Greater than $800,000/year. 
 
Cannon: Since 2007? 
 
Kimble: November 2007. 
 
Cannon: Any way to recoup? 
 
Flowers: There is no repayment because ridership to rail is not part of the formula.  


Rail has been successful, but they have not shifted from bus to rail, so that 
affects our ability to be reimbursed.  If we see more shifts, there will be 
further erosion. 


 
Fenton: That program is currently just for buses. 
 
Flowers: The State provides funding to operators of buses only.  Rail, light rail, in 


the State is not recognized for ridership as a mode for the potential for 
redistribution, and since that happens Charlotte loses.  So, we are not 
owed with the current methodology because it doesn’t count rail operating 
assistance. 


 
Turner: The loss of revenue is based on the transfer of ridership to light rail 


because there is no funding.  How much is that contributing to cutbacks? 
 
Flowers: We didn’t cut a significant percentage of hours overall in the system.  


There was about a three percent change, but we can confirm the impact. 
 
Turner: This is a tough one because being successful means losing revenue and as 


we start moving forward with the North Corridor we need to start 
preparing.  The North Corridor now is up to North Tryon and UNCC, so I 
would think that would be another significant loss of ridership.  We have 
9.5 miles of rail now, which is currently the biggest leg.   
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Flowers: It is a combination of no recognition for growth and loss of ridership.  We 


are not getting recognition. 
 
Carter:  This is a tremendous shift in the definition by putting “transit” into 


transportation. 
 
Flowers: Actually taking “bus” out. 
 
Carter:  So, enlarging the definition. 
 
Flowers: Recommending “modes” of transit. 
 
Business Privilege License Tax 
 
Turner: Who are our allies on this? 
 
Fenton: As for our folks, Senator Clodfelter has been working on this. 
 
Carter:  Our closest competition with $5 million was Raleigh; it drops off 


significantly after that. 
 
Dulin:  Is Clodfelter an ally or foe?  I thought he was for appealing this. 
 
Fenton: He is looking for replacement revenue. 
 
Annexation 
 
No questions.  But, there is an expectation that the “red shirts” will be out again.  As a 
reminder, City Attorney, Mac McCarley, chairs the NCLM Committee on Annexation. 
 
Legislative Opportunities 
 
Development of a Criminal Justice System Strategy for Funding and Efficiencies 
Tailored to Local Needs 
 
No questions. 
 
North Carolina Mobility Fund 
 
Carter:  Is this something the Chamber supports? 
Kimble: Yes. 
 
New Long Term Revenue Sources for Transit 
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Kimble: I don’t want to speak for the Chamber, but I think they are torn between 


the issue of roads and transit.  I think they would be in favor if roads were 
addressed.  The question is how much tax is too much. 


 
Legislative Watch List 
 
State Budget 
 
Dulin:  A three and a half billion dollar budget shortfall could grow if they don’t 


stop the bleeding in Raleigh.  And, we’ll know a little more about that 
Wednesday morning, but it will be impossible not to spread that around.  I 
hope Ruffin Hall and Curt Walton are already working on the possibilities. 


 
Kimble: We don’t know what they will target, but we can quickly assemble a quick 


strike team. 
 
Dulin:  We need to know in the budget season and get it right this year.  I know 


we are still better off than the County and Schools. 
 
Carter:  Because of proactive efforts by City government, our impressive staff is 


always ahead. 
 
Cannon: I am concerned.  We may be better able to be done, but given the 


heartache already, what can we expect to see? 
 
Kimble: There is a timing difference.  The long session starts in January, but they 


are already saying they might not be out until September and you all have 
to adopt your budget in June.  It’s the not knowing. 


 
Cannon: Just give us your best as always but make it a soft landing because the 


gravitational pull could be great. 
 
Dulin:  If the Republicans are back in, they will make cuts which will trickle 


down to us.  But, the Democrats have said no taxes.  So, whoever ends up 
in power it will be a heck of a first three months.  It will trickle down to 
us.  But, our City is run well. 


 
Metropolitan Planning Organization Realignment 
 
No questions. 
 
Underground Utilities Damage Prevention 
 
Carter:  Mr. Shearin, can you give us an on the spot recommendation? 
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Shearin: There is a lot in the air; so there is nothing to react to at this point.  This is 


something that will affect all utilities, but we don’t know enough of the 
details at this point.  We’ll keep our finger on this one. 


 
Water 
 
Carter:  Can you keep us advised of the costs? 
 
Dulin:  Is it time for us to be updated on the South Carolina lawsuit? 
 
Kimble: It is moving slowly. 
 
Hagemann: We can, but nothing really has changed. 
 
Broadband/911 Issues 
 
No questions. 
 
Privatization of Local Alcoholic Beverage Control System 
 
Carter:  Our issues have been heard by the Governor and Bud Berro will be 


available to teleconference with us. 
 
Dulin:  As you know, I am way on the other side.  I think privatizing ABC sales is 


something we should do.  We should get this into the private sector.  We 
need to get government out of business.  I know the majority will do 
whatever, but the minority will be vocal. 


 
Carter:  I respect the minority voice and recognize there is diversity of opinion.  I 


think it is incumbent on you to call with your different interest. 
 
Dulin:  I think we are getting out ahead of this right now. 
 
Kimble: This was written with your feedback from the last meeting.  We want to 


make sure certain issues are handled with police protection and revenue 
protection.  We tried to take into account all sides in preparing this paper. 


 
Cannon: Just to be mindful we are not creating more harm.  And, as a P.S. in these 


tough economic times we should not be giving up revenue. 
 
Dulin:  How much is the revenue? 
 
Fenton: $1.8 million/year. 
 
Dulin:  That’s nothing.  The $1.8 million gets replaced with equal or greater value 
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because we are creating more businesses and tax base and hiring more 
folks. 


 
Fenton: We want to look at the total impact and bottom line.  It is not easy to do. 
 
III. Review November 8 Council Presentation 


 
In the interest of time, this item was not reviewed.  Mr. Fenton noted that everything 
related to the Federal agenda would be removed from this presentation, so it just the State 
legislative agenda. 


 
IV. Hot Topics 


 
Mayor Pro Tem Cannon congratulated Council member Carter for being reappointed at 
the NLCM meeting and expressed his appreciation for all she does.   
 
V. Next Meeting 


 
Monday, December 6, 2010 at 4:00 p.m. in Room 280 
 
 
Meeting Adjourned. 
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December 6, 2010 at 4:00 p.m. in Room 280 (unless special called meeting 
between November 9 and 21 is necessary) 


 
 
 
 
   





























































































































































		GAC 110110 Meeting Summary

		COMMITTEE INFORMATION

		ATTACHMENTS





		GAC 110110 Agenda Package

		GAC 110110 Agenda

		Attachment 1

		Attachment 2

		Attachment 3





