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WEEK IN REVIEW: 
 


Mon (Jan 10)  Tues (Jan 11)  Wed (Jan 12)  Thurs (Jan 13)  Friday (Jan 14) 
11:00 AM 
Agenda Briefing 
Room 270/271 
 
12:00 PM 
Governmental Affairs Committee, 
Room 278 
 
1:30 PM 
Budget Committee,  
Room CH‐14 
 
3:30 PM 
Transportation and Planning 
Committee, 
Room 280 
 
5:00 PM 
Council Business Meeting, 
Room 267 


6:00 PM 
ULI Dinner 
Reception, 
Bentley’s on 27 
201 S. College St.  


1:00 PM 
ULI Charette – 
Session 1  
Room 267 
 
3:00 PM 
ULI Charette – 
Session 2 
Room 267 


3:30 PM 
Economic 
Development 
Committee,  
Room CH‐14 


9:00 AM 
ULI Findings and 
Recommendations 
Presentation, 
Meeting Chamber 
 







CALENDAR DETAILS: 
 
Monday, January 10 
11:00 am  Agenda Briefing, Room 270/271 
 
January 10 Council Meeting ‐ Weather Contingency Plan   
Staff Resource:  Julie Burch, City Manager’s Office, 704‐336‐3187, jburch@charlottenc.us  
 
The weather forecast for Monday evening calls for the possibility of snow to the extent it could 
make street conditions and travel hazardous.  If the storm materializes, staff has made the 
necessary arrangements for the Mayor and Council to hold the Business Meeting at 11:00 
a.m. Monday in the Meeting Chambers. The dinner session will be cancelled and the scheduled 
dinner topics postponed.  As this is the first business meeting of the month, there is no citizens’ 
forum and no speakers have signed up for any agenda items at this time.   Due to legal 
advertising requirements, the public hearing for closing the alleyway off West Park Avenue 
will need to be readvertised for thirty days and the hearing set for February 28.  The petitioner 
has been notified.Council Committee meetings planned for Monday will be held as scheduled, 
weather permitting. 
 
Staff will monitor the weather forecast and street conditions and will notify Council members 
by email no later than 8:00 a.m. Monday whether the meeting will be held at 11:00 a.m. or 
will go on as scheduled at 5:15 p.m.  If there is enough certainty about the forecast and 
conditions on Sunday evening, we will notify Council members at that time. 


 
12:00 pm  Governmental Affairs Committee, Room 278 


AGENDA: Federal update; State update; NCLM Advocacy Conference on January 20 
 
1:30 pm  Budget Committee, Room CH‐14 


AGENDA: Financial partner review; May 23 potential calendar conflict for budget 
public hearing; Future Budget committee schedule and topics 


 
3:30 pm  Transportation & Planning Committee, Room 280 


AGENDA: FY12 Focus Area Plan; Transportation Action Plan 5 year update; I‐77 
HOT lanes resolution 


   
5:00 pm  Council Business Meeting, Room 267 
   
Tuesday, January 11 
6:00 pm  ULI Dinner Reception, Bentley’s on 27, 201 S. College St. 
 
Wednesday, January 12 
1:00 pm  ULI Charette Session 1, Room 267 
 
3:00 pm  ULI Charette Session 2, Room 267     
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Thursday, January 13 
3:30 pm  Economic Development Committee, Room CH‐14 
    AGENDA: FY2011/FY2012 ED Focus Area Plan; Discuss next meeting 
 
Friday, January 14 
9:00 am  ULI Findings and Recommendations Presentation, Meeting Chamber  
 
January and February calendars are attached.  (see left side table of contents for attached file) 
 


AGENDA NOTES: 
 
Agenda Item #27 – Scaleybark Development Agreement Amendment 
Staff Resource: Peter Zeiler, N&BS, 704‐432‐2989, pzeiler@charlottenc.gov 
 
The January 10 Council Agenda contains an RCA to amend the Purchase and Sale Agreement 
between the City and Scaleybark Partners. The RCA describes the requested amendment as the 
seventh amendment to the Purchase and Sale Agreement (PSA). It is technically the sixth 
amendment. In June 2010, City Council approved a sixth amendment to the Purchase and Sale 
Agreement to accommodate technical changes to the PSA in the event Scaleybark Partners and 
Charlotte Mecklenburg Housing Partnership (CHMP) were awarded Low Income Housing Tax 
Credits for 2010. Scaleybark Partners and CMHP did not receive a tax credit allocation and the 
June 2010 sixth amendment was voided.  A corrected RCA is attached. (see left side table of 
contents for attached file) 
  
Agenda Item #31E – In Rem Remedy: 1306/1308 Kennon Street  
Staff Resources:  Walter Abernethy, N&BS, 704‐336‐4213, wabernathy@charlottenc.gov  
 
On January 10, City Council will be asked to approve an ordinance authorizing the use of In Rem 
remedy to demolish and remove the duplex at 1306/1308 Kennon Street.  Over the last several 
weeks the property owner of 1306/1308 Kennon Street, Bo Procter, has expressed concerns to 
Council regarding Code Enforcement’s intent to ask Council for permission to demolish this 
structure.  This information is intended to provide more detail and background information as it 
pertains to the condition of this structure and other related issues. 
 
Code Enforcement received a public agency referral from CMPD regarding the storing of stolen 
goods inside the structure as well as the open and vacant nature of the property. To date the 
property is still open and vacant. The property was registered as a boarded up structure in 
March 2009. The time frame for the house to stay boarded up expired, per City regulations, in 
September 2009.  
 
 
Structure Description  
The property at 1306/1308 Kennon is scheduled to be on City Council’s January 10 agenda for 
demolition approval on January 10.  There’s no historic designation regarding the property.  The 
case file and structure condition summary was forwarded to both the Historic Landmarks 
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Commission and the Historic District Commission. Neither agency expressed any concern as to 
the historical nature of the structure or the impending demolition. The repair costs are 
estimated at $37,243 which is 131% of the structure tax value, which is $28,400.  The area Code 
Supervisor has expressed concern about the overall conditions, even indicating that any work 
that has been done has essentially made matters worse.  The workers at the location have 
covered rotting wood and removed structural elements, making the house essentially sag in on 
itself.  The file records also indicate that exterior painting has covered up decayed siding and 
framing. On the interior, the kitchen and bath were gutted revealing more extensive 
damaged/decayed structural issues.  The dry walled ceiling in the kitchen and the replacement 
of the porch ceiling covered up old, unsafe wiring.  There are other examples where work has 
covered up major structural and electrical issues.  Repair permits were pulled in September for 
$4500 per unit.  The City’s repair estimate is $37,243.  The file record indicates the original 
inspection took place in July of 2010.  The owner was granted one extension in September.  He 
was denied a second extension in October since no work had been completed. 
 
The property owner noted property values in the area at 1222 Kennon, 1305 Kennon and 1300 
Kennon as a comparison with his property at 1306/1308 Kennon. Ironically, two of these 
properties (1222 and 1300 Kennon) where previously ordered demolished by Code 
Enforcement. Prior to the sale of the properties the owner’s chose to repair and renovate.  
Additionally, according to Piedmont Natural Gas both meters were pulled and gas lines plugged 
in 2004 at 1306/1308 Kennon. Duke Power records indicate the last legal service for 1306 
Kennon was 2001 and for 1308 Kennon, 2005. Both meters have subsequently been removed. 
In May 2010 an illegal meter was removed, suggesting someone was stealing utilities.       
 
The Minimum Housing Code’s primary goal is to make sure housing is safe and sanitary and that 
housing conditions do not detract from model neighborhood standards.  Code records also 
indicate that the City has cited this property for high grass and trash accumulation in previous 
years, including a recent City grass cutting of the property in October 2010.  There are grass 
cutting liens on the property currently. 
 
Code Enforcement reinspected the structure again on December 29, 2010.  As of that day, the 
property was not secure and no structural repairs had been begun or completed. It is Code 
Enforcement’s position that the property is dilapidated and that the property owner has failed 
to make substantive repairs within a reasonable timeframe.  


 
 
 
 
INFORMATION: 
Urban Land Institute (ULI) Daniel Rose Center for Public Leadership in Land Use  
Staff Resource:  Jim Schumacher, City Manager’s Office, 704‐336‐3656, 
jschumacher@charlottenc.gov 
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The Urban Land Institute (ULI) Daniel Rose Center for Public Leadership in Land Use has named 
Charlotte Mayor Anthony Foxx and the mayors of Detroit, Houston, and Sacramento to serve in 
fellowships for the Center through 2011.  Mayor Foxx’s 2010‐11 ULI Daniel Rose Fellowship 
team members are Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Planning Director Debra Campbell, North Carolina 
Transportation Secretary Gene Conti, and Charlotte Department of Transportation Director 
Danny Pleasant.  
 
Through the Fellowship Program, Mayor Foxx and his team will work with leading experts in the 
real estate development, finance, and land use fields to study and advance a land use challenge 
in the community.  The group will develop ideas for achieving land use and infrastructure goals 
for the Independence Boulevard corridor.  These goals represent the community’s vision 
articulated in the Independence Boulevard Area Plan, which is to re‐energize, reposition, and 
ensure long‐term viability of development along Independence Boulevard. 
 
The Rose Center panel will visit Charlotte from January 11 – 14.  They will tour the corridor, study 
the issues, and present some recommendations on Friday, January 14, at 9:00 a.m. in the CMGC 
Meeting Chamber.  Attached is the full agenda for the visit and additional information about the 
Daniel Rose Center.  The City Council is invited to the following events: 
 


− Tuesday, January 11, 6:00 pm 
Welcome Reception  
Bentley’s on 27, 201 South College Street, Charlotte, NC  
 


− Wednesday, January 12  
Charrette/Interviews 
Attend one of two sessions:  1:00 – 2:45 pm or 3:00 – 4:45 pm 
CMGC ‐ Room 267  


 
− Friday, January 14, 9:00 am 


Presentation of Panel’s Initial Findings and Recommendations  
CMGC Meeting Chamber  
 


Council is asked to contact Alysia Osborne at adosborne@charlottenc.gov or 704‐336‐3910, or 
Tracy Swett at tswett@charlottenc.gov or 704‐336‐3184RSVP to RSVP and confirm availability for 
the opening reception and which charrette session council members would prefer to attend by 
contacting.  The presentation of recommendations at 9:00 a.m. January 14 is open to the 
public.  (see left side table of contents for attached files – ‘Final Charlotte Visit Agenda’ and ‘Rose Fellowship 
FAQ’ ) 
 
January 19 – State Delegation Dinner Hosted by Mecklenburg County Towns 
Staff Resource: Dana Fenton, City Manager’s Office, 704‐336‐2009, dfenton@charlottenc.gov 
 
The Town of Cornelius is hosting, on behalf of the Towns of Mecklenburg County, a dinner for 
the Mecklenburg County Delegation to the General Assembly on Wednesday, January 19, 7:00 
p.m. to 9:00 p.m. at the Peninsula Club in Cornelius.  The purpose of the dinner is to thank 
legislators for their service and make them aware of the Towns’ needs.  The Towns have also 
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extended an invitation to the Charlotte City Council.  If any member of Council desires to 
attend, please RSVP to Lori Pearson of the Town of Cornelius at lpearson@cornelius.org.  
 
February 3‐5 – New Partners for Smart Growth Conference 
Staff Resource: Danny Pleasant, CDOT, 704‐336‐3879, dpleasant@charlottenc.gov   
Debra Campbell, Planning, 704‐336‐2671, dcampbell@charlottenc.gov  
 
This is a follow‐up to a December 17 Council‐Manager Memo item regarding the New Partners 
for Smart Growth Conference.  The regular registration period to attend the conference will 
end on January 14.  The conference will be held at the Westin Charlotte Hotel February 3‐5. It 
will bring experts representing a wide variety of disciplines from around the country to 
Charlotte.   
 
The conference, which is presented by the Local Government Commission (LGC), is supported 
by a broad variety of groups, including the US Environmental Protection Agency.  The City of 
Charlotte is a co‐sponsor and staff are participating in multiple sessions and tours showcasing 
local best practices. Examples include:  
 


• Historic Neighborhoods: Embracing Change While Staying the Same 
• Revitalizing Neighborhoods and Changing Lives 
• Transforming Corridors: Creating Great Mixed‐Use Centers and Main Streets 
• Smart Growth Implementation and the Charlotte Complete Streets Experience 
• Using Light Rail as a Catalyst for Redevelopment 
• Connecting Charlotte through Bicycle Facilities and Behavior 


The New Partners for Smart Growth Conference is recognized as a significant conference 
focusing on Smart Growth issues. It offers sessions and topics of interest to elected officials, 
advocates, and a wide variety of professional disciplines.   


Council members wishing to attend the conference can contact Tracy Swett.  Additional 
information about the conference program and other registration details can be found at 
www.NewPartners.org    


 
 
 
 
 
 
Airport Taxi Fees 
Staff Resource: Jerry Orr, Aviation, 704‐359‐4000, tjorr@charlotteairport.com 
 
The Airport has previously discussed with City Council the need to recover its costs associated 
with the taxi system though permit fees.  The Airport initially intended to increase the Permit 
Fee, for the first time in about twenty years, from $1,250 per permit to $3,000 per permit and 
to implement a fee per trip (“Trip Charge”) in an amount to be proposed.  However, the Airport 
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has determined that it should actually lower the Permit Fee, rather than raising it, and will rely 
on the Trip Charge to make up the difference.  When the Airport requests Council approval of 
new Operating Agreements, the contracts will reflect a $500 per vehicle Permit Fee and a $1 
per pick up Trip Charge.  The Airport believes it should still be able to recover its costs and do so 
through an equitable user fee structure, tied directly to the amount of business a permitted 
vehicle generates at the Airport.   
 
Park Road Sidewalk Project Update 
Staff Resource:  Sonji Mosley, E&PM, 704‐336‐3214, smosley@charlottenc.gov  


        
The Park Road Sidewalk Project bids have been opened.  Eleven of sixteen bids came in below 
$100,000.  Because bids under $100,000 do not require council action, the City Manager will 
authorize the contract execution.  The lowest bidder was Red Clay Industries in the amount of 
$73,378.31.  The Park Road Sidewalk Project will be a 90‐day contract with construction 
expected to begin this spring.   
 
This important sidewalk connection will complete a 0.2 mile gap in the pedestrian network on 
Park Road between Sunset Drive and Poindexter Drive.  Once completed, it will connect several 
miles of sidewalk along Park Road and the surrounding neighborhoods.  The 15 impacted 
homeowners will be notified in advance of construction via post card mailings.   
 
Attached please find a report provided to the City Council in January 2010 which addresses why 
having sidewalks on both sides of thoroughfares is important.  It also provides additional 
information specifically related to the Park Road Sidewalk Project.  (see left side table of contents for 
attached file – ‘Thoroughfare Sidewalks…’) 
 
NASCAR Hall of Fame Unveils New Exhibit and Open House Week is Announced 
Staff Resource: Michelle Gutt, Corporate Communications, 704‐353‐1157, 
mgutt@charlottenc.gov  
 
On January 8, 2011, the NASCAR Hall of Fame will unveil a new exhibition, “Short Careers, 
Lasting Legacy”. The unveiling of this exhibition will mark the fourth change to the Great Hall 
since it opened in May. By changing exhibits, the Hall is able to educate the public on historical 
and current events in the sport. It also provides new exhibits for repeat customers. “Short 
Careers, Lasting Legacy” is on exhibit through late June in the Great Hall. It showcases authentic 
artifacts that tell the story of some of NASCAR’s most memorable personalities. The exhibition 
recognizes individuals who left the sport in their prime or before they reached their full 
potential.  
 
The debut also kicks off Open House Week where guests can visit the entertainment facility for 
free from Saturday, January 8 – Friday, January 14 between 4 – 6 p.m.  The Hard Card 
Experience is not included in the free Open House. The Open House Week is an opportunity for 
those who haven’t visited to see what the NASCAR Hall of Fame has to offer.    
 
For more information, visit www.NascarHall.com.  
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COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 


 
I. Subject: Plaza-Central Plan Amendment 
 Action: Motion passed unanimously to forward amendments to the full Council.  


 
II. Subject:  Urban Street Design Guidelines 


Action: None   
 


III. Subject: North Corridor Briefing – Red Line Commuter Rail and I-77 North  
  HOT Lanes 
Action: None 
 


IV. Subject: 2011 Meeting Calendar 
Action: Motion passed unanimously to adopt 2011 meeting schedule with edits. 


 


COMMITTEE INFORMATION   
Present:  David Howard, Michael Barnes Nancy Carter, Warren Cooksey, Patsy  
   Kinsey 
Time:  3:30 pm – 5:00 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 welcomed the elected officials visiting from the north cities.  He then 
turned it over to Debra Campbell. 
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I. Plaza-Central Plan Amendment 
 
Ms. Campbell stated that the Plaza-Central Plan amendment has been reviewed by the 
Committee at a previous meeting and was forwarded for public comment.  They had the public 
comment session and there were three people who spoke in support of the amendment.  She said 
Michelle Jones is here today and would be able to provide any more information if the 
Committee requested it.  Council member Kinsey asked if there had been any changes since the 
public hearing and Ms. Jones replied that there had not been.   
 
Council member Kinsey made the motion and was seconded by Council member Carter to 
forward the recommendation on the proposed Plaza Central Pedscape text amendment to reduce 
the distance between bars, nightclubs, and lounges to residential properties from 400 feet to 225 
feet, to the full Council for approval.  (Motion passed unanimously - Howard, Carter, Cooksey, 
Kinsey for) 
 
II. Urban Street Design Guidelines 
 
Chairman Howard said the next item on the agenda is the Urban Street Design Guidelines 
(USDG), which they just recently had a public hearing on.  He then turned it over to Mike Davis 
and Shannon Frye.     
 
Mr. Davis said that at the public hearing there were nine speakers signed up for this item and a 
few that spoke in favor still had a couple of lingering issues.  Council requested staff look at 
those issues and bring them back and talk about them.  The purpose of this presentation is to give 
the Committee an update on what those issues were and also provide an update from the most 
recent Zoning Committee meeting.   
 
Mr. Davis began reviewing the “Urban Street Design Guidelines Ordinance Implementation” 
presentation (copy attached).  All three items that were expressed as concerns have been changed 
and have gone through the Zoning Committee with recommendations for approval on those 
items.  The first issue was how we treat plans that have already been submitted through the 
system or have some previously approved conditional zoning plans.  He said they have taken the 
same approach as the Post Construction Control Ordinance (PCCO), which says if you have a 
conditional zoning plan approved before 2002, you would be vested until 2013, and if you are in 
a window between 2002 and 2011, you would be vested until 2016.  Mr. Davis also discussed the 
block length flexibility and has modified the item number 7 to include distribution warehousing 
and industrial uses.  The third item that caused concern was the relationship between the 
ordinance and the Land Development Standards Manual.  The work that goes on in the manual is 
not something that requires Council’s review and approval.  The concern expressed was if we are 
getting too far afield of our constitutional authority for staff to be creating these things that look 
like requirements.  Our answer is we are not creating requirements; we are creating standard 
details that help people meet the requirements of the ordinance.   He said they revisited the 
definition of the Land Development Standards Manual and Mr. Davis read through the few 
places where they edited the language.      
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(Council member Barnes entered the meeting) 
 
Carter:  In regards to the chart on slide 3, why 2016 for grandfathering versus 2015 for 5-year 
vesting?  That doesn’t make sense to me. 
 
Davis:  We tried to model it after PCCO for simplicity sake.  I’m not sure why that became a 6-
year period versus a 5-year period. 
 
Howard:  That was built into the PCCO, right? 
 
Davis:  Yes, and we thought it made sense to make it the same, so people weren’t surprised. 
 
Carter:  To me, the debate is whether this is a good ordinance for the City.  If it’s a good 
ordinance for the City, then the sooner it’s impacted.   
 
Howard:  So you are saying to want to do the same thing that allows us to implement the vesting 
on development rights and conditional ordinance, but I think the whole point is to make it line 
up.   
 
Davis:   There are two other things to consider when thinking about grandfathering and that is 
people make a certain amount of economic investment in the development of plans that get 
approval.  The other thing is we started the development of the USDG policy many years ago, so 
those plans that came through as conditional zonings, we were already trying to mold many of 
those plans to conform to what we thought were going to become the regulations under the 
USDG.  Hopefully, there is not a lot of disparity in the first place.   
 
Howard:  How did you take care of that?   
 
Davis:  For anything after the policy, we asked people to commit to notes in the conditional plans 
so that if they were building streets or a street network, they were agreeing to do that per the 
USDG policy.   
 
Mr. Davis continued reviewing the presentation and discussed the action at the Zoning 
Committee, which was to approve the proposed text amendments with a modification to have the 
Zoning Committee perform the duties of the Development Review Board.  He said that staff’s 
recommendation is to not introduce that modification, but to be consistent with the vote taken at 
the October 28, 2010 Transportation and Planning Committee, which was to choose “Option 2.” 
 
Ms. Campbell added that it was a difficult conversation to have with the Planning Commission 
because they received it more as they were incapable of serving, which is not the case.  It has 
nothing to do with capability.  It’s more about the fact that the Zoning Committee, as it’s 
currently constituted in membership, doesn’t have all the areas needed to function as the 
Development Review Board.  The Planning Commission appointments are a political process 
and we cannot be assured, long term, that we will have the disciplines that are necessary to do a 
quasi-judicial process and have the technical background to appropriately review the type of 
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detailed information that would be coming to the Board.   
 
Barnes:  Remind me why we chose Option 2.  I was not at that meeting. 
 
Howard:  We chose Option 2 because there was a feeling amongst the Committee that we should 
definitely have someone from the community, and after having some conversation about that, we 
decided that person could be a Planning Commissioner.  All the rest of the disciplines are 
appropriate to be on the Board.  Also, we thought it would be best that after the body made its 
ruling, it should go straight to Superior Court.   
 
Barnes:  I believe that throughout the discussions, we all agreed there would likely not be that 
many appeals.  I like Option 3 because it provides a two-step appellate process.  It also addresses 
concerns that members of the Zoning Committee expressed because they would play an internal 
role in what happens with projects that go through the Development Review Board.  I always 
like having someone from the community on Boards, who is not necessarily interested in a 
particular outcome.   
   
Campbell:  Normally, the Planning Commission works in more of a legislative environment.  
They are the Board that reviews subdivision appeals; however, we have very few of those.  You 
may recall the difficulty of that Board functioning in that quasi-judicial capacity and that’s the 
Alternative Compliance environment.  It’s not legislative.   
 
Barnes:  Would the Committee be amenable to Option 2 and add a resident, and combine an 
Architect and Transportation/Urban Planner, so there are still 9 members?   
 
Kinsey:  No, I strongly support Option 2 as it is. The Planning Commission is really a political 
body and I think it’s better to have someone on there from the Planning Commission. I don’t 
think we need the two step process. 
 
Barnes:  I agree with Option 2, I’m just trying to get a resident on it and have an odd number of 
members.   
 
Howard:  At the last meeting, we concluded that all of these people are residents.  So, what 
definition would you use to categorize a resident?   
 
Barnes:  Was staff thinking that a resident would be someone from the community? 
 
Howard:  That came up here, not from staff.  Council member Carter had asked for that. 
 
Carter:  Then I accepted the reasoning given and a Planning Commissioner is passing as a 
resident, which may not fit into one of the other categories listed. 
 
Barnes:  Okay, then I’m fine with that.     
 
Howard:  Do we need to vote on this?   
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Davis:  No. 
 
Carter:  Do we express preference formally? 
 
Howard:  No, I don’t think so. 
 
Campbell: We’d like to thank you all for your patience during this process.   
 
Howard:  Thank you all for your work on this item. Let’s move on to the next agenda item. 
 
III. North Corridor Briefing  
 
Red Line Commuter Rail    
 
Chairman Howard said that at the last Metropolitan Transit Committee (MTC) meeting, CATS 
staff did a fantastic job bringing vision and creativity in how we are going to approach dealing 
with the deficit that we have when it comes to the ½ cent sales tax.  He said that over the last 
year on Council, he’s spent a lot of time up north trying to get his head around their needs when 
it comes to I-77 and the Red Line.  He said that he has asked Mr. Schumacher to bring back a 
series of updates about these items affecting the North Corridor.  Mr. Schumacher said there is 
activity with regard to the Red Line, I-77 and the HOT Lanes, and there is also the existing 
express bus service along this Corridor.  Today, the Committee will look at all three elements for 
the North Corridor.    
 
Ms. Carolyn Flowers said they had a MTC workshop last month to talk about economic realities 
and how it’s impacted their financial picture.  During that time, they looked at the possibilities 
and options for the projects in the 2030 Plan.  They received recommendations from the MTC, 
for the North Corridor, to explore a public-private partnership. Brian Nadolny will go over the 
presentation.   
 
Mr. Nadolny began reviewing the “Red Line North Corridor Commuter Rail Briefing” 
presentation (copy attached).  He stated that the commuter rail project consists of using the 
existing freight railroad tracks that go through Charlotte, up through the 3 towns, all the way to 
Mooresville.  It would have 10 stations in the initial service, with 30-minute headways during 
peak times, and hourly headways during the off peak times.  The daily trips are estimated at 
4,000 – 6,000 per day.  He said they also have an Express bus ridership in this corridor.  It started 
in 2000 and was so successful, that in 2007, they split the route into two routes.  There is also a 
Mooresville Express route and there have been issues with getting park and ride lots.  
Mooresville has decided to discontinue the service at the end of this year and CATS is looking at 
additional parking along Exit 30 to try to capture some of that ridership.  
 
Mr. Nadolny discussed the recent work that has been done over the past year.  The MTC 
approved $500,000 to do tasks from the Red Line Work Plan.  In the spring of 2010, the Red 
Line Task Force was created and several members of the MTC went to Washington to meet with 
the federal delegation.  In September 2010, the Red Line Task Force was officially adopted as a 
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sub-committee of the MTC.   
 
Mr. Nadolny read through the different tasks they have been undertaking over the last year.  He 
pointed out that the federal government announced there would be rule changes to the New 
Starts process and they will be creating a New Starts Submittal Equivalent for land use.  That is 
something they didn’t do before, because it didn’t qualify through the old rules.   
 
Mr. Nadolny continued reading through the presentation and discussed the use of the consultant, 
Paul Morris from Greenleaf Strategies.  Chairman Howard pointed out that Paul Morris 
mentioned at the MTC meeting that the City ought to be talking to Norfolk Southern about the 
fact that the state is making a lot of improvements because of all the high speed rail line money 
received.  That ought to be a negotiating stance for the City to get a better lease agreement.  Ms. 
Flowers said the state is currently in negotiations with Norfolk Southern.  The CATS has talked 
to the state about assisting in discussions and they have said they would assist us, but could not 
do so until they complete the negotiations on the high speed rail project. 
 
Howard:  Back to the first bullet on slide 8, does the change in the New Starts you mention lower 
the ridership requirements? What does it really do? 
 
Nadolny:  The one thing they did is take off the requirement dealing with needing a medium 
rating for cost effectiveness.  Now, you just need a medium rating total, throughout all the 
ratings.   
 
Howard:  What is the interpretation for medium? 
 
Nadolny:  For each of the criteria, you can get between a high and low, a medium to medium-
high, etc.  When it came to cost effectiveness, commuter rail projects don’t bide very well in the 
process, so we never reached the medium rating and didn’t think it would qualify.  Now that they 
have withdrawn that, all we need is a medium overall.   
   
Howard:  Is there one particular area that might pull us up? 
 
Flowers:  Land use development and sustainability may pull up the rating.  That is the analysis 
that is being worked on now.  We have not seen the new rules from the FTA, so this is just 
preparatory work.  The change in the weighting factors shouldn’t be the sole criteria for the 
weight of a project. Secretary LaHood has changed it back to the past practice where you look at 
the overall weighting.   
   
Nadolny:  The federal government is asking for comments from the agencies to see how these 
rules could change.  The cost effectiveness isn’t going to go away, but there might be some 
criteria to add on to that have what the agencies feel is a fair representation of the criteria. 
 
Flowers:  The process remains very competitive. 
 
Carter:  Is there a chance for political discussion with the northern cities, so we can partner in 
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Raleigh for these discussions?  This is a key issue for me because I think this is the hold up when 
we look to federal and state funding for the Red Line.   
 
Flowers:  I believe that option is there, if we can get them to the table.  Several years ago, we had 
initial discussions and developed a term sheet regarding the operations and leasing of the right-
of-way.  Those discussions have been dormant for several years.   
 
Howard:  Well, the good thing is they are at the table because of high speed.  We should piggy 
back on that.   
 
Barnes:  A few slides ago you talked about the bus ridership numbers.  Why is there such a 
decline from 2009 to 2010?  Does the 350,000 from 2009 indicate 175,000 people who took 
roundtrips that year? 
 
Nadolny:  It is 350,000 trips.  Most of those are round trips.  The drop in ridership has to do with 
the economy.  We’ve seen decline on a lot of the Express buses and unemployment has some 
affect on it, as well as the gas prices. 
 
Barnes:  One of the reasons it’s peculiar is when the meltdown occurred in 2008, we went up in 
ridership in 2009 and then dropped in 2010.   
 
Flowers:  At that time, the cost of gasoline was very high and that changed some of the travel 
habits and driving habits. The entire transit industry had record ridership during that period.  
Then when the price of gas came back down, people resumed driving again, plus couple that 
with the economic downturn.   
 
Barnes:  Regarding the feasibility of the proposed new station, have we identified a location for 
that? 
 
Nadolny:  Yes, it’s around 24th Street and Graham Street.  There is a developer interested and has 
some plans in the works and wanted to look at adding a station.  The members of the Task Force 
have directed us to see what that would cost.   
 
Flowers:  However, in this economic environment, we would have to see how that costs out and 
what the developer is willing to put forth.   We would also have to look at long term operating 
costs, because part of the discussion that took place at the MTC meeting is having the ability to 
operate and ensure we can sustain those costs into the future.   
 
Barnes:  Is Iredell County participating in some of the costs that deal with the rail line?   
 
Nadolny:  In the cost estimate, all the costs beyond Davidson are assumed not to be paid for by 
CATS, but by a combination of Mooresville and Iredell County.  It’s been difficult to get Iredell 
County Commissioners to discuss it.   
 
Barnes:  Who’s paying for the feasibility analysis?   
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Nadolny: That comes out of the $500,000 identified to do the tasks to further the Red Line.  
 
Barnes:  But the station is in Iredell County, so why aren’t they participating? 
 
Flowers:  The MTC has made the decision to support the efforts of the expansion of the line.  So, 
at this point, I would say that is a regional long term view of the ridership potential.   
 
Howard:   Mooresville is a small part of Iredell County and they want to be part of this.  They are 
trying to figure out how to participate; it’s just trying to figure out how to do that coupled with 
the fact that they don’t have the ability to implement the ¼ cent sales tax.  How they participate 
is what’s up in the air. 
 
Barnes:  I think we want them to participate, but the issue is they need to carry some of the cost 
burden at some point.   
 
Nadolny:  They have participated in portions of the EIS process in the past.    
 
Mr. Nadolny continued the presentation and read through the “Cost Savings Meeting” slide.  He 
stated that the 2009 cost estimate was for $358 million.  For the purposes of the financial strategy 
meeting they had in October, they assumed a 2017 build out year, which coincides with the 
NCDOT Grade Separation Study.  If you escalate the cost out to 2017, it’s $456 million.  The 
conclusion of that meeting was there were very few ways to really reduce the cost of the project, 
in a meaningful way, because throughout the whole process they knew they were not going to 
receive federal funds, so they have been value engineering the project from the beginning.  There 
would be a cost savings by cutting the northern terminus in Mooresville.  They also identified 
several items that could be deferred; however, some of them might have implications on other 
parts of the project, such as operating costs.  At the end of the process, HDR will develop a 
matrix showing the different measures identified that could be deferred and the implications to 
the project. 
 
Mr. Nadolny went on to describe different options for funding partnerships and private-public 
partnerships.  There may be opportunities to partner with NCDOT, Norfolk Southern and some 
real estate developments along the Corridor.  Mr. Nadolny read through the “Next Steps” slide 
and asked if there were any other questions. 
 
Howard:  In the first bullet on the “Option 1” slide, shouldn’t it say “partnership with NCDOT 
and the cities/towns” while they are making their capital improvements as well? 
  
Nadolny:  Well, it’s assumed the towns would be partnering with us.  This just shows one option 
where we plan to meet with the state to talk about the widening of I-77 and the rail project as 
potentially merging, as a way to fund both of them.   
 
Howard:  I think it would be smart to make sure we are talking to Davidson and Cornelius about 
stuff, as well as NCDOT.  I heard at the MTC meeting that with commuter rails, the federal 
government gave a subsidy.  Is that right? 
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Flowers:  There is a floor that’s triggered when you open up a commuter rail line.  We would get 
$8.8 million.  Then, two years after you open the rail line, it becomes part of the federal formula 
money. 
 
Howard:  I also heard the Blue Line wouldn’t qualify because it’s a New Starts project.  If you 
pursue New Starts for the Red Line, does it automatically mean the subsidy goes away, or can 
you do both?   
 
Nadolny:  It has to do with light rail and commuter rail, not New Starts.  Because it’s a 
commuter rail project, that’s what triggers the floor. 
 
Howard:  Is that being factored into this as well? 
 
Flowers:  It was in the financial analysis.  It was included in the Long Term Plan; however, you 
have to get through finding the funding that is the gap in the capital.  We have almost a $200 
million gap on the capital side, so we don’t trigger this until you are actually operating. 
 
Howard:  So, the real gap is about $220 million and that’s the part you are pursuing when it 
comes to the value capture and the TIF.  When will you know about that? 
 
Nadolny:  Paul Morris is helping us do that, but that is also what all these tasks are helping us do 
too.  We’ll have a better idea of funding potentials and then come up with strategies and try to 
figure out what way we can feed the gap. 
 
Carter:  Is this repetitive work?  Haven’t we done some of these analyses and can’t we 
extrapolate from those studies? 
 
Nadolny:  The last time was in 2007 and a lot has changed since then.  
 
Flowers: The FTA and other funding partners would say that data is no longer relevant, because 
the market has changed so much since 2007. 
 
Nadolny:  The consultant is the same one from 2007 and they are not starting from scratch.  It’s 
more of an updating component.   
 
Howard:  I was on a panel with Representative Killian last week and he was warning that there 
would be a hard budget year coming up, and that special interest things such as mass transit 
probably wouldn’t be funded.  So, I wanted to make sure we are talking and letting them know 
this is not a special interest thing and we need to be promoting this.  We don’t want to lose a ¼ 
of the money coming in for us.  
 
I-77 HOT Lanes 
 
Chairman Howard said the next part of this agenda item is to hear about High Occupancy Toll 
(HOT) lanes.  He turned it over to Tim Gibbs.  Mr. Gibbs introduced Mr. Lynn Parnell with 
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Parsons Brinkerhoff and said that the Committee received information on this topic back in the 
spring.  Since that time, he has continued to work with NCDOT on the project and will update 
the Committee today on that.  Mr. Gibbs also recognized Ms. Reid Simons who is with the 
NCDOT and the Turnpike Authority and is the Director of Community Relations.  She is 
working with them on the Charlotte region, for both organizations.  He also recognized Mr. Bill 
Coxe, who serves on the MPO and is the TCC Vice Chairman. 
 
Mr. Parnell began reviewing the “Review of I-77 HOV-to-HOT Lanes Conversion Feasibility 
Study” presentation (copy attached).  He quickly discussed the background and purpose of HOT 
lanes.  He talked about why HOT lanes are important and the type of tolling applications used. 
Mr. Parnell discussed the different reasons why I-77 North Corridor was chosen for HOT lanes.  
He quickly read through the conclusions of the I-77 HOT Lanes Study.   
 
From a constructability perspective, this project would be relatively easy, because you would 
convert the existing HOV lanes to HOT lanes, and there would be no construction along the lake 
causeways.  They are, essentially, widening the existing median and there is plenty of room to 
add a lane in each direction and they don’t have to modify any interchanges.   
 
Mr. Parnell read through the construction costs and the annual operating and maintenance 
(O&M) costs.  The O&M costs include the costs to maintain the toll equipment, having officers 
out there for enforcement and being able to provide motorists assistance.  Ms. Simons added that 
they are currently looking at enforcement and are going to be contracting with the Highway 
Patrol and expect some reimbursement.  She pointed out that they do have some 
special/additional patrol on the Raleigh road and the same intent would be for this road, as well 
as the Monroe Parkway.  She said they currently don’t have enforcement, legislatively, to pull 
anyone over for violations. That is something they will need from the General Assembly.  She 
said they are not currently working on that at this time.  In the Raleigh project area, they have the 
cameras and the transponders to capture tolling and to bill customers.  If they don’t pay their toll 
within the year, they are not able to renew their license registration.     
 
Carter:  The long session will be this year and the capacity would be preferable to do that now.  
That could be an issue we could get our lobbyist to work on. 
 
Fenton:  NCDOT needs to take the lead. 
 
Carter:  If you have a fine, is that considered a fee going to the schools?   
 
Simons:  There are different ways. There is a processing fee we can charge legislatively, but 
there are also civil penalties that do go to the schools.  We aren’t able to collect revenue from 
violators.  We are only allowed to pay back ourselves for processing the violation.  We can 
certainly look at all this. 
 
Howard: If you need our help, then let us know.  
 
Mr. Parnell continued reviewing the presentation and discussed the potential funding with toll 
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revenue bonds and CMAQ funding from MUMPO and statewide.  NCDOT is looking at where 
the additional $20 million could come from for the project.  He reviewed the implementation 
timeline and read through all the agencies that are in support of this project.  He discussed the 
next steps and asked if the Committee had any further questions. 
 
Howard:  Charlotte needs to go on record for support of this project.  Should we do a 
Resolution? 
 
Cooksey:  I thought the fact that we have staff working on it is pretty much an endorsement. 
 
Carter:  Seems like we should bring it to Council.  
 
Howard: We could bring it up tonight and see if they mind staff working on a resolution that we 
can all agree on.   
 
Carter:  The other thing is the Monroe Bypass feeds into Independence Blvd. If we have 
HOT/HOV lanes on Independence Boulevard, it would be a matter of sequence and I hope that is 
part of the discussion.   
 
Howard:  Are we going to do the sticks to separate the lanes? 
 
Gibbs:  No, there is no barrier, just paint and law enforcement.  
 
Howard:  Thank you for the presentation today.  Let’s move on to the next item.  
 
IV. 2011 Meeting Calendar 


  
Chairman Howard said the last agenda item is to approve the meeting schedule for 2011.   Mr. 
Schumacher said there are a few changes that need to be looked at due to some conflicts.  After 
discussion, it was decided that all conflicting meetings could be removed and if an extra meeting 
needed to be scheduled during that month, then the Committee will do so at that time.   A motion 
was made by Council member Carter and seconded by Council member Kinsey to adopt the 
2011 Meeting Schedule as presented with the exception of removing the March 14, June 23, and 
October 27 meetings and changing the August 22 meeting to 2:00 pm.  (Motion passed 
unanimously) 
 
Chairman Howard adjourned the meeting at 5:00 p.m.  







 
Transportation & Planning Committee 


Monday, December 13; 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 
 


 
I.  Plaza-Central Plan Amendment – 15 minutes 


 Staff Resource: Michelle Jones 
 Action:  Request recommendation on the proposed Plaza Central Pedscape text 
 amendment to reduce the distance between bars, nightclubs, and lounges to 
 residential properties from 400 feet to 225 feet.  
 Attachment: 1. Plaza-Central Plan Amendment & Map 
 


II. USDG – Ordinance Implementation Update – 15 minutes 
 Staff Resources:  Mike Davis & Shannon Frye 
 Staff will provide updates on the outstanding issues raised at the 
 November 20 Public Hearing and the modifications made to the 
 Subdivision Ordinance, as well as action taken by the Zoning Committee. 
 Attachment:  2. USDG Update.ppt 
 
III. North Corridor Briefing – Red Line Commuter Rail and I-77 North HOT 


 Lanes  – 45 minutes 
 Staff Resources: Brian Nadolny (CATS) & Tim Gibbs (CDOT) 
 The Committee will receive a brief overview on the activity with the North 
 Corridor Commuter Rail and Red Line Task Force over the past year, as well as 
 an update on the HOT Lane study on I-77. 
 Attachment:  3. Red Line Briefing.ppt 
            4. HOT Lanes update.ppt 
 


IV. 2011 Meeting Calendar  – 5 minutes 
 Staff Resource: Jim Schumacher 
 Action:  Approve proposed meeting schedule.  
 Attachment:  5. 2011 Proposed Meeting Schedule 
 
 
 
Next Scheduled Meeting: TBD 


 
 
Distribution:  Mayor & City Council Curt Walton, City Manager  Leadership Team  
    Transportation Cabinet   Michelle Jones   Kent Main 
   Brian Nadolny 







    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.


Attachment 1
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Urban Street Design Guidelines 
Ordinance Implementation


Presentation to the Transportation and Planning 


December 13, 2010


Mike Davis, PE 
Department of Transportation


Shannon Frye
Planning Department


Committee


Overview


Overview


1) Changes to Ordinance Since Public Hearing) g g


a) Vesting


b) Block Length flexibility for large buildings


c) Clarification on the relationship of the Land Development     
Standards Manual to the Subdivision Ordinance


2) Zoning Committee Action


Attachment 2
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Grandfathering


Any plan submitted and received for preliminary plan approval prior to 
adoption will be regulated under existing ordinance.


Conditional zoning plans approved:


2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016


New Conditional Plan


2 Year Vesting


Conditional zoning plans approved:
Before 2002 are vested until 2013
Between 2002 and 2011 are vested until 2016


g


5 Year Vesting


Recommended Grandfathering


Block Length Flexibility


Exemptions for Maximum Block Lengths


1) Physical barriers (railroads, freeways, gas pipelines)


o
n
s


2) Natural barriers (slopes, creeks, wetlands, floodplains)


3) Industrial-to-residential land use relationship


4) Property shape


5) Right-of-way or sight distance limitations


6) Property accessibility


E
xi


st
in


g
 P


ro
vi


si
o


7) Manufacturing or security requirements


8) Alignment with existing streets to create intersections


N
ew


7) Manufacturing, distribution warehousing, industrial or 
security requirements
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Land Development 
Standards Manual


Land Development 
Standards Manual
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Land Development
Standards Manual


Land Development Standards Manual does not establish 
requirements. It identifies standard treatments that guarantee 
approval. Other designs may be accepted but require review.


Definition


Previous Draft


Current Draft


Zoning Committee Action


11/23
Zoning Committee votes to continue meeting to 12/6


Requests additional information on block lengths, alternative 
compliance and the proposed Development Review Board


12/6
Zoning Committee votes unanimously to recommend approval of the 
proposed text amendments with the modification that the Zoning 
Committee perform the duties of the Development Review Board


Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval without the modification proposed by  
the Zoning Committee, consistent with the vote taken by the 
Transportation & Planning Committee on 10/28
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Red Line North Corridor 
C t  R il Commuter Rail 


Briefing


Transportation and Planning Committee
Brian Nadolny AICP


December 13, 2010


North Corridor Commuter Rail
Project Snapshot


• Project
– Upgrade of existing tracks on existing right-of-way


– Connects:  Charlotte, Huntersville, Cornelius, 
Davidson & Mooresville


– 10 stations


S i• Service


– 22-38 daily trains 


– 30-minute headway during rush


– Hourly service off-peak


– Top Speed:  60 mph


– Daily Ridership:  4,000 – 6,000 


Bus Ridership in Corridor
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• The Mooresville Express will discontinue service at the 
end of the year.


• Studying an additional park and ride in Davidson near 
exit 30
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Recent Work


• January 2010 - CATS created a LYNX Red Line 
Work Plan  


– The purpose is to identify tasks that will further advance 
the project over the next 18-24 months.


– MTC approved $500,000 for work plan taskspp $ , p


• Spring 2010 – Red Line Task Force created


- May 2010 - Several members of the MTC went on a trip 
to Washington to meet with our federal delegation.
– Sept 2010 – Task Force introduced as  an official sub-


committee of the MTC


Red Line Task Force


Mission Statement:
This subcommittee’s purpose is to monitor progress and 
help carry out elements of the Red Line Work Plan.


Members:
Mayor John Woods  Mayor of DavidsonMayor John Woods, Mayor of Davidson
Mayor Jeff Tarte, Mayor of Cornelius
Mayor Jill Swain, Mayor of Huntersville
Mayor Anthony Foxx, Mayor of Charlotte
Commissioner Harold Cogdell Jr, Mecklenburg County
Carroll Gray, Lake Norman Transportation Commission
Bill Thunberg, Mooresville Representative
Vacant, Iredell County Representative


Attachment 3
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Work Plan Tasks


• Project Cost Reduction and Phasing Work Session


• Feasibility analysis of proposed new station in 
Charlotte


• Feasibility analysis of station location change in 
Mt. Mourne


• Update Operating and Maintenance Plan


Work Plan Tasks


• Create a New Starts Submittal Equivalent for 
Land Use


• Update travel and ridership forecasts for updated • Update travel and ridership forecasts for updated 
Cost Effectiveness information


• Update Station Area Development Potential


Work Plan Tasks


• Further discussions for Norfolk Southern


• Meet with local State and Federal delegations


• Create an overall Financial Strategies Plan


State Resource


• Members of the task force met with NCDOT 
Deputy Secretary Jim Westmoreland 


• The State funded a consultant resource in Paul 
Morris of Greenleaf Strategies LLC, to work with Morris of Greenleaf Strategies LLC, to work with 
the Task Force on the Work Plan.  


– Paul conducted a kick-off meeting with the towns in 
September


– In October, Paul met with Charlotte’s City Manager as 
well the Town Managers’ of the Four Towns on potential 
financial strategies


Cost Saving Meeting


• Held on October 8th to indentify cost savings 
items in the Red Line Project


• Reviewed the 2009 Cost Estimate Report and the 
basis of designbas s o des g


• Held an open discussion on the project 
components


• Reviewed viable opportunities for cost reductions 
or deferment


Red Line Cost Estimate


• The 2009 Cost Estimate - $358 Million 
(2009 dollars)


• Final Project Cost Depends On 
Implementation Date & Underlying 
Inflation


• NCDOT Coordinated Schedule – 2017


• $456 Million


*Assumes annual  escalation  of 3.25 % 
calculated to mid-point of construction
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Cost Savings Meeting


• Potential Cost Reduction in locating the 
northern terminus about one mile further 
south


• Some items identified for potential deferment, 
however could effect the project in other ways 
such as adding to the operating cost


• HDR will create a matrix showing cost 
reduction measures and implications to the 
project


•Scale core system to sustainable levels


•Advance affordable BLE in FTA Process


•Explore funding partnerships and P3 opportunities 


November MTC Workshop 
Recommendations


Explore funding partnerships and P3 opportunities 
for Red Line


•Explore operating assistance from NCDOT for rail 
corridors


•Further studies of Southeast, West, and Streetcar


•Potential for partnership with NCDOT to combine project with 
road enhancements – construction economies, commuter rail 
as maintenance of traffic measure?


•Opportunities to partner with Norfolk Southern?


Option 1 – Funding Partnerships


•Opportunities to partner with Norfolk Southern?


•Potential for real estate development-related revenue that is 
guaranteed by others?


•Red Line Example with a Non-CATS Public Owner


•State leadership – prototype for 5 state-wide commuter rail 
corridor potential projects


•Potential for turnkey contract with NS using availability payments 


Option 2 – P3 Potential  


•Potential for participation of land developers


•Potential of using RRIF Loan with the absence of New Starts 
funding


Next Steps


• Complete Work Plan tasks indentified and present 
findings to the Task Force


• Continue discussions with developers and other 
stakeholders


• Continue negotiations with Norfolk Southern


• Paul Morris will work with the Towns to identify 
potential local revenue sources and partners to 
offset project costs


• Meet with Iredell County, Mooresville, and Lowes
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Review of 
I-77 HOV-to-HOT Lanes Conversion 


Feasibility StudyFeasibility Study


Presentation to:
Charlotte City Council 


Transportation & Planning Committee


December 13, 2010


Presentation Purpose


What Are HOT Lanes? 


Discuss Recommendations from I-77 
North HOT Lanes Feasibility Study  & 
Next Steps


Attachment 4
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I-77 HOT Lanes & Red Line Projects


What are HOT Lanes?


I-394 MinneapolisPriced (toll) lanes 
giving preference to 
HOVs


SR 91, Orange County


Highest occupancy 
HOVs are typically 
free.
Pricing offers travel 
and reliability y
benefits during peak 
periods
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Why HOT Lanes Are Important


Maintain capacity on freeways for longer-
distance, higher speed trips
Encourage carpools vanpools and expressEncourage carpools, vanpools and express 
bus ridership
Inform commuters of peak period travel costs
Charge tolls for travel time savings and 
reliability
U t ll f t d tl fUse tolls for revenues to reduce outlays for 
construction and O&M costs


Tolls could be determined 
by traffic conditions by 
time of day


HOT Lane Tolling Applications


time-of-day
Tolls can change in real 
time or according to a 
fixed schedule
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Significant Fast Lanes demand in 
2013 & 2030


I-77 North Corridor


Among the best corridors for travel 
time savings/mile
Recommended for more detailed 
corridor-level study


I-77 North Study Conclusions


Convert existing HOV lanes to HOT and 
extend to Catawba Ave. (EXIT 28)


Northbound HOT lane ends ½-mileNorthbound HOT lane ends ½-mile 
south of Catawba Ave.
Outside General Purpose lane drops 
at Catawba Ave.
Southbound HOT lane begins between 
C & G ff S ( 30)Catawba Ave. & Griffith St. (EXIT 30) 
interchanges 
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I-77 North Study Conclusions


HOT project length:
18 miles southbound
14 miles northbound14 miles northbound


No construction along causeways


Merging of northbound HOT terminus with 
General Purpose lanes in PM peak works 
through 2020g


Provides travel benefits and improves traffic 
flow until future widening


I-77 North Study Conclusions


Better use of existing HOV lanes
More choices for commuters


f f C SLonger preferential lanes for CATS buses 
& vanpools/carpools (1500 daily transit 
riders now)
Funds dedicated to enforcement - current 
HOV violators become customers
Acclimates motorists to tolls as traffic 
management tool and takes advantage of 
NCDOT toll technology
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Project Costs


Construction Costs (2009$)
HOT Conversion $  5M
HOT Extension to NC-73     3.6 mi $25M
NC-73 to Catawba  Ave.       3.1 mi $20M


Total 6.7 mi $50M
Annual O&M Costs (beginning in 2013)


Fixed Toll O&M $1 2MFixed Toll O&M $1.2M
Variable Tolling O&M $0.8M


Toll Road Operating Costs $2.0M 


Potential Funding


Toll Revenue Bonds (over 30 years) $22M
CMAQ Funds (MUMPO) $  5M
S bt t l $27MSubtotal $27M


Other Funding:
CMAQ Funds (Statewide) $10M
To Be Determined $20M


Estimated Project Cost $57MEstimated Project Cost $57M
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Institutional Issues/Actions


State legislative authority exists for 
NCDOT to toll interstates subject to 
Federal approval; revenues must be pp
spent on interstate where collected


NCDOT applied on September 24th for 
Federal approval for single-occupant 
vehicles to use I-77 HOV lanes & HOT 
lane extension to Corneliuslane extension to Cornelius


Synergies to implement in conjunction 
with Monroe Connector/Bypass


Implementation Timeline


TASKS Year One Year Two Year Three Year Four


Planning / Environmental


Toll Integrator ->


Civil Design


Technology / ConOps


Civil Construction


Public Outreach / Marketing


Civil -->
Civil Construction


Facility Opening
I‐77 HOT 
Extension


I‐77 HOT 
Conversion
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Expressions of Project Support


Lake Norman Chamber of Commerce
Lake Norman Regional Economic 
Development CorporationDevelopment Corporation
Lake Norman Transportation Commission
Lake Norman Rural Planning Organization
Towns of Cornelius, Davidson & Huntersville
Regional Roads Committee 
Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan Planning 
Organization


Long Range Transportation Plan 
(LRTP) Amendment


Next Steps


FY 2012-2018 Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) 


Adoption for both Spring 2011Adoption for both Spring 2011







Transportation & Planning Committee 
2011 Proposed Meeting Schedule 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
2nd Monday of each month – 3:30 pm 
4th Thursday of each month – 2:00 pm 


Room 280  
(unless otherwise noted) 


 
 
 


January 10 at 3:30 pm 
January 27 at 2:00 pm 
 
February 14 at 3:30 pm 
February 24 at 2:00 pm 


March 14 at 3:30 pm 
March 24 at 2:00 pm 


April 11 at 3:30 pm 
April 28 at 2:00 pm 


May 9 at 2:30 pm (Manager’s Recommended Budget @ 4:00) 
May 26 at 2:00 pm 


June 13 at 3:30 pm 
June 23 at 2:00 pm 
 
July 25 at 3:30 pm  
(one meeting – summer schedule / 4th Monday) 


August 22 at 3:30 pm 
(one meeting – summer schedule / 4th Monday) 


September 12 at 3:30 pm 
September 22 at 2:00 pm 


October 10 at 3:30 pm 
October 27 at 2:00 pm 


November 14 at 3:30 pm 
(one meeting in November due to Thanksgiving holiday) 


December 
(no meeting in December pending Committee appointments) 


Attachment 5
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27. Scaleybark Development Agreement Amendment 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff Resources: Peter Zeiler, Neighborhood & Business Services  
 Tina Votaw, Transit 
Explanation 


 Scaleybark Partners, LLC has requested an extension of deadlines to the four 
specific activities listed below as they work to complete streetscape and linear 
park designs as required in their Purchase and Sale Agreement (PSA) with the 
City.  


 In 2009, Scaleybark Partners joined Cherokee South End LLC, the adjacent 
property owner, to create a larger project site. As a result, Scaleybark 
Partners has been engaged in new site planning activity, including 
modification of proposed street networks. Continued market challenges 
created by economic stagnation have also driven modifications to their site 
design.  


 Staff recommends approval of the date extensions as identified below.  The 
extension to complete the parking deck at the Scaleybark Station does not 
impact CATS or transit riders as they will continue to use the existing parking 
lot at the Scaleybark Station until such time as the parking deck is available.   


 


 
 Background  


 In June 2007, City Council approved a Purchase and Sale Agreement (PSA) for 
the sale of approximately 16 acres of land along South Boulevard for $6,985,000 
to Scaleybark Partners, LLC. Council approved four subsequent Amendments to 
the PSA which: 


− extended the Buyer’s Examination Period  
− extended the closing date 
− adjusted the final purchase price to $5,185,000 upon discovery of 


detrimental subsurface conditions during due diligence.  


Activity Original Date 
per PSA 


Amended Dates 
per 5th 


Amendment 


New Proposed 
Amended Dates 


per 6th 
Amendment 


1. Linear Park construction 
start 


February 15, 
2009 


January 15, 2011 January 15, 2012 


2. Streetscape Improvement 
construction start 


May 15, 2009 January 15, 2011 January 15, 2012 


3. Pre-marketing expenditures 
of $500,000 


February 15, 
2009 


January 15, 2011 January 15, 2012 


4. CATS Park and Ride Deck 
completion 


February 28, 
2013 


February 28, 2014 February 28, 2016 


Action: A. Approve the Second Amendment to the General 
Development Agreement and the Sixth Amendment to the 
Purchase and Sale Agreement with Scaleybark Partners, LLC. 


 
  B. Authorize the City Manager to execute any additional 


 documents necessary to implement the amendment.  







 The City and Scaleybark Partners closed on the property transaction on Feb. 29, 
2008. 


 Scaleybark Partners has since satisfied all payment obligations due to the City for 
the property. 


 In June 2010, Council approved a sixth amendment for certain technical changes 
to the PSA to help accommodate a Low Income Tax Credit application made by 
the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Housing Partnership in cooperation with Scaleybark 
Partners.  They were denied for the 2010 application and will reapply for 2011 
per the PSA and Development Agreement. The June 2010 Sixth amendment was 
thereby voided. This new request therefore becomes the Sixth Amendment. 


 The Sixth Amendment to the PSA and the Second Amendment to the General 
Development Agreement (both documents need to be updated) would extend the 
deadlines by adding one year to the linear park construction and streetscape 
commencement, one year to the required premarketing expenditures and two 
years to the completion of the CATS Park and Ride parking deck. 


 
 
 
 

















Item: Planned Sidewalk on Park Road  
1/28/2010 
 
Question: 
How does sidewalk along thoroughfares affect safety of the travelling public? 
Answer:  


The City Council’s adopted Sidewalk Retrofit Policy states that sidewalks will be installed on 
both sides of all existing thoroughfares.  The policy contains a set of adopted criteria that 
prioritize thoroughfares that lack sidewalk.  Each carries a different point value.  One of the 
criteria addresses safety, such as limited horizontal and/or vertical curves that obstruct driver 
and pedestrian visibility.   


Adopted Sidewalk Policy 


 


• A need to separate pedestrians from vehicular travel lanes on streets with high volumes 
and high speeds of traffic. 


The factors that make sidewalks necessary on thoroughfares include: 


• Areas with great potential for pedestrian travel such as commercial areas, residential 
areas and locations adjacent to community facilities such as schools and parks.    


• The threat of injury or death while crossing a street at uncontrolled locations increases 
as speed and volumes increase.   Four lane undivided streets like Park Road are less safe 
and less comfortable to cross, as pedestrians must wait for adequate gaps in the flow of 
traffic. 


• From national studies, a pedestrian hit at 40 MPH stands an 85% chance of death.  A 
pedestrian hit at 20 MPH stands a 15% chance of injury or death.   Speeds on Park Road 
are posted at 35 MPH.  Operating speeds are higher (85th percentile at 39.9 mph).   
Pedestrians must decide when to cross and to cross quickly. 


 


• This section is one of the last missing gaps in a large pedestrian network along Park 
Road.   Park Road between the Kenilworth/Scott split and Johnston Road is 7 miles long.  
Currently, 93% of Park Road has completed sidewalks. If the City builds all of our 
planned projects, including this 0.20 section, 99.8 % of Park Rd will have sidewalk on 
both sides. 


The factors that make the Park Road segment a priority are: 


• Average weekday traffic volumes are 27,000 vehicles per day.   
• Double exposure for residents walking along the west side as they need to cross the 


street twice to continue on a sidewalk.   
• Existing slope and drainage make it virtually impossible to walk on the west side in the 


location of the gap. 
• Sight distance issues with a curve in the street just south of the project.  
• Significant pedestrian activity in this area.  There is a worn path along a portion of the 


project and significant pedestrian generators served, including: 
A CATS bus route and bus stops, an elementary school, a middle school, 
Sedgefield Park, EB Moore Park, Freedom Park, Little Sugar Creek Greenway, the 
YWCA, apartment/condominiums and a concentration of commercial land uses 
near the gap on Park Road 







• Strong support in the neighborhood for this project. City staff has received emails from 
board members of the Sedgefield Neighborhood Association and the Dilworth 
Community Development Association in support of this project.   


• The Colonial Village-Sedgefield NIP public meetings identified this gap as a need to 
complete a continuous pedestrian network.   


 
Question: 
Why build this section of Park Road now? 
Answer: 
Building this project now enables the City to complete the sidewalk system on Park Road in this 
in-town area and will make it much easier and safer for pedestrians and transit users traveling 
along this roadway.  Delaying this project will not make this sidewalk easier to build in the 
future but will delay making this area safer and more walkable for pedestrians and transit users. 
This particular section ranked 7th of 230 thoroughfare sidewalk needs and was programmed by 
staff.   
 
Question: 
What are the safety implications of removing existing trees along this project as citizens said 
that tree removal will make traffic go faster and be more hazardous?  
Answer: 


• The absence of a sidewalk in this location is the primary safety issue for pedestrians as 
they have to walk in the road on a street that has 27,000 vehicles and speeds in excess 
of 35 MPH or attempt to cross the street twice to travel along the west side of Park 
Road.  While some studies have shown that tree-lined streets can moderate travel 
speeds, those same studies and best practices would recommend that sidewalks be built 
on both sides of thoroughfares to enable pedestrians to not have to walk in the street. 


• Not all trees and vegetation in the construction area will be removed.  There will be 9 
trees and 1 hedgerow removed.  Vegetation varies in size ranging from 12 inch caliper to 
36 inch caliper trees.  There are only 4 large mature trees from 18 inch caliper to 36 inch 
caliper being impacted by the project.  Replacement trees will be included in the area of 
the planting strip to provide a buffer for pedestrians.   


• Staff anticipates that traffic patterns and travel speeds after the sidewalk is built will be 
consistent with what exists today.  Staff doesn’t anticipate or believe there will be any 
significant change in what adjacent homeowners will experience in terms of traffic 
speed or traffic.  While 9 trees and one hedgerow will be lost with this project, 13 trees 
will remain (3 trees near the back of the curb) and the City will re-plant trees with this 
project to help recreate that green buffer between the Park Road and the homes.   


 
 
Question: 
Regarding the location of sidewalk, how much of the sidewalk will include a planting strip versus 
the back of curb? 
Answer: 
Roughly 23% of sidewalk is back of curb and 77% has a varied planting strip width.   Staff 
worked with the residents to place some of the sidewalk at back of curb to save a total of 13 







trees within the construction area.  Where no significant trees would be impacted, staff 
included a planting strip to improve pedestrian comfort.  The planting strip provides a buffer 
between pedestrians and automobile traffic and also provides an area for street trees to be 
planted. 
 
Question: 
What is the distance from the curb to back of walk verses the overall construction easement? 
Answer: 
The maximum distance from the curb to back of walk would be an 8-foot planting strip and 5-
foot sidewalk.   Some sidewalk sections are at back of curb due to constraints such as trees and 
slopes. This section would be a 7-foot sidewalk at back of curb, which is wider to buffer the 
pedestrians from the travel lane.  Other areas of the project will consist of a 5-foot sidewalk 
with a planting strip which varies between 4 to 8-feet.  A 2-foot easement for maintenance is 
also obtained behind the sidewalk.  Any width greater than 13 feet represents construction 
easement and the 2-foot maintenance strip behind the sidewalk.   
 
 





