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Our Mission 
“Charlotte will become a national leader in environmental initiatives to preserve  


our natural resources while balancing growth with sound fiscal policy.”


The City of Charlotte recognizes that environmental stewardship is fundamentally important to  
our quality of life and essential to maintaining a vibrant economy. Protecting our natural resources, 
promoting conservation, and improving the environment enhance our City’s mission to preserve  
the quality of life for our citizens. Recent accomplishments related to the City’s environmental  
initiatives include:


Waste Reduction
• Single-stream residential recycling launched City-wide in 2010, resulting in 25% increase in  


materials recycled.


• City buildings participating in recycling have doubled in the last year, from 42 to 84. The City  
has joined Mecklenburg County in the Re-Think Recycling campaign, an internal initiative aimed  
at increasing employee participation in waste reduction programs at City and County facilities.


Tree Canopy Preservation
• The City has been named “Tree City USA” for 30 consecutive years by the National Arbor Day  


Foundation. 


• The City’s Tree Ordinance revised in 2010 requires more tree preservation on commercial sites.


• Charlotte is replenishing its tree canopy by planting 2,000 trees throughout the City this year.


Land Use and Transportation
• The City‘s award-winning land use and transportation initiatives include the development of  


the Centers, Corridors and Wedges growth framework and Urban Street Design Guidelines,  
a tool for designing streets that provide capacity and mobility for motorists while also being  
safe and more convenient for pedestrians, cyclists and neighborhood residents.


• The City began service on its first Light Rail line in November 2008. With the average daily  
ridership of 15,602, it continues to exceed original projection of 9,100 daily ridership.


Energy Efficiency and Conservation
The City was awarded a $6.5 million Federal Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant, for  
17 projects that involve the community and City-owned facilities. Among the 17 projects are:


• Neighborhood Energy Challenge – Neighborhood-level involvement in planning and energy 
solutions.


• Electric Vehicle Charging Stations – Purchase of 3-5 electric vehicles for the City fleet;  
installation of up to 10 publicly accessible electric vehicle charging stations in Charlotte’s high  
employment centers. 







• City Building Retrofits – Energy improvements for City facilities including: upgrading chillers,  
boilers, motors, light fixtures, high efficiency cooling units, lighting replacements and room  
occupancy sensors. 


• Central Business District Recycling – Recycling receptacles (alongside current waste  
receptacles) within the public right of way in Uptown Charlotte. Two tons of recyclables  
have been diverted from the waste stream since installation in mid-2010.


• The Power2 Charlotte Campaign – created to promote the Energy Efficiency Block Grant  
projects. Through its website, www.power2charlotte.com and newsletter, the City raises awareness 
about energy and the environment, along with providing information and links to news and events 
in the community.


City Operations
• The City is an active participant in Smart Energy Now, a first-of-its-kind public-private  


collaboration to make commercial buildings in the urban core more energy efficient. The  
partnership is led by Duke Energy, Cisco and Charlotte Center City Partners, with a goal of  
reducing energy use by up to 20% by 2016.


• The City has adopted a Sustainable Facilities Policy, incorporating environmentally responsible  
elements in the design, construction and operation of City facilities. 


• Charlotte-Mecklenburg Utilities Environmental Services Facility is the City’s first Gold Certified  
LEED Facility.


• The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center has been designated an Energy Star facility for 
each of the past two years.   


• The City is piloting two solar energy projects, one at Charlotte-Douglas International Airport,  
and the other at one of the City’s street maintenance facilities. Solar panels on the roof of both 
buildings will help generate electricity that will be sold to Duke Energy.


• Charlotte-Mecklenburg Utilities has achieved ISO certification for two of its wastewater treatment 
plants, and for the department’s Biosolids program.  


• The City’s first Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan for City operations is under development.


• “Green” fleet and  purchasing policies have been adopted. 


• New technologies such as a solar thermal hot water system and white membrane roof are in  
place at Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department’s Metro Station.


• Charlotte is keeping 100% of stream mitigation local by utilizing the City’s Stream Mitigation  
Bank when public project remediation is required. This is the first municipally-managed bank in  
the nation.


Education and Public Involvement
• Charlotte’s Energy Strategy – In 2009, City Council approved a City Energy Strategy,  


developed with public input from community meetings and a special website inviting comment  
and ideas. This strategy became the basis for the City’s Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block 
Grant application. 


• Pledge to Improve the Environment – The City has adopted a Pledge to Improve the  
Environment. Pledge cards are distributed at community events and are accessible through the 
City’s web site. Residents are asked to pledge to take certain steps to make their household and 
community more environmentally-conscious and sustainable through activities such as riding public 
transit, using compact fluorescent bulbs, installing programmable thermostats, and recycling.
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FROM: Dana Fenton, Intergovernmental Relations Manager 


 


SUBJECT: State Legislative Update 
 


 


Changes from the last report are shown in bold face type. 


 


HHOOTT  TTOOPPIICC  


 


State Budget 


Governor Perdue released recommended FY 2012 and FY 2013 budgets on February 18; facing a 


$2.4 billion deficit for FY 2012 and $2.0 billion for FY 2013, budget closes the gap by reducing 


spending $3.2 billion and netting additional $1.4 billion in “revenue changes”; among netted 


“revenue changes” is continuation of 0.75% of the 1% temporary state sales tax implemented in 


2009 and reduction of the corporate income tax rate from 6.9% to 4.9%; included in the spending 


reductions is elimination of 10,000 state positions through a combination of attrition, layoffs, and 


early retirements; House and Senate Appropriations subcommittees have been hearing 


presentations from state staff on proposed budgets and will be considering ways to shift monies 


to address specific issues; Transportation subcommittees are examining how to fill $300 million 


maintenance funding shortfall including considering cancellation of two turnpike authority 


projects (Garden Parkway and Mid-Currituck Bridge) and shifting gap funding to maintenance 


accounts; other projects may be at risk; the North Carolina Department of Transportation 


Public Transportation Division presented its budgetary needs to the joint subcommittees 


on Wednesday, March 9 including information with respect to the Blue Line Extension; 


General Assembly will also be considering proposals to limit or eliminate the motor fuels 


excise tax based upon the perception that the tax is too high; any proposal has the potential 


to seriously impair the successful completion of transportation projects, and would 


potentially impact funding for local governments provided through the Powell Bill 


  


    







DDEEVVEELLOOPPIINNGG  IISSSSUUEESS  


 


Spending Cuts for the Current Fiscal Year (SB 109 - Stevens)  


SB 109 calls for spending reductions of $537 million in the current year for funding of the FY 


2012 budget; SB 109 does not spell out from where the funds are to be secured unlike the vetoed 


SB 13; SB 109 passed Senate; reported favorably out of House Appropriations and is 


scheduled to be debated in House on March 15. 


 


Increasing Costs Prohibition (SB 22 – Brown) 


Bills prohibits state agencies subject to the Administrative Procedures Act from promulgating 


rules and regulations that result in higher costs unless adoption of the rule is required to respond 


to one of the following: (a.) a serious and unforeseen threat to the public health, safety, or 


welfare; (b.) an act of the General Assembly or United States Congress that expressly requires 


the agency to adopt rules; (c.) a change in federal or State budgetary policy; (d.) a federal 


regulation; or (e.) a court order; expires January 1, 2012; passed Senate; reported favorably out 


of House Environment and passed House. 


 


Partisan Elections for Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, Superior and District Courts (HB 


- 64 – Sager / SB 47 – Tillman) 


Bill would restore partisan elections for these judicial positions. 


 


Eminent Domain/Economic Development (HB 8 – Stam / SB 37 – Jackson) 


Proposed constitutional amendment would ban the use of eminent domain for any and all 


economic development purposes, even those that are incidental to the project; referred to 


Judiciary committees. 


 


State Law to Provide for Acceptable ID’s (HB 33 – Cleveland) 


Specifies forms of identification that all governmental entities, including local governments are 


authorized to use to determine actual identity; reported favorably out of House Government and 


re-referred to House Judiciary. 


 


Public Contracts / E-Verify (HB 36 – Cleveland) 


Legislation prohibits state and local government contracts with those companies that employ 


illegal immigrants and requires such contractors to use the federal E-Verify program to ensure 


that illegal immigrants are not hired; contractors are starting to lobby the General Assembly 


regarding the additional costs and liabilities this legislation would impose upon businesses. 


 


Public Employees / Public Contracts / E-Verify (SB 204 – Allran) 


Legislation requires counties and cities to use the federal E-Verify program to verify the work 


authorization of new employees; also requires that private entities contracting with counties and 


cities use the E-Verify program to verify the work authorization of its employees 


 


  







Municipal Broadband - Level Playing Field/Local Government Competition (HB 129 – 


Avila / SB 87 - Apodaca) 


Bill imposes additional requirements for municipalities to follow when establishing broadband 


systems for use by the general public; section of bill exempts internal government broadband 


systems that work within the jurisdictional boundary; sponsor has agreed to Charlotte request to 


broaden exemption to regional systems so as to accommodate the public safety broadband 


system funded by the stimulus grant to serve regional public safety assets which will be operated 


by the City; Representative Carney was instrumental in securing agreement on City amendment; 


bill is expected to be amended and reported out of House Finance Committee week of 


March 15 


 


Land Transfer Tax (HB 92 – Howard / SB 226 - Tucker) 


Bills would repeal the local option land transfer tax enacted in 2007; HB 92 reported favorably 


out of House Finance and passed House. 


 


Billboards / Trees and Vegetation Removal (SB 183 – Brown / HB 309 LaRoque) 


Billboard industry sponsored legislation that implements a set of statewide standards to 


maintain trees and other vegetation near billboards instead of the current practice of 


NCDOT enforcing local ordinances including the City’s tree ordinance and zoning 


ordinance; proposed statewide standards enable the removal of trees and vegetation in 


state rights-of-way near billboards even though local ordinances may prohibit removal of 


such trees and vegetation; bill would also allow placement of billboards within one-


hundred feet of other billboards whereas the current standard in the zoning ordinance is 


one-thousand feet; bill also allows current billboards to be replaced by digital billboards 


without regard to proximity to residential neighborhoods; bills referred to Transportation 


committees 


 


Firearms in Locked Vehicles (HB 63 – Shepard) 


Handgun Permit Valid in Parks and Restaurants (HB 111 – Hilton) 


HB 63 takes away privilege of most employers to regulate whether employees can store firearms 


in personal vehicles on employer owned premises; HB 111 extends right of concealed weapons 


holder to carry concealed weapons into parks and restaurants; HB 111 amended to authorize 


owners of restaurants to ban carrying of concealed weapons on their premises; both bills 


referred to House Judiciary 


 


Filling Vacancies in Local Offices (SB 266 – Clodfelter) 


Legislation would standardize how vacancies in offices of mayor and city council, board of 


commissioners, coroners, register of deeds would be filled; for city councils with partisan 


elections, council would be required to consult the county executive committee of that 


political party and seek recommendations, and appoint one of those recommended if they 


are one of three or more unranked nominations; if there are fewer than three nominations, 


then council could make selection as it is currently done; referred to Senate Judiciary I 


 


Extraterritorial Jurisdiction Restrictions (HB 281 – LaRoque) 


Bill appears to allow residents of ETJ areas to vote in municipal elections; this would 


require redrawing of council districts to include the ETJ; referred to House Government 







 


Sunshine Amendment (HB 87 – LaRoque) 


Bill would approve vote of the people to amend the North Carolina Constitution to make it 


more difficult for the General Assembly to amend public records and open meetings laws 


by requiring three-fifths vote for passage instead of majority vote; essentially this would 


make it much more difficult for local governments to successfully seek amendments to the 


public records and open meetings laws; referred to House Rules 


  


LLEEGGIISSLLAATTIIVVEE  AAGGEENNDDAA  


  


Design-Build (SB 56 – Clodfelter) 


SB 56 referred to Senate Finance 


 


Right of Way Withdrawal 


Nothing to report at this time. 


 


Nuisance Abatement (SB 170 – Hartsell) 


SB 170 referred to Senate Judiciary II 


 


E-Mail Subscribers 


City and League staffs have been working with Representative Samuelson on legislation. 


 


Energy 


Nothing to report at this time. 


 


Business Privilege License Tax 


Nothing to report at this time. 


 


Annexation (HB 9 – Dollar / SB 27 – Brock) 


Similar bills would impose moratorium on all involuntary annexations currently in process until 


July 1, 2012; City’s proposed annexations effective June 30, 2011 would be impacted even 


though the City has already expended $5 million in support of annexation; purpose of 


moratorium is to get all parties to the table to arrive at mutually satisfactory bill to run in 2012 


General Assembly; concern expressed by localities is that moratorium will merely be extended 


annually like what has repeatedly occurred in Virginia; SB 27 reported out of Senate State and 


Local Government and re-referred to Senate Finance; Senator Clodfelter was able to get 


amendment in Senate Finance exempting Charlotte 2011 annexations from moratorium; however 


Senate Republican leadership received many complaints about “special treatment” for City from 


other cities and Senators and sent bill back to Senate Finance to strip out Charlotte amendment; 


bill amended to remove Charlotte exemption and passed Senate on Monday, March 7 


 


Several bills have been filed to repeal involuntary annexations previously authorized and 


implemented by Rocky Mount, Lexington, Kinston, Wilmington, Goldsboro, Biltmore Lake, 


Roanoke Rapids and other cities; basis for exercising this power is Section 1 of Article VII of 


State Constitution giving the General Assembly the power to fix jurisdictional boundaries 


 







Courts Funding 


Nothing to report at this time. 


 


Mobility Fund 


Governor’s proposed budget provides $31 million in FY 2012 and $45 million in FY 2013, the 


amounts envisioned for FY 2012 and FY 2013 when the fund was established in 2010; Mobility 


Fund will be reviewed by joint subcommittees on Transportation on Wednesday, March 9 


 


Local Revenue Sources for Roads and Transit 


Nothing to report at this time. 


 


 


Bill Filing Deadlines: 


 Local Public 


Senate To Bill Drafting by March 1 


Introduced by March 9 


 


To Bill Drafting by March 11 


Introduced by March 23 


House To Bill Drafting by March 16 


Introduced by March 30 


To Bill Drafting by March 24 


Introduced by April 6 


Ten Bill Limit per Member 


 


 


 








   3/10/2011 


 


 


Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat 


  1 2 
 


12:00p Housing 


& Neighborhood 


Development, 


Room 280 


3:00p Budget 


Retreat,  


Room 267 


3 4 5 


6 7 
 


4:00p 


Governmental 


Affairs 


Committee, 


Room 280 


5:00p Council 


Workshop 


7:30p Citizens’ 


Forum 


8 9 
 


 


12:00p mtg 


cancelled Budget 


Committee, 


Room 280 


10 
1:30p Budget 


Committee, Room 


280 


3:30p Economic 


Development 


Committee, Room 
280 


6:30p District 4 


Town Hall 
Meeting, Sugaw 


Creek Presbyterian 


Church, 101 W. 
Sugar Creek Road 


11 12 


13 


 


14 15 16 17 18 19 
 


9:00a District 3 


Community 


Meeting, 


Southwest 


Middle School, 


13624 Steele 


Creek Road 


20 21 
 


 


3:00p 


Community 


Safety 


Committee, 


Room 267 


5:00p Zoning 


Meeting 


22 23 
 


 


3:00p Budget 


Retreat,  


Room 267 


 


5:30p MTC 


Meeting,  


Room 267 


24 
12:00p 


Restructuring 


Government 


Committee, Room 


280 


2:00p 


Transportation & 
Planning 


Committee, Room 


280 


3:30p Economic 


Development 


Committee, Room 
280 


25 26 
 


9:00a District 2 


2011 Intelligent 


Leadership 


Conference, 


CMGC Room 


267 


27 28 
3:45p Environment 


Committee, Room 


280 


5:00p Council 


Business Meeting 


6:30p Citizens’ 
Forum 


29 30 
 


 


12:00p Budget 


Committee, 


Room 280 


31   


 


2011 


March 


NLC 


Congressional 


City 


Conference; 


Washington 


DC 


 


NLC Congressional City Conference 


Washington, DC 
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14 
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Committee, 


Room 280 


15 16 


17 18 19 20 
12:00p 


Community 


Safety 


Committee, 


Room 280 


21 22 
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GOOD 


FRIDAY 


23 


24 25 
 


3:45p 
Environment 


Committee, 


Room 280 


6:00p Combined 


Zoning & 


Council Business 


Meeting 


26 27 
 


5:30p MTC 


Meeting, Room 


267 


28 
12:00p 


Restructuring 
Government 


Committee, Room 


280 


2:00p 


Transportation & 


Planning 
Committee, Room 


280 


3:30p Economic 
Development 


Committee, Room 


280 


29 30 


 
2011 


April 












 
 


 


Charlotte City Council 


Restructuring Government    
Committee  


Meeting Summary for February 24, 2011 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  


 
 


COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS   
 
 


I. Subject:    Four Year Terms for Mayor and Council 
      Action: 1. Motion made to forward a recommendation to the full Council to form a 


Citizen’s Advisory Committee to review 4-year terms (passed 3-1, 
Cooksey opposed) 


 2. Motion made to recommend including a timetable on referendum 
options with Council’s request for action at the March 28 Council meeting 
(passed 4-0) 


 
 
 


  


COMMITTEE INFORMATION   
 
 Present:  Warren Cooksey, Patrick Cannon, Patsy Kinsey, and James Mitchell 
 Others present:  Jason Burgess and Nancy Carter 
 Time:   12:10 p.m. to 1:10 p.m. 
 


ATTACHMENTS   
 


1. Agenda 
2. J. Mitchell Letter  
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DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS  
 
Chairman Cooksey called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the room to introduce 
themselves.   
 
I. Evaluation of Four Year Terms for the Mayor and City Council 
 
Chairman Cooksey made mention of the binders with 4-year term information that the entire 
Council received before their Council Retreat.  Council member Cannon requested a quick 
synopsis of why this issue is before the Committee.   
 
Assistant City Manager Eric Campbell said that Council referred this issue in February 2010 to 
this Committee.  At that time, the Manager’s Office and the Attorney’s office worked to find as 
much information on the background of the issue.  It had been before Committee several times 
before.  As a result of the initial referral, the binders were created, which included minutes from 
previous meetings, other cities that are Council-Manager forms of government, length of service 
and incumbent rates.    
 
Deputy City Attorney Bob Hagemann quickly reminded the Committee of their options and 
processes.  State law gives the authority for Council to make changes to office terms.  You can 
have 2-year or 4-year terms.  If you go to 4-years, it can be staggered or concurrent.  The Mayor 
can also be 2-years or 4-years, but the Mayor’s terms don’t have to be the same as the Council.  
Procedurally, there is a notification public hearing requirement.  You can’t take action the same 
night of the public hearing.  Once you take action, your action can either propose that it be put on 
the ballot for the voters to decide or Mayor and Council can do it directly themselves.  If you do 
it directly, the law provides a petition process whereby citizens can sign a petition to force a 
referendum.  Therefore there is no guarantee that the decision by the Council won’t get 
overturned by the voters.  If it’s approved by the voter, it has to be adopted at least 90 days 
before the election where it was to be first applied.   
 
[Council member’s Burgess and Carter entered the meeting] 
 
Chairman Cooksey said the last Committee that reviewed this opted to not move this forward.  
(He requested any action this Committee may have.) 
 
Cannon:  First, I’d like to know if this body of the Committee and Council decides to move 
forward in the form of a referendum, what is the timetable to have something like that take place 
and moved to the state level? 
 
Hagemann:  This can be done without any action by the legislature. State law gives the City 
Council the authority to run this process, make the decision, and then decide whether or not you 
will submit it to voters on the referendum.   
 
Mitchell:  Where I struggle is with not having community involvement in this discussion.  Every 
time we talk about this it’s only been with those at the dais.  We take pride in trying to be 
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transparent, but also more inclusive.  I sent out a memo (copy attached) before the meeting that 
I’d like for us to discuss.  We need engagement from the community in some fashion.  If we wait 
until the public hearing it becomes very tense.  I’d like to propose we form an Advisory 
Stakeholder Committee, consisting of 9 individuals listed in the memo.  I included a timeline that 
I think should be considered.  I would suggest a change in terms not be implemented until 2013.  
I’d like to make a motion to consider this proposal. 
   
Cannon:  Second for discussion.   
 
Carter:  This is an outstanding proposal.  I see one missing element and I’d like to recommend 
that you put a former Council person on here. Then to make it an odd number, you could add 
someone from the International Cabinet.   
 
Cannon:  Prior to coming to this meeting, I had a meeting with the International Cabinet and they 
have asked for us to knock on their door so they can help us with representation from the Native 
American community and the East Indian community.  So, if we can alter our motion to include 
that, then that would be great.  In regards to the former Council member request, I would suggest 
that the person would need to be of an independent status.  Greg Phipps is an independent and 
maybe he could be considered.  I say we find an independent or leave out the Council member 
piece.  
 
Kinsey:  I agree that if we put a former Council member on we need to know they are totally 
independent or we need to know where they landed the last time this was talked about.  I do have 
a concern with Ted Arrington, listed in the letter, because he is generally considered a republican 
commentator.   I admire him very much, but if we use him then we will need someone else that 
would be considered a democratic commentator.  It could be someone like Luther Moore or 
Mike Daisly.   
 
Mitchell:  My reason for Ted Arrington was I was struggling with how you get the other voices, 
which are not part of a party, heard.  I always thought Mr. Arrington had that nice balance.  If we 
need to have Mike Daisly to balance that out, then I’m fine with that.   
  
Kinsey:  If everyone else is comfortable with it, then that’s fine.   
 
Cannon:  Well, for the record, he’s no longer at UNCC.  We need to know if he can be objective.  
My thought is that he has been objective in the past.  If UNCC is going to be at the table then 
maybe we should have JCSU.  However, you also have Queens College out there and there may 
be someone else out there that is actually an independent.  Maybe we should try to find someone 
who is registered as an independent.   I don’t feel like we are really comfortable yet and we need 
to get there first. 
 
Mitchell:  Well if we put Mike Daisly on there, that would balance it.  He’s the only named 
person on my list and for the others, we can ask the organization to give a name.  I want us to be 
removed from this process.  We could always take Mr. Arrington off and just stick with 
organizations. 
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Kinsey:  I’m fine with keeping Mr. Arrington and would suggest adding Luther Moore.     
 
Mitchell:  So, that gives us 10 and then we can add the International Cabinet, to make it 11. 
 
Burgess:  I appreciate how far this has come and I’m glad it’s going in this direction.   
 
Carter:  Who would staff these meetings?  Our Attorney? 
 
Cooksey:  That’s a fair question because Council member Mitchell did say he wanted it to be as 
separate as possible from Council, since it’s a political matter.  I’d be worried about any staff 
support at all. 
 
Cannon:  I believe staff should serve to answer questions.  If the people involved don’t 
understand the process then how else would they be informed or advised on procedure?  From 
that perspective, it would be appropriate to have a resource there. 
 
Carter:  Perhaps the Chair of the Board of Elections could do it? 
 
Mitchell:  Why can’t we use staff resources? 
 
Campbell:  It’s unique because we haven’t done it in this manner before.  I think the staff support 
needs to be defined a little more.  Do we just give information to the Committee or will we have 
to do other tasks like agenda preparation and meeting summaries? 
 
Mitchell:  I don’t see why it’s different.  You have staff support for all our Stakeholder 
Committees.  This shouldn’t be looked at differently.   
 
Campbell:  Most of the Boards that go through the City Clerk’s office are aligned with a City 
Department.  This is more of an ad hoc Committee.  We need to work through a better 
understanding of the staffing expectations and that would decide who will staff the Committee.   
  
Kinsey:   We could look to the Chamber to if they would be interested in staffing.  They’ve 
looked at political consolidation and 4-year terms in the past. 
 
Cannon:  It seems that because it’s this Committee that is asking for this to be brought back to 
us, it should automatically align us to have a staff person from the City to take the minutes, do 
the reporting and provide any necessary information to the group.   
  
Cooksey:  I don’t support this idea at all.  If these groups are interested in 4-year terms, Council 
members don’t need us to convene them.  They can convene themselves and work on it.  The 
district versus at-large effort that occurred in the 1970’s was not a Council driven activity.  That 
was citizens banding together and saying they do not like a City Council that is elected all at-
large.  They came together and got the kind of government they wanted.  I’m very wary of City 
Council leading the issue of how we serve.  That’s up to the people.  To go thru this effort, of 
Council creating a Citizen Committee, Council providing staff support, and already saying, “if 
there is 4-year terms then it will take effect in 2013,” gives the whole thing away.   
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Burgess:  I think that comparing the at-large versus district representation is not a fair 
comparison.  That was from people that felt like they weren’t being fairly represented.  It’s not 
the same type of issue.  I agree people aren’t going to band together for 4-year terms, but that 
doesn’t mean it’s a bad idea.   
 
Cannon:  Some people already think we serve 4-year terms.  For a future Council, you have to 
involve the people.  I don’t think by saying it would take effect in 2013, makes it a done deal.  I 
think, what it says, is you are opening up a process to determine what the deal should be.  If 
people come back and decide not to recommend 4-year terms, then we should hear that.  This 
will help us to determine facts and not make assumptions. 
 
Mitchell:  This is just a vehicle to facilitate discussion.  Consolidation is going on right now and 
we didn’t wait for people to come down to the chamber and say they want to talk about 
consolidation.  This is another way of trying to deal with this and keeping people engaged.  This, 
at least, gets us to the point of saying we have heard input and it’s been vetted.  I hope this 
Council never gets to the point of eliminating voices of the community.   
 
Cooksey:  I agree we don’t want to eliminate voices.  I also don’t want to manufacture a voice to 
people.  We are creating a voice of the people that doesn’t exist, at present.  If it did, we would 
hear from them.  Four-year terms restrict the ability of voters to decide who is representing them 
because it takes our appearance before voters from every 2 years to every 4-years, which cuts 
back their choice.   
   
Kinsey:  I respectfully disagree.  Most people don’t even know how many years we serve.  They 
won’t come forward on something like this; they will only respond to it.  If they come back and 
say they don’t think it’s a good idea to go to 4-year terms, then that’s fine.  At least we’ve had a 
Citizens Committee looking at it.  I’m willing to do this and see where it lands.  Where I would 
go from there, I don’t know.   
 
Mitchell:  I’d like to make a motion to recommend this process to the full City Council.   
 
Kinsey:  Second.   
  
Cannon:  I will vote in favor based on the idea that I want the people’s voices to be involved in 
this. 
   
(Motion passed 3-1 Cannon, Kinsey, Mitchell – for, and Cooksey – against)    
 
Campbell:  There is a Council meeting for Monday, February 28.  The agenda is already 
published, so if you want to bring this up on Monday, you would have to do it under Mayor and 
Council topics.  Otherwise, it would be a policy recommendation on March 28. 
 
Cooksey:  It may take the groups awhile to recommend their individuals to participate, so that 
may push past the 60 day timeframe noted in the letter. 
 







 


Restructuring Government Committee 
Meeting Summary for February 24, 2011 
Page 6 
  
 


 
Hagemann:  The state statues lay out a specific set of processes with some windows when 
different actions have to occur.  Technically, if Council approved going forward with a 
referendum on June 27, that’s outside the window to have the referendum at the primary or the 
general election.  There is a requirement that the election be held no less than 45 and not more 
than 90 days after the Council publication of the action.  I would like to be able to include in a 
memo that can go out tomorrow, a laid out timetable working back from the general election and 
the primary election.  Then the Council can look at that and see how much time the Citizens 
Committee can have to make a recommendation.     
 
Cooksey:  So, a November referendum would anticipate a July action.  
 
Hagemann:  Correct.  I would look at your meeting schedule and layer it on the statutory 
timetable to show you when you would need to take which actions.   
 
Mitchell:  Just for clarification, how many referendums have we had on the primary? 
 
Cooksey:  Generally, you don’t do a referendum on the primary. 
   
Hagemann:  You have three choices for when you can have a referendum.  You can do it at the 
general election, the primary or you can call a special election where this is the only thing that is 
on the ballot.   
   
Mitchell:  Okay, I think seeing the timeline would help.   
   
Hagemann: Does the Committee want me to prepare the timeline for both the general and 
primary election?   
 
Mitchell:  Yes, that would be helpful. 
 
Cooksey:  So, does the Committee want to see a timeline before Council sees this action or do 
you want the City Attorney staff to create a timeline for Council to see at the same time they see 
the request for action?  If this Committee sees it again, then Council action would probably be in 
April. 
 
Cannon:  I think it should come back to us first, only because we need to have a level of 
understanding about the timetables.     
 
Mitchell:  I will make a motion that we have Mr. Hagemann come up with a timeline for the 
referendum options and incorporate that into a recommendation for the full Council and have 
that reviewed at the March 24 Restructuring Government Committee meeting.    
 
Kinsey:  So, is this still on the March 28 Council agenda?  If it doesn’t go on March 28, then I 
think we are really pushing this. 
 
Cooksey:  Let me re-clarify what I think I’m hearing. You are proposing that when the March 28 
agenda is printed and distributed on March 23, it would have an action item for Council that 
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recommends creating a Stakeholder Committee to advise Council on whether or not to pursue 4-
year terms.  On March 24 the Restructuring Government Committee will meet again and Mr. 
Hagemann will present what the actual lawful windows are for the three ways to have a 
referendum.  This Committee will then roll an overall timeline recommendation that states when 
the Stakeholder Committee has to come back to Restructuring Government Committee to give a 
recommendation.  We will be able to add a timeline recommendation in the March 25 Council 
packets based on what we heard on March 24. (All Council members agreed) 
 
(Motion passed 4-0) 
 
Chairman Cooksey thanked everyone for the information. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 1:10 p.m.  







 
Restructuring Government Committee 


Thursday, February 24, 2011 
12:00 – 1:30 p.m. 


Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center 
Room 280 


 
Committee Members:  Warren Cooksey, Chair 
    Patrick Cannon, Vice Chair 
    Patsy Kinsey     
    James Mitchell 
    Warren Turner 
     
Staff Resource:  Eric D. Campbell 


 
AGENDA 


 
 


 
 


I. Evaluation of Four Year Terms for the Mayor and City Council 
Staff Resources: Mac McCarley & Bob Hagemann 
At the February 14, 2011 City Council meeting, a referral was approved for 
the Committee to review and consider four year terms for the Mayor and 
members of City Council.  Staff will provide the Committee with an overview 
of this issue.  No decisions or recommendations are requested at this meeting. 
Note:  Please bring the 3-ring binders recently distributed in your packets to 
the meeting. 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
Next Meeting:  Thursday, March 24; 12:00 – 1:30 pm, Room 280 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Distribution: Mayor & City Council Curt Walton, City Manager      Leadership Team      


 Mac McCarley      Bob Hagemann 
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CALENDAR DETAILS: 
 
Saturday, March 12 – Wednesday, March 16 
  National League of Cities Congressional City Conference, Washington DC 
   
March and April calendars are attached (SEE TABLE OF CONTENTS ON LEFT). 
 


INFORMATION: 
 
City’s Environmental Achievements  
Staff Resource: Julie Burch, City Manager’s Office, 704‐336‐3187, jburch@charlottenc.gov  
 
At the February 28 Environment Committee meeting, Council member Carter requested 
a brief summary of the City’s recent environmental achievements in a form that could 
be used by Council members attending the National League of Cities conference next 
week.  Staff has prepared the attached (SEE TABLE OF CONTENTS ON LEFT) summary 
and one hard copy is included in your packet. Kim Pearson Brown will have additional 
copies available for Council’s use and distribution at the conference. 
 
March 18 – Arbor Day Celebration 
Staff Resource:  Don McSween, E&PM, 704‐336‐5752, dmcsween@charlottenc.gov  
 
Charlotte Tree Advisory Commission members will lead City officials, staff and citizens in 
the annual Arbor Day Celebration, Friday March 18. The event will take place at 11 a.m. 
on the Alexander Street side of Old City Hall.   
 
The agenda includes comments from Council members Patsy Kinsey and Edwin Peacock, 
the planting of a “rescue” Japanese Red Maple tree, and sharing of 100 Eastern Redbud 
seedlings to visitors. The Japanese Red Maple is very slow growing, and therefore 
particularly valuable in landscapes. The tree to be replanted came from a Storm Water 
project at Park Road and Kenilworth Avenue.  
 
J. Sterling Morton, president of the Nebraska State Board of Agriculture, founded Arbor 
Day in 1872.  He once wrote, “while other holidays repose upon the past, Arbor Day 
proposes on the future.”  Arbor Day is celebrated at different times in each state; in 
North Carolina, Arbor Day always occurs on the first Friday after March 15.  
 
An invitation to the event is attached (SEE TABLE OF CONTENTS ON LEFT). 
 
Coca‐Cola Recycle and Win Partnership Update 
Staff Resource:  Victoria Johnson, SWS, 704‐336‐3410, vojohnson@charlottenc.gov  
 



mailto:jburch@charlottenc.gov

mailto:dmcsween@charlottenc.gov

mailto:vojohnson@charlottenc.gov





The City of Charlotte’s partnership with the Coca‐Cola Bottling Company and 
Mecklenburg County on the Recycle and Win – Bigger and Better campaign, which 
began in November 2010, continues with one month remaining. The partnership 
supports the City’s overall goal to increase residential recycling.  
 
To date, 76 Charlotte residents have won $100 Harris Teeter gift cards as a result of the 
promotional campaign. The chart below details the number of Charlotte winners by 
recycling collection day and collection week. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Since the transition to single‐stream recycling, Solid Waste Services has noticed a 
28.31% increase in residential recycling tonnage. The chart below details residential 
recycling tonnage data since July 2010. 
 


Month 
Recycling 
Tonnage 


Percent of  
Increase/ Decrease from 


Previous Month 


Percent of 
Increase/Decrease from 


FY10 


July, 2010   3,176.59 
 


16.8% 
August, 2010  3,338.23  5.1%  37.6% 
September, 2010  3,566.83  6.8%  36.8% 
October, 2010  3,252.64  ‐8.8%  26.2% 
November, 2010  3,537.27  8.7%  29.3% 
December, 2010  3,869.23  9.4%  25.5% 
January, 2011  3,462.92  ‐10.5%  20.7% 
February, 2011  3,117.61  ‐10.0%  37.1% 


GREEN 
WEEK    


ORANGE 
WEEK    


Goal  Confirmed  Goal  Confirmed 


MONDAY  18  4  17  11 
TUESDAY  17  8  18  9 
WEDNESDAY  18  10  17  8 
THURSDAY  17  4  18  4 
FRIDAY  18  7  17  11 


   88  33  87  43 







2011 March 11 State Legislative Update 
Staff Resource: Dana Fenton, City Manager’s Office, 704‐336‐2009, 
dfenton@charlottenc.gov 
 
Attached (SEE TABLE OF CONTENTS ON LEFT) is the March 11 State Legislative Update.  
Changes from last week’s update are denoted in bold face type. 
 
Local governments are focusing significant amounts of attention to SB 183 (Brown) / HB 309 
(LaRoque) that would essentially overturn local zoning ordinances governing billboards and 
tree ordinances governing the maintenance of trees and vegetation around billboards.  The 
outdoor advertising industry is advancing this legislation in order to have one set of 
statewide standards for the location of billboards and maintenance of trees around 
billboards.  The North Carolina Department of Transportation currently enforces local 
ordinances with respect to vegetation around billboards; in its place the legislation would 
provide for “non‐binding local input”.  One of the areas that would potentially be impacted 
by this legislation is the State rights‐of‐way along Independence Boulevard in the Plaza‐
Midwood area.  Screening trees planted by the City along Independence Boulevard could be 
removed in order to improve sightlines between billboards and vehicles. 
 
The legislation would also allow the placement of billboards within one hundred feet of 
another billboard whereas the current City standard is one‐thousand feet on the same side 
of the street.  Areas potentially impacted would be South Boulevard, North and South Tryon 
Streets, and Wendover Road.  Also current billboards could be converted to digital 
billboards without regard to proximity to neighborhoods.  The resulting light pollution could 
impact quality of life in affected neighborhoods. 


 
ATTACHMENTS (SEE TABLE OF CONTENTS ON LEFT): 
 
Council Follow‐Up Report 
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COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 


 
I. Subject:  FY2012 Focus Area Plan 
 Action:  Motion to adopt the FY2012 Focus Area Plan as amended passed 3-1 (Cannon,  
   Barnes, Dulin – for and Kinsey – against) 
   
II. Subject: Noise Ordinance  
 Action:   None 
 
III. Subject: Reschedule March 16 Meeting 
 Action: Tentative date of March 21 at 2:00 p.m. 


  
 


COMMITTEE INFORMATION   
Present:  Patrick Cannon, Patsy Kinsey, Michael Barnes, Andy Dulin, and Edwin Peacock 
Time:  12:05 pm – 1:30 pm 
 


ATTACHMENTS 
  
 


1. Agenda Package 
2. Focus Area Plan Handout 


 
 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS  
 
Chairman Cannon called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the room to introduce 
themselves.    
 
I. FY2012 Focus Area Plan 


 
Chairman Cannon said that this item was discussed during the recent Council Retreat.  He then 
turned it over to Assistant City Manager Eric Campbell.  Mr. Campbell passed around a handout 
(copy attached) that outlines the discussion held during the Council Retreat.  There wasn’t a lot 
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of feedback and he thought that most were comfortable with where the Committee had landed 
overall.  He then began reading through the bullet points.   
 
At the Retreat, Council member Nancy Carter had questions about Initiative III, B (1), which 
identified 65 neighborhoods.  Her recommendation was to change that to a percentage so it 
would be more consistent with the other measures laid out.  He said the CMPD staff had actually 
been looking at revising that measure to convert over to a percentage and that language is shown 
on the handout.   
 
The second bullet reflects Council member Warren Cooksey’s concern about the tagline 
“Charlotte will be America’s safest community.”  His comment centered on national measures 
and that we don’t have national measures included in the Focus Area Plan to support the tagline.  
He requested that to be looked at. 
 
Council member Edwin Peacock requested to insert a Fire measure regarding the percentage of 
alarm first due responder companies on the scene within 6 minutes of a call received.  That was 
in last year’s Plan and Chief Hannan also would like that added back in. They feel that it’s an 
important measure.   
 
Dulin:  Where would the Fire Department measure go?   
 
Campbell:  It would go in Initiative I.   
 
Cannon:  So, if it pleases the Committee, I think we should add that measure back in.  I also 
think we should add in the wording under the first bullet that talks about completion of 75% of 
the projects that would take place in the neighborhoods, which would replace the whole number 
of 65 projects.  That addresses Council member Carter’s concern.  Is the Committee okay with 
adding those back in to the Plan? 
 
Dulin:  It’s fine with me. 
 
Kinsey:  I just want to say I’m a “no” vote on this.  It’s way too long.  It’s appropriate as a 
working document for the Police Department and the Fire Department, but I don’t believe it is 
our Focus Area Plan.  It shouldn’t be this detailed.  I thought what Mr. Campbell came up with 
regarding the broader headings was great, but then we mess that all up with all these measures 
and targets.   
 
Dulin:  Community Safety is our number one priority on this City Council.  I feel comfort in 
having a document that our community safety staff is comfortable with and something they can 
work from.  There are other Focus Area Plans for other things that are shorter, but I’ve read this 
and if we can make this happen we would have a heck of a year.  Regarding the comment from 
Council member Cooksey about that tagline, I’m very comfortable with working towards making 
Charlotte the safest community in America.  I think we should leave that alone and not move on 
it today.   
 
Cannon:  I share the same sentiments.   We asked staff to get this first page down to one page, 







 


Community Safety Committee 
Meeting Summary for February 16, 2011 
Page 3 of 9  
 
 
which they did.  The focus area initiatives are in keeping with what’s always been.  There is no 
change in that.  We’ve always had initiatives.  What we haven’t had is how it’s spelled out in this 
document.  Is there any more discussion on this and if not, is there a motion?   
 
Dulin:   I make a motion that we adopt the 2012 Community Safety Focus Area Plan with the 
change of the completion of  75%  projects and the addition of adding the Fire measure back in.   
 
Barnes:  I’ll second. 
 
Motion passed 3-1 (Cannon, Barnes, Dulin – for and Kinsey – against) 
 
Campbell:  This is the document, with the amendments, that we will prepare to move forward for 
the full Council.   
 
(Council member Peacock entered the meeting) 
 
II. Noise Ordinance 
 
Chairman Cannon stated that there are a lot of interested parties on this item and many of them 
are represented here today.   Today is the first day viewing an amended Noise Ordinance (copy 
attached) and he stated that he hoped at a future meeting they could allocate time for people to 
have comments delivered to the Committee.  Mr. Campbell reminded the Committee that staff 
has been working on this for quite some time and are at the point where they have a draft 
ordinance available.  He stated that he and the City Attorney had discussed the need to have 
some type of public comment because there are so many different facets to the document.   
   
City Attorney Mac McCarley talked about the process used to get to today.  They have talked 
with several elected officials, mainly district representatives, who hear from their constituents on 
a regular basis about problems with the ordinance.  He said they have also been getting emails 
for several years from neighborhood leaders in specific parts of the City.  Staff has met with 
internal staff from CMPD and Neighborhood & Business Services, as well as neighborhood 
leaders, the Hotel Association, hospitality industry groups, the Restaurant Association, Charlotte 
Center City Partners (CCCP), specifically impacted bars and hotels and the outdoor venue 
managers.  Their goal has been to make this better, but it’s not perfect and when the Committee 
gets public comment next month, they will hear from folks who still have issues.   
 
He stated the goal is to balance this ordinance as best as they can.  In predominantly residential 
areas, the draft tips the balance toward quieter standards.  In the urban core, it tips toward 
accommodating urban activities.  The vibrant urban core that Charlotte has developed does 
require different standards to deal with different issues in the downtown.  Another guiding 
principle for this document is that CMPD requested that whatever is done, it has to be 
enforceable and understandable.  This ordinance moves away from trying to measure decibel 
measurements and more towards using calendars, watches and reasonableness.  
 
Mr. McCarley began reading and describing the “Description of Proposed Changes to the Noise 
Ordinance” document (copy attached).  He read through Number I, which deals with amplified 







 


Community Safety Committee 
Meeting Summary for February 16, 2011 
Page 4 of 9  
 
 
noise in the right-of-way and asked for questions. 
 
Cannon:  I’d suggest you go back in an add the word “audio” in front of the word speakers so 
there is no confusion between that and a human speaker. 
 
Barnes:  Does Section 15-64(5) pertain to Eastern Standard Time?   
 
McCarley:  What we might want to do is change that to say prevalent time. 
 
Barnes:  Regarding the speaker issue, should we say amplification device(s)? 
 
McCarley:  We could. 
 
Barnes:  Also, for the last provision where it says “permit holder liable,” liable for what? 
 
McCarley:  If we have to issue citations or seek injunctions we would like to have the organizer 
of the events as one who is also getting the citation.   
   
Barnes:  Should we further clarify that by saying “permit holder to be held accountable subject to 
legal action?”  The way you and I read liable is different than the way a lot of folks define it. 
   
McCarley:  We will look at that.   
 
Dulin:  Can we define street musicians?  You have protestors, street preachers and street 
musicians all lumped into one sentence. 
 
McCarley:  That is a short hand description for you all, but that’s not the language in the actual 
ordinance.   
   
Mr. McCarley continued on and read through Number II.  He described the changes and pointed 
out this is the hottest issue of the whole ordinance.  He also said that next time they may come 
back with wording that says “no live outdoor amplified music within 400 feet of residentially 
zoned and used.”  He said they have figured out that there are cemeteries that are residentially 
zoned, but they don’t think noise is a problem there.   
 
Kinsey:  Does that also include if they are residentially zoned but using it for offices? 
 
McCarley:  No.  Residentially zoned would not pick up mixed-use developments.  If you pick up 
mixed-use developments, this gets much more difficult.  Almost all the complaints are from 
traditional residential neighborhoods that are close enough to the urban core to have bars and 
restaurants in them.     
 
Cannon:  The key point is trying to reach a balance.  For instance, you may have already existing 
businesses that are within 150 – 200 feet of a residential community and the economic impact 
that you might have on that entity is something that we will hear about in the future.  What do 
you do to deal with the already existing businesses that will be nonconforming?   
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McCarley: There will be no nonconforming status.  If this goes into effect, they will just have to 
stop the live outdoor amplified music.  We have figured out that there are a number of bars and 
restaurants throughout the City that have amplified music outdoor on patios, but it’s ambient 
music or mood music.  Usually, it’s in small speakers and heard only on that property.  An 
example would be Harpers at the corner of Sharon and Fairview Rd.  That would still be 
allowed.  You would also still be allowed to have T.V.’s out there as long as it’s not heard on 
residential property.  You can also have live music that is acoustic.  The last option is you can 
always take it inside.  This doesn’t put anyone out of business.   
 
Cannon:   If I’m a police officer and called about the noise, then I could go to the business and 
tell them to shut it down or lower it so the residents can’t hear it?   
 
McCarley:  Yes.   
 
Kinsey:  What about the hours?  A bar could run a T.V. 24/7, as long as it wasn’t disturbing to 
the neighbors?   
 
McCarley:  That’s correct. 
 
Mr. McCarley continued and read through Number III, describing the issue.  This part changes 
the number of hours allowed in a year and addresses doing events without a permit.  This is still 
subject to a decibel limit of 70 db(a) measured at the nearest residentially occupied property.   
 
Kinsey:  Did the db(a) go up?  Wasn’t it 65 db(a)? 
 
McCarley:  For this particular permit, it’s always been 70 db(a).  
 
Kinsey:  Are we going to be able to monitor this very carefully?  That’s been a problem in the 
past. 
 
McCarley:  Yes, because a lot of establishments that used to qualify for this won’t qualify for it 
anymore.  This is only if the establishment is at least 400 feet from residentially zoned property.   
   
Dulin:  Talk about the hours.  In my opinion, 15 hours is nothing. 
 
McCarley:  It’s probably 3 to 4 events a year.   
 
Dulin:  We have people drawing tourist to our community 52 weeks a year.   
 
McCarley:  Yes, and this draft would tilt the balance in residentially zoned and occupied areas 
for the neighbors and not the businesses.   
 
Dulin:  That’s very restrictive to people trying to draw people to their business. 
 
McCarley:  I understand what you are saying, but when staff looked at the balance of complaints 
in the past we tipped the balance more toward quiet enjoyment of a residential neighborhood.  
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This is clearly the decision of the Committee and the Council.  We are simply making a 
recommendation.   
 
Dulin:  Do we have any idea of the number of people who have called to complain to Council 
members?  
 
McCarley:  Staff has not made an effort to collect all these and count them up, but I’ve 
personally heard from 30 to 40 people in the last 5 years.  It’s usually around an event that runs 
late and on Monday morning my inbox will be full.   
 
Dulin:  If we rotate back and just have them turn it off at a particular time, would that cover it 
and eliminate the 15 hour limitation? 
   
McCarley:  Some of the complaints relate to Saturday and Sunday afternoon events that have 
been abusive in the view of the neighbors.  All of these are policy questions for Council and if 
you all direct us to redraft in a different direction, we will be glad to. 
   
Kinsey:  I have gotten numerous calls and emails over the past 2-3 years and it’s not just in one 
neighborhood.   In my opinion, it is a problem within the neighborhood. 
 
Dulin:  We aren’t talking about just Pecan Street and 7th Street.  We are talking about the entire 
City.  I’m really concerned we will overcompensate on this.   
 
Barnes:  I have no position yet, but what I understand, the reason they are recommending a set of 
hours is because that’s the best way for us to address this through a legal construct.  As we work 
through the ordinance, I think we will find that what Mr. McCarley is saying is true.  We either 
are going to build some structure around the ordinance or we aren’t going to change it.  I don’t 
know whether 15 hours is appropriate or not, but to address the complaints there has to be that 
structure.   I personally have not received a lot of complaints.  There are issues in the apartment 
complexes that Police deal with in regards to the college students, but I’m not sure that it’s as 
severe as what Council member Kinsey hears about.   
 
Peacock:  Under Sec. 15-65 (c), I see you all have gone from 20 hours to 15 hours.  I’d like to 
know why that is. 
   
Danielle Strayer: The way it’s been restructured is the 20 hours is being eliminated there because 
the 20 hours usually affects larger event venues, which will be affected and discussed in Section 
IV on the addendum.  The 15 hours will benefit the smaller venues that were previously limited 
to 10 hours.   
   
Cannon:  How do you classify condos in residential areas? 
 
McCarley:  It depends on how it’s zoned.  It wouldn’t affect U-MUD. 
 
Cannon:  So, the Green wouldn’t be included because that’s U-MUD? 
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McCarley:  Correct and it’s in Uptown, which will be treated differently.   
 
Dulin:  There are a lot of events at Piedmont Town Center now which are very popular.  Where 
does that fall? 
  
McCarley:  Emily Cantrell has worked with us on understanding that issue and we would 
propose to amend the Public Assembly Ordinance to make it so that music events that are not 
part of some other kind of festival will be permitted and regulated.  This mainly applies to the 
Piedmont Town Center events and events at the parking lot of 300 South Tryon.   
  
Cannon:  One note I hope we can carry back to CCCP is that communication is the key, so that 
the residents can be aware of what’s going on and the hours of cut off.  Is good communication 
currently happening?  
 
Cantrell:  It’s happening when we are aware of these events.  There have been a few instances in 
the past where there were concerts on private property and our office or CCCP was not 
appropriately notified.  Then we are reacting, rather than being proactive to the situation.   
   
Cannon:  Don’t they have to get a permit? 
 
McCarley:  No, and we are proposing that you bring them within the definition so that we would 
have notice.   
 
Cantrell:  To clarify, they would have been required to get an amplified sound permit from 
CMPD, but that’s not an event permit.   
 
Mr. McCarley continued and described the changes in Number IV on the handout which, deals 
with large outdoor facilities.  Those would be Verizon, Roadrunner and Symphony Park.  He 
said these facilities have been very cooperative and already have fairly significant self-imposed 
restrictions to monitor themselves.  They are good neighbors.   
 
Barnes:  I personally would like to see the details around the Verizon because it’s in my district.  
I’ve heard some complaints from one person in particular over the last 5 years, but generally 
speaking, there are not a lot of complaints.  I think this new section will be a great addition, but I 
just want to make sure that they don’t leave anything out and that we don’t add anything in there 
that we don’t need to.   
      
(Council member Peacock left the meeting) 
 
Mr. McCarley continued and discussed Number V, which deals with chronic commercial and 
industrial noise, for instance a racing shop that does motor pulls.  The chronic commercial noise 
would be Uptown bars near hotels.  He stated that they’ve received great cooperation from the 
businesses involved.   An example of this issue would be the EpiCentre, the Ritz, and the Omni 
hotel.  If the Suite nightclub could keep their doors closed or perhaps put up sound baffling 
equipment or structures, there would be less complaints coming from the Ritz.  He said they 
think they can come up with something to be a reasonable balance between the interests of a 
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nightclub operating and people that have paid high dollars to stay in a nice hotel room.  Another 
reason this will work is the addition of the Neighborhood & Business Services folks.  They are 
great at negotiating competing interests and working out a plan.     
 
Cannon:  The Committee needs to have some level of discussion about the timeframe allotted for 
speakers on this subject at the next meeting.  Do we allow 3 minutes or less? 
 
Dulin:   I think 3 minutes is too long for a Committee structure where we don’t typically hear 
from citizens.  We should put restrictions on the number and the time to keep this workable. 
   
Barnes:  I agree with Council member Dulin.  There will also be a public hearing downstairs on 
the ordinance where they can all sign up.  I don’t see a reason for us to hear the same thing we 
will hear the night of Council’s public hearing, especially when this Committee doesn’t have the 
authority to pass the ordinance itself.  We can only make a recommendation.  My suggestion is 
to allot 10 minutes of the meeting.  People could have one minute each.  I’m not interested in an 
unlimited number of 3 minute speeches.   
 
Dulin:   I think it will be hard to limit to just 10 minutes of the whole meeting with so many 
interested parties.   
 
Barnes:  I understand, but staff has spent a lot of time with a lot of these people already and they 
know what they are concerned about.  I’m not trying to curtail the conversation, but they will get 
another opportunity before Council at which point the full Council will direct us to go back to 
the Committee to make adjustments.  
  
Cannon:   That’s the issue.  I’d prefer not to have the back and forth from Council to Committee.  
The more we can package something to take to the body, the better off we are.  I understand 
what you are saying though.  There needs to be structure.  The audience needs to come with their 
bullet points of what they want to say.  A lot of you will be saying the same thing so it would be 
good if you can designate one person to speak on behalf of your group and interest.   
   
McCarley:  Can I make a recommendation to you?  Mr. Campbell and I know which pieces of 
this are a bonfire ready to be lit and which aren’t.  Would you allow us to come back to you with 
a tailored suggestion?  You have 5 or 6 different issues, but my guess is the outdoor venue group 
will stand up and say they are fine.  There are others that are more difficult and you will need to 
hear it out and find the balance for yourself, as a Committee, between the neighborhoods and the 
bars and restaurants in neighborhoods.  I would suggest you let us come back to you with a 
tailored proposal of where you spend your time listening because that issue needs more time than 
everything else.   
 
Cannon:  That’s fine, but I would still suggest that the industry work together with you to help 
streamline the number of minutes that we allocate.    
(Council member Barnes left the meeting) 
 
Dulin:  I’m really concerned about the 15 hour limit, the 400 feet from a residence and I don’t 
want to discount the chronic commercial noise.  I’d like to dial in on the noise mitigation plans.   
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Kinsey:  I agree with Mr. McCarley. We know what the issues are and I think if we can focus on 
those then we can move ahead.  If we open this up for everyone to speak, it will be a lot of repeat 
information that we already know.     
 
III. Reschedule March 16 Meeting 
 
Chairman Cannon stated that the regularly scheduled meeting date conflicts with NLC so they 
need to look at a new date.  Council member Dulin requested the timeline on this.  Chairman 
Cannon said they would like to operate within March 28 timeframe.  Mr. McCarley said there is 
pressure from neighborhood groups to get this figured out and handled prior to the warm weather 
that will bring out the start up of the outdoor music.  After discussion the next meeting was 
tentatively scheduled for March 21 at 2:00 p.m. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 1:30 p.m. 
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I. FY2012 Focus Area Plan 
Staff Resource: Eric Campbell  
The Committee will continue discussions on the proposed FY2012 
Community Safety Focus Area Plan and consider comments made during 
the recent City Council Retreat. 
Attachment:  1. FY2012 Draft Focus Area Plan 
 
 


II. Noise Ordinance 
Staff Resources:  Mac McCarley & Bob Hagemann 
Staff will provide the Committee with proposed revisions to the current 
Noise Ordinance and facilitate discussions regarding community noise 
issues.  No decisions or recommendations are requested at this meeting. 
Attachment:  2. Noise Ordinance 
           3. Description of proposed changes 
 
 


III. Reschedule March 16 Meeting 
Staff Resource:  Eric Campbell 
The Committee is asked to look for a new meeting date in March since the 
March 16 date conflicts with the NLC Congressional City Conference.   
 
 
 
 
 
Next Scheduled Meeting: TBD 







                                                   


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


FY2012 Strategic Focus Area Plan - DRAFT 


“Charlotte will be America’s 
safest community” 


 
 
Community Safety is a major priority for the City of Charlotte. The cornerstone of the City’s 
community safety philosophy is based on crime and fire reduction, prevention, 
collaboration, and the innovative use of technology.  The City’s police and fire services are 
delivered by a skilled and professional work force sensitive to the needs of the community 
and the citizens they serve.  
 
The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department and the Charlotte Fire Department take a 
community based approach to reducing crime and promoting fire safety.  Police are highly 
visible in all areas of the city and use data driven deployment of their resources to respond 
to emerging crime trends and target chronic offenders. The Fire Department aggressively 
investigates all incidents of arson and targets chronic arson offenders. 
 
Crime and fire prevention are critical components of Charlotte’s community safety strategy. 
Police officers and fire fighters build active partnerships with citizens and businesses to give 
everyone a stake in making Charlotte America’s safest community.  The Police and Fire 
Departments are actively engaged in community education and in addressing the conditions 
that are enablers of crime and accidental fires.  Both Police and Fire actively engage 
community youth with prevention programs that assist them in making positive life choices 
and help them to become productive citizens. 
 
Charlotte’s Police and Fire Departments collaborate with each other and a variety of 
partners to leverage resources and address community priorities. Police partner with other 
federal, state and local law enforcement agencies to deal with crime problems such as 
gangs and drugs and work with other agencies in the local criminal justice system to take 
the worst offenders off Charlotte’s streets.  The Fire Department collaborates with agencies 
throughout the region to ensure emergency preparedness for natural and man- made 
disasters. 
 
The City of Charlotte supports the innovative use of technology in building a safe 
community.  The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department is recognized as a national 
leader in the use of technology to reduce crime and more efficiently deploy resources.  
Police and Fire are collaborating on the consolidation of their computer aided dispatch 
systems to enhance their efficiency in handling emergency calls. 
 
The City’s community safety personnel are the most valuable and visible asset in both the 
Police and Fire Departments. Both departments strive to recruit and retain workforces that 
reflect the diversity of the community and inspire confidence through their skill, 
professionalism and their commitment to public service.   
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Community Safety 
 
I. CS.  Focus Area Initiative:  Reduce crime and life/property damage  
     from fires      
             


A. FY12 Measure:   Crime rate per 100,000 population for FBI Uniform  
   Crime Report Part One offense categories (Homicide,  
   Rape, Robbery, Aggravated Assault, Burglary, Auto  
   Theft, Larceny, and Arson)  
 


1. FY12 Target:   5% reduction in crime rate per 100,000 population         
 FY10 Target:  7% reduction in FBI Uniform crime rate per 100,000  
    population  
 FY10 Actual:  -16.8% reduction in crime rate per 100,000 population 
 


B.   FY12 Measure:  Number of juvenile offenders on electronic monitoring 
  
1. FY12 Target:  40 
 


C.  FY12 Measure:  Percent of cases cleared by arson investigators 
 
1. FY12 Target:  36%  


  
  
II. CS.  Focus Area Initiative: Enhance citizen safety through crime and fire  


     prevention activities and education   
        
A. FY12 Measure:    Survey ratings on citizen satisfaction with  safety in their 


   neighborhoods in May 2012  
 
1. FY12 Target:  Ratings of 7 or above on a 10-point scale on questions  


   related to citizen perception of safety 
 FY10 Target:   Ratings of 7 or above on a 10 point scale    


     on questions related to police services and citizen  
     perception of safety 


  FY10 Actual:  75% on overall impression of police; 78%    
     on courtesy; 81% on professionalism; 76% on integrity  
     and honesty; 77% on safe in neighborhood 
 


B. FY12 Measure:  Number of restructured Leadership Councils in Patrol  
   Divisions   
 


1. FY12 Target:  13 
 


C. FY12 Measure:  Percent of fire code inspections conducted within state  
   mandated frequencies 
 


1. FY12 Target:  95% 
  FY10 Target:  85% 
  FY10 Actual:    88.4% 
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III. CS. Focus Area Initiative:  Build collaborations with partners that enhance  
     Charlotte’s community safety initiatives  
    


A. FY12 Measure:  Reduction in national and international gangs operating  
   in Charlotte-Mecklenburg 
 


1. FY12 Target:  Work with other state and federal law enforcement  
   agencies to make significant progress in dismantling one 
   gang per year. 


  FY10 Target:  Work with other state and federal law enforcement  
     agencies to make significant progress in dismantling one 
     gang per year 
  FY10 Actual:  Cedar Green Kings dismantled 
 
 


B. FY12 Measure:  Partner with other City agencies in addressing specific  
   neighborhood issues that are enablers of crime 


  
1. FY12 Target:  65 neighborhood issues targeted and addressed 


 
 


C. FY12 Measure:   Number of All Hazards Incident Command System  
   Training Courses offered to partners in Charlotte’s UASI  
   region 


 
1. FY12 Target:  5 


 
 
IV. CS. Focus Area Initiative:  Utilize technology to enhance operational   
     effectiveness and customer service  
 


A. FY12 Measure:  Consolidate the Fire and Police Computer Aided Dispatch 
   (CAD) Systems 
 


1. FY12 Target:  Consolidation complete by June 30, 2012 
      
  
 V. CS. Focus Area Initiative:  Develop recruitment strategies that attract  
     diverse applicant pools to the Police and  
     Fire Departments  
  


A. FY12 Measure:  Percentage of women and minorities in police  
    officer applicant pool 


  
1. FY12 Target:  20% of applicants that are females and   
    minorities 


 
B. FY12 Measure:  Percentage of women and minorities in firefighter 


    applicant pool 
 


1. FY12 Target:  25% of applicants that are females and   
    minorities  
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 FY2011 Strategic Focus Area Plan  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


“Charlotte will be the safest 
largest city in America.” 


 
The City of Charlotte will be the safest large city in America, with citizens feeling safe in the 
areas where they live, work, and spend their leisure time. The Police and Fire Departments 
have the most direct impact on public safety. Citizens in a safe community have confidence 
in their public safety agencies to proactively identify and address issues related to crime, 
disorder and personal safety.     
  
 
The City Council supports the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department’s policing strategy 
which focuses on crime and disorder at the neighborhood level.  Police staffing promotes 
high visibility throughout all of the Department’s 39 response areas, each of which is served 
by a Response Area Team.  Response Area Teams, led by a Sergeant, are responsible for:  
• crime reduction in their assigned areas 
• engagement of the community as partners 
• enforcement strategies specific to their area units 
• target crime and chronic offenders 
• collaborate with specialized units to address gangs, drugs and firearms 


 
 


The Police Department is committed to recruiting strategies that result in a more diverse 
workforce that is proactive in community engagement and quality customer service. 
  
 
Collaboration is critical to making Charlotte the safest large city in America.  Police partner 
with public and private agencies, including Neighborhood and Business Services, 
Engineering, Transportation and Planning.  One key partnership is between Police and 
Neighborhood & Business Services.  Police work closely with Code Enforcement and 
Neighborhood Specialists to address conditions that increase criminal activity and implement 
strategies that ultimately strengthen and empower neighborhoods.  
  
 
The Fire Department also plays a major role in the public safety process both through 
proactive inspections and education programs to prevent fires and injuries and by rapid 
response to those fires and medical emergencies that occur. The Fire Department also takes 
the lead in homeland security preparedness and works with partners around the Charlotte 
region to ensure that emergency personnel have the training, equipment and strategies to 
respond effectively to natural or man-made disasters. 
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Community Safety 
Reduce Crime 
CS.1 Focus Area Initiative:  Decrease crime throughout Charlotte-  
     Mecklenburg through enforcement and   
     problem solving strategies that target criminal  
     activity and chronic offenders at the   
     neighborhood level 


FY11 Measure:   Crime rate per 100,000 population for FBI Uniform  
    Crime Report Part One offense categories (Homicide,  
    Rape, Robbery, Aggravated Assault, Burglary, Auto  
    Theft, Larceny, and Arson)  
FY11 Target:   5% reduction in crime rate per 100,000 population          
FY09 Target:  5% reduction in FBI Uniform crime rate per 100,000  
    population  
FY09 Actual:  22.5% reduction 


  
 
CS.2:   Focus Area Initiative: Enhance citizen safety through increased police  


     visibility and engagement of citizens as active   
     partners in crime reduction 


FY11 Measure:    Survey ratings on citizen satisfaction with police service  
    and safety in their neighborhoods in November 2009  
    and November 2010  
FY11 Target:   Ratings of 7 or above on a 10 point scale on questions  


     related to police services and citizen perception of safety 
  FY09 Target:   Ratings of 7 or above on a 10 point scale    
     on questions related to police services and citizen  
     perception of safety 
 FY09 Actual:  73% on overall impression of police; 79%    
     on courtesy; 80% on professionalism; 73% on feeling  
     safe in their neighborhoods 


FY11 Measure:  Adopt a Police Facilities Strategic Plan which establishes  
    a building schedule for new police division offices that  
    increase police visibility and accessibility and facilitate  
    the delivery of police services at the neighborhood level 


      FY11 Target: TBD - new measure for FY11 
 
  
CS.3 Focus Area Initiative:  Develop recruitment strategies that attract a more  
     diverse applicant base to the Police Department  


FY11 Measure:   Number of women and minorities included in applicant  
    pool  
FY11 Target:    5% increase in each of next two years  
FY09 Target:   N/A – new measure in FY10 
FY09 Actual:  Baseline – 349 women and minorities in applicant pool  
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Community Safety 
 
CS.4 Focus Area Initiative:  Partner with other city and county agencies as   
     well as other members of the criminal justice   
     system in enforcement and prevention efforts that  
     reduce crime and enhance the quality of life in our  
     community 


FY11 Measure:   Crime reduction on major city corridors through  
    collaboration with other city agencies  
FY11 Target:   5% reduction in Uniform Crime Report Part One Crimes  


     (Homicide, Rape, Robbery, Aggravated Assault,   
     Burglary, Auto Theft, Larceny and Arson)  


FY09 Target:   N/A - new measure in FY10 
FY11 Measure:   Reduction in national and international gangs operating  
    in Charlotte-Mecklenburg  
FY11 Target:   Work with other state and federal law   


               enforcement  agencies to make significant  
     progress toward dismantling one gang per year 


FY09 Target:   N/A - new measure in FY10 
FY11 Measure:  Work with the District Attorney’s Office on an   
    information technology plan that includes a case   
    management system with an interface to CMPD’s   
    Electronic Case Papering System 


     FY11 Target: TBD - new measure for FY11 
 
 


 
 CS.5 Focus Area Initiative:  Reduce loss of life and property damage   
     from fires through proactive fire code   
     enforcement and rapid response to working  
     fires  


FY11 Measure:   Percent of fire code inspections with an annual  
    state-mandated frequency conducted each year  
FY11 Target:   85%  


 FY09 Target:    85% 
 FY09 Actual:    90%   


FY11 Measure:   Percent of alarms first-due responder companies  
    on scene within 6 minutes of call receipt  


 FY11 Target:   80%  
 FY09 Target:    80%      
 FY09 Actual:    81.06%  


FY11 Measure:   Percent of fire education programs delivered to  
    CMS third grade classrooms that are within city  
    limits  
FY11 Target:   80%  
FY09 Target:   N/A - new measure in FY10 
FY11 Measure:   Consolidate Fire Administration, Fire  


Information Technology, Emergency 
Management, Fire Prevention, and Fire 
Investigation into one location.    


FY11 Target:   Begin construction first quarter of 2011   







Description of Proposed Changes to the Noise Ordinances 


February 11, 2011 


 


 


I. Amplified noise in the right-of-way – i.e., protests, street preachers, street musicians 


 


- Prohibited before 7 a.m. and after 10 p.m. Sunday-Thursday and 11 p.m. Friday 


and Saturday – Sec. 15-64(5) 


- Must have permit on-site 


- Speakers no more than ten feet off the ground 


- Permit holder liable in addition to operator 


 


II. Restaurants and bars near residential neighborhoods 


 


- No live outdoor amplified music within 400 feet of residential zoning – Sec. 15-


64(6) 


- Non-live amplified noise (i.e., background music, televisions, etc.) may not be 


audible within residential zoning regardless of distance – Sec. 15-64(7) 


- Live music (amplified or acoustic) or other forms of entertainment may not be 


audible within residential zoning regardless of distance except as permitted under 


III below – Sec. 15-63(d) 


 


III. Additional Amplification (up to 70 db(A) on residential) 


 


- Eliminate the +/- 1,000 person distinction (i.e. 10 hours/yr for <1,000, 20 hours/yr 


for >1,000) and establish 15 hours/yr for all – Sec. 15-65(c) 


- Clarifies requirements for notification to property owners within 1,000 feet – Sec. 


15-65(b) 


- Prohibits additional amplification within 400 feet or residential zoning – Sec. 15-


65(d) 


 


IV. Large Outdoor Music Facilities 


 


- New Sec. 15-65.1  


- Requires facilities with a capacity of more than 5,000 to obtain an annual permit 


from Neighborhood & Business Services 


- Permits will be tailored for the unique nature of the facility and surrounding 


residential life 


- Goal is to strike a balance between the use of the facility and residents 


- Permit restrictions may include: 


o Restrictions on number of events, days of week, hours of operation 


o Operational rules and restrictions 


o Self-monitoring and reporting requirements 


o Design or structural alterations to mitigate noise 


 


 







 


V. Chronic Commercial and Industrial Noise 


 


- New Sec. 15-65.2 


- CMPD may designate a business as a “chronic noise producer” based on multiple 


valid and legitimate citizen complaints and direct CMPD observations 


- N&BS works with designated business to develop a noise mitigation plan 


- Noise mitigation plan may include: 


o Restrictions on days of week/hours of operation 


o Operational rules and restrictions 


o Self monitoring and reporting requirements 


o Structural changes including sound attenuation/baffling 


- Failure to cooperate or comply results in adverse designation and no protection 


from full and aggressive noise ordinance enforcement 


- Cooperation and compliance establishes a presumptive “safe harbor” from 


enforcement 







ORDINANCE NUMBER:__________   AMENDING CHAPTER 15 


 


 


AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 15 OF THE CHARLOTTE CITY CODE 


ENTITLED “OFFENSES AND MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS” 


____________________________________________________________ 


 


WHEREAS,  


 


  


NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Charlotte, 


North Carolina, that: 


 


Section 1. Article II of Chapter 15 of the Charlotte City Code is amended as follows: 


“Sec. 15-61. - Loud, disturbing noises prohibited generally. 


It shall be unlawful for any person to create or assist in creating any unreasonably loud 


and disturbing noise in the city.  


Sec. 15-62. - Measurement. 


For the purpose of determining db(A)'s as referred to in this article, the noise shall be 


measured on the A-weighting scale on a sound level meter of standard design and quality having 


characteristics established by the American National Standards Institute.  


Sec. 15-63. - Sounds impacting residential life. 


(a) It shall be unlawful to carry on the following activities in any residentially zoned 


area of the city or within 300 feet of any residentially occupied structure in any zone of the city:  


 


(1) The operation of a front-end loader for refuse collection between the hours 


of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 


 


(2) The operation of construction machinery between the hours of 9:00 p.m. 


and 7:00 a.m. 


 


(3) The operation of garage machinery between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 


7:00 a.m. 


 


(4) The operation of lawn mowers and other domestic tools out-of-doors 


between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 


 


(b) Any mechanical noise which registers more than 60 db(A) at the nearest 


complainant's property line will be probable cause for a violation.  
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(c) This section shall not apply to operations which are carried on in such a manner 


or in such a location as not to create sounds exceeding 60 db(A) and shall not apply to 


emergency operations designed to protect the public health and safety.  


 


(d) Except as permitted pursuant to Sec. 15-65, it shall be unlawful to cause or permit 


live performance music or other forms of entertainment, whether amplified or not, at a business 


establishment (including but not limited to a restaurant, nightclub, bar, or lounge) to be audible 


on residentially zoned property.    


 


Sec. 15-64. - Amplified sound. 


 


(a) It shall be unlawful to: 


 


(1) Operate or allow the operation of any sound amplification equipment so as 


to create sounds registering 55 db(A) between 9:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. or 


50 db(A) between 9:00 p.m. and 9:00 a.m., as measured anywhere within 


the boundary line of the nearest residentially occupied property, except in 


accordance with a permit obtained from the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police 


Department.  


 


(2) As to multifamily structures including apartments, condominiums, or other 


residential arrangements where boundary lines cannot readily be 


determined, operate or allow the operation of any sound amplification 


equipment so as to create sounds registering 55 db(A) between 9:00 a.m. 


and 9:00 p.m. or 50 db(A) between 9:00 p.m. and 9:00 a.m., as measured 


from any point within the interior of another residential unit in the same 


complex or within the boundary line of the nearest residentially occupied 


property, except in accordance with a permit obtained from the Charlotte-


Mecklenburg Police Department.  


 


(3) As to places of public entertainment having a capacity of 1,000 or more 


persons, operate or allow the operation of any sound amplification 


equipment so as to create sounds registering more than 65 db(A) between 


9:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. or 50 db(A) between 9:00 p.m. and 9:00 a.m., as 


measured anywhere within the boundary line of the nearest residentially 


occupied property, except in accordance with a permit obtained from the 


Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department pursuant to Sec. 15-65 or Sec. 


15-65.1.  


 


(4) Operate or allow the operation of any sound amplification equipment for 


advertising purposes or otherwise to attract customers so as to cast sounds 


which are unreasonably loud and disturbing or which register more than 


60 db(A) at or on the boundary of the nearest public right-of-way or park.  
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(5) Operate or allow the operation for personal use of any sound amplification 


equipment on the public right-of-way, including streets or sidewalks, or in 


the public parks so as to produce sounds registering more than 60 db(A) 


50 feet or more from any electromechanical speaker between the hours of 


9:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. or 50 db(A) 50 feet or more from any 


electromechanical speaker between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 9:00 a.m.  


 


(6) Operate or allow the operation for personal use of any sound amplification 


equipment in the public right-of-way, including streets or sidewalks, or in 


the public City controlled parks: (i) without having actual on-site 


possession of a permit issued by the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police 


Department; or (ii) so as to produce sounds registering more than 75 db(A) 


ten feet or more from any electromechanical speaker between the hours of 


9:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. Sunday through Thursday or 11:00 


p.m. on Friday or Saturday or 65 db(A) ten feet or more from any 


electromechanical speaker between the hours of 9:00 p.m. 7:00 a.m. and 


9:00 a.m.; or (iii) at times other than those specified in (ii) or, in City 


controlled parks, when the park is closed.  Sound amplification equipment 


operated pursuant to this subsection may not be located more than ten feet 


off the ground.  In addition to the person operating or allowing the 


operation of sound amplification equipment in violation of this subsection, 


the person to whom the permit was issued shall be liable for any and all 


violations.  


 


An application for a permit pursuant to this subsection shall: (i) be 


submitted to the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department at least 24 


hours but no more than seven days before the permit time requested; and 


(ii) specify the proposed location of the sound amplification equipment 


and the date and time that the sound amplification will begin and end. 


Permits shall be issued on a first come, first served basis. A permit shall 


not be issued for a location that is within 100 feet of another location for 


which a permit has been issued for the same time or in or within 100 feet 


of the area permitted for a public assembly pursuant to Article XI of this 


Chapter unless issued to the holder of the public assembly permit.    


 


The use of mobile sound amplification equipment shall be exempt from 


the permitting requirement of this subsection. Sound amplification 


produced in conjunction with a city festival or parade permit shall be 


exempt from this entire subsection.  


 


(6) Operate or allow the operation of sound amplification equipment out of 


doors or directed out of doors for the purpose of amplifying live 


performance music or other forms of entertainment at a business 


establishment (including but not limited to a restaurant, nightclub, bar, or 







lounge) where the amplification equipment is located less than four 


hundred (400) from a residential zoning district.      


 


(7) Operate or allow the operation of sound amplification equipment out of 


doors or directed out of doors at a business establishment (including but 


not limited to a restaurant, nightclub, bar, or lounge) so as to be audible on 


residentially zoned property.   


 


(b) The limitations on the operation of sound amplification equipment in subsection 


(a) of this section shall not apply to the operation of horns, sirens, or other emergency warning 


devices actually being used in emergency circumstances.  


 


Sec. 15-65. - Permits for additional amplification. 


 


(a) Application. The An application for a permit for additional amplification on 


private property under this section 15-64 shall be submitted to the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police 


Department at least 15 working days in advance of the planned use except in an emergency. The 


application shall designate and provide contact information for an individual person who shall be 


in control of the sound amplification equipment and ensure that its use complies with the terms 


of the permit.  


 


(b) Notice of tentative approval. Upon tentative approval, the applicant for a permit 


shall be responsible for mailing or otherwise delivering to giving written notice of the name, 


nature, date, and time period of the event to the occupants of each property within a 1,000-foot 


radius  1,000 feet of the facility  property for which the permit has been granted, as shown on the 


tax maps of the county, a notice stating the date and hours of the event. The notice shall be hand 


delivered to each occupant or, if the occupant is unavailable, affixed to the front door of the 


building or business or residential unit at least 72 hours in advance of the event. The permit shall 


not be actually granted and issued until the applicant submits an affidavit to the Charlotte-


Mecklenburg Police Department that such notices have actually been mailed or otherwise so 


delivered.  


 


(c) Limits on hours. No permit shall be issued which shall have the effect of allowing 


more than 20 hours of excess amplification per year at any place of public entertainment having 


a capacity of 1,000 or more persons or ten hours of excess amplification at any other location. 


Permits shall be tentatively approved and subsequently granted by the Charlotte-Mecklenburg 


Police Department in the order of receipt unless permits for 20 or more hours have previously 


been issued for the same or other locations within a 1,000-foot radius of the facility in the same 


calendar year, in which event the applicant shall elect whether to limit his request so as to keep 


the year's accumulated hours of excess amplification in that location below 20 hours or select 


another location. Permits for additional amplification at a property, or adjacent properties under 


common ownership, shall be limited to 15 hours in a calendar year.  In the event that the 


Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department determines that additional amplification at a level 
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contemplated by this section occurred without a permit, the time of such additional amplification 


shall count against the 15 hour limit. 


 


(d) Prohibited in residentially occupied boundaries. In no event shall a permit be 


granted: (i) where the amplification equipment is located less than four hundred (400) from a 


residential zoning district; or (ii) which allows the creation of sounds registering more than 70 


db(A) anywhere within the boundary line of the nearest residentially occupied property.  


 


(e) Denial; issuance of exceptional permit. If an applicant has been denied a permit 


under this section and believes the denial is illegal by virtue of applicable state or federal law, he 


shall promptly submit a copy of the denied permit application together with a short statement of 


the reasons he believes he is entitled to a permit to the city manager or his designee. The city 


manager or his designee shall have the discretion to grant an exceptional permit waiving 


locational, time, and/or db(A) requirements, upon his determination that the applicant has made a 


substantial showing of legal entitlement. Any such exceptional permit shall be promptly reported 


to the city council.  


 


(f) It shall be unlawful to violate the restrictions or requirements of this section. 


 


Sec. 15-65.1. – Permits for Large Outdoor Music Facilities. 


 


(a) For purposes of this section, an “outdoor music facility” means a facility with a 


capacity of 5,000 or more persons and that that offers musical entertainment at least five times a 


year.   


 


(b) It shall be unlawful to operate an outdoor music facility without a permit or in 


violation of the terms of a permit issued pursuant to this section.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, 


the provisions of this section shall not apply to an outdoor music facility whose approved zoning 


plan regulates the number of events and times that the events may take place,  


 


(c) An outdoor music facility subject to regulation under this section shall submit an 


application for a permit to Neighborhood & Business Services (N&BS).  After consulting with 


the applicant and investigating the design and layout of the facility, its proximity to residentially 


zoned property, and the nature of any intervening property, N&BS shall issue a permit that 


contains restrictions and requirements designed to strike an appropriate balance between the 


legitimate use and operation of the facility and the noise impacts on residential life.  These 


restrictions and requirements may include, but are not limited to, restrictions on days of week or 


hours of operation, operational rules and restrictions, self monitoring and reporting requirements, 


and design or structural requirements.  Permits issued pursuant to this section shall be for a term 


of not more than one year and shall expire on December 31.    


 


 


 







Sec. 15-65.2. – Chronic Commercial and Industrial Noise. 


 


 (a)  The purpose of this section is to establish a collaborative process through which 


the City and a business that has been identified as a chronic source of objectionable noise will 


develop and implement a noise mitigation plan intended to bring the noise to acceptable levels.   


 


 (b) Based on: (i) repeated citizen complaints that have been determined by the 


Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department (CMPD) to be valid and legitimate; and (ii) direct 


observations by CMPD officers, the Chief of Police or his designee may designate a business 


whose commercial or industrial activities have a history of generating noise that negatively 


affects the use and enjoyment of other properties as a chronic noise producer.  Upon such 


designation, the Chief of Police or his designee shall inform the business that it has been 


designated a chronic noise producer and refer the business to Neighborhood & Business Services 


(N&BS) along with the information that established the basis for the designation.   


 


(c) Upon receiving a chronic noise producer referral, N&BS shall schedule a 


mandatory initial meeting with the business that it has been designated a chronic noise producer.  


At the initial meeting, N&BS and the business shall review the information that formed the basis 


for the designation and any evidence or information concerning the complained of noise 


provided by the business.  At the conclusion of the initial meeting, N&BS shall determine 


whether a mitigation plan is warranted.  If N&BS determines that a mitigation plan is not 


warranted, it shall notify the business and CMPD of that determination.    


 


(d) If N&BS determines that a mitigation plan is warranted, N&BS and the business 


shall together develop a noise mitigation plan.  The plan may include, among other things, 


restrictions on days of week or hours of operation, operational rules and restrictions, self 


monitoring and reporting requirements, and structural changes including but not limited to sound 


attenuation and baffling.  The mitigation plan shall also include a schedule for implementation, 


which schedule shall include a schedule for review and possible revision or termination of the 


plan.  Upon completion of the noise mitigation plan, N&BS and the business shall sign the plan 


thereby making the plan effective. 


 


(e) In the event that a business designated as a chronic noise producer: (i) fails or 


refuses to participate in good faith in the development of a noise mitigation plan; (ii) refuses to 


agree to a noise mitigation plan; or (iii) fails to implement or comply with an agreed to noise 


mitigation plan, N&BS may designate the business as non-cooperative and shall notify the 


business and CMPD of that determination.  Should a business designated as non-cooperative 


cure the basis for the designation, N&BS shall remove the designation and notify the business 


and CMPD of that determination. 


 


(f) In the event that a noise enforcement action is taken against a business that has 


been designated a chronic noise producer, evidence regarding the business’ participation in the 


development and implementation of and compliance with the noise mitigation plan shall be 


relevant to any prosecution or administrative or judicial review or appeal of the enforcement 







action.  Specifically, the business’ participation and compliance shall be a mitigating factor and 


may, but is not required to be a justification for dismissing the enforcement action.  A business 


that has been designated by N&BS as non-cooperative shall not be entitled to the benefits of this 


subsection unless the designation has been removed.      


 


Sec. 15-66. - Animals. 


 


It shall be unlawful for any person to own, keep or have in his possession, or harbor, any 


dog, other animal or bird which, by frequent or habitually howling, yelping, barking or 


otherwise, causes loud noises and produces seriously annoying disturbance to any person or to 


the neighborhood.  


Sec. 15-67. - Motor vehicles. 


It shall be unlawful to operate or allow the operation of any motor vehicle in the city:  


(1) Which has had its muffler-exhaust and/or other noise-control equipment removed, 


altered or maintained in such disrepair as to create unreasonably loud and 


disturbing noises.  


 


(2) By engaging in jackrabbit starts, spinning tires, racing engines, or other operations 


which create unreasonably loud and disturbing noises.  


 


(3) Off the boundaries of a public street for racing or other operations which create 


unreasonably loud and disturbing noises. 


 


Sec. 15-68. - Enforcement and penalties. 


 


Where there is a violation of any section of this article, the city, at its discretion, may take 


one or more of the following enforcement actions:  


(1) A police officer or animal control officer may issue a notice of violation as 


provided in section 2-24 of this Code subjecting the violator to a civil penalty of 


$100.00, which penalty may provide for a delinquency charge of $10.00 upon 


nonpayment, and which penalty and delinquency charge may be recovered by the 


city in a civil action.  


 


(2) The violator may be charged with a misdemeanor and be subject to any penalty 


prescribed by section 2-21. 


 


(3) A civil action seeking a penalty of $500.00 per day of violation plus an injunction 


and order of abatement may be directed toward any person creating or allowing 


the creation of any unlawful noise, including the owner or person otherwise 


having legal or actual control of the premises from which it emanates.  
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(4) A police officer may issue a notice of violation, as provided in section 2-24 of this 


Code, subjecting the violator of section 15-63(a)(1) to a civil penalty of $200.00, 


which penalty may provide for a delinquency charge of $10.00 upon nonpayment 


and which penalty and delinquency charge may be recovered by the city in a civil 


action. For the purposes of this subsection, the term "violator" means either the 


operator of the front-end loader; the employer of the operator; or the company, 


partnership, corporation or other person or entity which owns, possesses or 


controls the front-end loader utilized by the operator.”  
 







2011 Mayor and City Council Retreat 
Community Safety – Focus Area Plan 


Retreat Comments 
 


• N. Carter:  Focus Area Initiative III. (B) 1, FY 12 Target should be expressed as a 
percentage rather than the number of neighborhoods. 


 
Staff Note:  Staff suggests changing the measure that we will use for dealing with 
enablers of crime.  We have selected six patrol divisions which have the greatest 
challenges with quality of life issues.  Each of those divisions will choose three 
projects per quarter and will collaborate with other agencies to address the 
problem.  Each project will have specific goals.  Some of the projects may carry 
over for an additional quarter. Our goal will be to successfully complete 75% of 
the projects.  That will replace the goal in the Focus Area Plan about the 65 
projects.   


• W. Cooksey:  Tagline “Charlotte will be America’s safest community”…our 
measurements need to be national.  Without any measurements to let us know where 
we are nationally, it is difficult to compare ourselves.  
 


• E. Peacock:  Add back Fire Department Measure…Percent of alarms first due responder 
companies on scene within 6 minutes of call receipt 
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City Council 
Follow‐Up Report 


 
March 11, 2011 


 
February 28 – City Council Business Meeting 
 
Citizens’ Forum – Marshall Griffin 
Staff Resource: Danny Pleasant, CDOT, 704‐336‐3879, dpleasant@charlottenc.gov  
 
Marshall Griffin, one of the speakers at City Council’s February 28 Citizens’ Forum, complained 
to Council about trash along the Brookshire Freeway.  Mr. Griffin seemed thought the debris 
was coming from City garbage trucks. The city’s Solid Waste Services trucks infrequently use the 
Brookshire. The payloads on any SWS trucks are secured so that trash seldom flies out. It 
appears the debris is typical, recurring trash from any number of sources that builds up over 
time. 
 
The state is responsible for maintaining the Brookshire.  CDOT staff has made contact with the 
NCDOT District Engineer’s Office and relayed Mr. Griffin’s concern. Staff understands that 
NCDOT is in the process of procuring a maintenance contractor to clean up trash alongside the 
Brookshire and other state maintained highways within the Charlotte region. Staff do not yet 
know the date NCODT will complete the contract and commence the clean up. Council will be 
updated as staff receives more information.  
 
Staff reached out to Mr. Griffin and explained the City’s collaboration with the state. Mr. Griffin 
was satisfied with this resolution and thanked staff for reaching out to him.  
 
Pond and Dam Rehabilitation Projects 
Staff Resource: Darryl Hammock, E&PM, 704‐336‐2167, dhammock@charlottenc.gov  


At the February 28 City Council meeting, Council member Barnes requested a report on the 
benefits of the City’s pond rehabilitation program. The Pond and Dam Program was updated 
and approved by City Council in May 2007, and staff starts feasibility studies on 3‐4 projects per 
year under the program. 


Most water bodies in Charlotte are identified by the state as ‘impaired’ by Clean Water Act 
standards. This means they do not fully support fish or other forms of aquatic life, and that 
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streams are not fit for recreational human contact. The US EPA requires that the City take 
action to restore its watersheds. Improved water quality in creeks also supports the City’s 
environmental sustainability objectives.  


Pond rehabilitation is an extremely cost‐effective means of improving water quality, averaging 
only one fifth the cost of creating new water quality measures that provide equivalent 
environmental benefit. Every pond rehabilitation project in the program controls pollutants in 
stormwater runoff, protects stream banks from erosion, provides wildlife habitat, and often 
addresses flooding issues. Rehabilitation improves the quality of water passing through the 
pond before entering adjoining creeks.  


A properly functioning pond typically removes 50%‐90% of the pollutants in stormwater runoff, 
which include heavy metals, sediments, and nutrients. If ponds and dams were allowed to 
continue to fail, water quality conditions in Charlotte would likely decline even if the same 
capital investment were made through other stormwater control measures. 


Repairing ponds on private property is much cheaper than obtaining property to build new 
ponds or installing other types of control measures. Each pond owner donates his or her pond 
in perpetuity through a conservation easement. These donations represent a significant private 
landowner contribution toward project success, ensuring that the property can no longer be 
developed, and is conserved. The City then designs the pond projects to maximize 
environmental and stormwater benefits and not to address aesthetic concerns of the owner of 
the pond. 


If existing ponds fail, the City will realize greater impacts to the stormwater system, divergence 
from the regulatory goals of the Clean Water Act, and permanent loss of the opportunity for 
enhancement. 


Staff sees this approach as a model for other communities to follow in order to achieve future 
regulatory compliance for clean water, provide cost‐effective water quality enhancements, and 
preserve the quality of life for the community. 
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