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COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 


 
I. Subject:  Passenger Vehicle for Hire Ordinance 
 Action:  None 
   
II. Subject: Noise Ordinance  
 Action:   None 
 


 


COMMITTEE INFORMATION   
Present:  Patrick Cannon, Patsy Kinsey, Andy Dulin, and Edwin Peacock 
Absent:  Michael Barnes 
Time:  3:10 pm – 5:00 pm 
 


ATTACHMENTS 
  
 


1. Agenda Package 
2. Handout:  Save Charlotte Music proposal document 


 
 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS  
 
Chairman Cannon called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the room to introduce 
themselves.    
 
Mr. Cannon welcomed everyone and gave the order of the meeting.  Item No. 1 is Passenger 
Vehicle for Hire Ordinance and staff resource is Mujeeb Shah-Khan.  The Committee will 
continue to review the PVH Ordinance, Chapter 22 specifically, and no decision is requested by 
the Committee at this time.  The second item will be the Noise Ordinance and the staff resources 
will be City Attorney Mac McCarley and Deputy City Attorney Bob Hagemann.  The Committee 
will receive public comment regarding the proposed Noise Ordinance and staff will provide a 
brief overview.  No decision at this particular time is requested.  Mr. Cannon stated that he has 
gotten some feedback that many feel like a decision will come today or tomorrow or the next 
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day, but that’s not the case.  There is a process.  That process will allow the first level of public 
comments today.  Thereafter, it still has to go before the Mayor and the City Council.  It will 
probably end up going to a Workshop to brief the Mayor and Council, so if there are any 
questions outstanding the Community Safety Committee will have an opportunity to come back 
and address those issues accordingly.  Beyond that, it will at some point show up on the Mayor 
and City Council’s agenda.  It will be at the City Council meeting where there will be another 
opportunity for public comment and input and from there we will hear those comments and make 
a decision on this item.  
 
I. Passenger Vehicle for Hire (PVH) Ordinance 
 
Assistant City Attorney Mujeeb Shah-Khan said this basically provides a review of what you 
have done so far. This is the fourth opportunity you’ve had to review the PVH Ordinance.  Your 
initial direction was that no changes should be made to the driver of vehicle permit system.  You 
asked for staff to meet with representatives of the Black Car Industry, as well as report back to 
the Committee on medallion usage in cities similar to Charlotte.  At your request, we have met 
with taxi drivers, cab owners, “black car” company owners and the PVH Board to receive input 
on what changes everyone believes needs to be made to the PVH Ordinance.  The Committee 
has already received the input from all but the Passenger Vehicle for Hire Board in the prior 
meetings, but we wanted to summarize the input you’ve seen since it has been a couple months 
since you last saw this issue.  Mr. Shah-Khan reviewed the “Passenger Vehicle for Hire Update” 
presentation (copy attached) and asked the Committee for any questions. 
 
Dulin:  This committee has worked in the past on “black cars” pirating into Charlotte from other 
states.  I am against that.  Where are we on that?   
 
Shah-Khan:  The Passenger Vehicle for Hire Manager’s Office conducts regular enforcement 
sweeps, on the weekends or any other periods of time when you would expect these out-of-state 
companies to show up in Charlotte.  They actually wait and work on trying to enforce.  They ask 
for the drivers to provide their permits. 
 
Dulin:  I would be very interested in when the last sweep was made.   
 
Shah-Khan:  I don’t have that answer for you right now, but I’ll ask the Manager’s Office to 
provide that for you. 
 
Dulin:  A cab company has to have a 30-car fleet? I’ve never heard that before.  
 
Shah-Khan:  That is correct.  What happens is the companies can either have 30 cars or they can 
have a lesser number of cars, as long as some of them are accessible cabs.  That allows them, 
under your ordinance, to not have to make a 30-car minimum.   
 
Dulin:  Do we know how many of these companies are maxed out at the equivalent of 30? 
 
Shah-Khan:  Actually, 30 is not the maximum, it is the minimum.  Some companies have a lot 
more vehicles than 30.  You at least have to have 30, or the equivalent, to operate as a cab 
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company.  Other companies can have more vehicles working with them.  
 
Cannon:  Is there anything else in terms of thoughts for areas of discussion beyond what is on the 
board? 
 
Peacock:  We’ve got the taxi drivers, the taxi companies, the “black car” companies, and I see 
you are using a new term, but is a limousine the same thing as “black car”? 
 
Shah-Khan:  It is the same thing. 
 
Peacock:  If possible, could you give me maybe in one sentence what each of these parties want 
and that may give me some idea of what this Committee could discuss and perhaps start to work 
toward helping the PVH Board. 
 
Shah-Khan:  Let me answer the question this way.  I can give you the one item that it sounds like 
they all want the most if they had to pick one.  The drivers clearly want a medallion type system.  
The company owners want to maintain the system as is, but they want to make sure there are 
barriers to entry because they feel it is too easy for anyone to become a cab company.  The town-
car companies want the ability to stage.  They want parking in the Center City.  The Passenger 
Vehicle for Hire Board feels that what they want to clarify the most is for you to look at the issue 
of affiliation and have drivers able to obtain permits without affiliation.  That is just looking at 
what they may believe are the top issues, but that is based on the input we’ve heard from them. 
 
Cannon:  I do want to mention that some of the issues are about the ability to have the 
environment of some of the vehicles to be without cigarette or cigar smoke.  I don’t know how 
you get to the cleanliness issue, but having an environment that is acceptable for passengers and 
be able to get into a vehicle and then get out without having smoke in their clothes would be 
great.  
 
Dulin:  The smoke deal I hadn’t heard and I didn’t realize that people were smoking in cabs, but 
the first two on here are big. They are all big.  We’ve had extensive conversations around the age 
of vehicles and now this conversation about permit affiliation.  
 
Cannon:  Even beyond the six bullets that are before us, there will be additional bullets that I 
know will keep coming forth, both from this Committee and people in the community at large.   
 
Kinsey:  You mention CMPD has looked at it and will have some changes.  Can you give an 
example of what CMPD would suggest to change?   
 
Shah-Khan:  I will refer you to the Major, but I can tell you that some of those they’ve looked at, 
some technical changes, changing some “mays” or “wills” to “shall” and just trying to clarify for 
their own enforcement perspective what is required under the ordinance.   
 
Major Douglas Gallant:  Improving our record keeping, making sure that we can track citations 
in the Police Department, making sure that the ordinance says if a company gets a certain 
number of citations they can be fined a certain amount of money.  Those things we need to make 
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sure that we can do that and make sure those fines are filed properly. The same thing with 
operating license – the permitee has to renew every year and if something happens, we have to 
make sure we get that information.  Make sure drivers are driving properly and are abiding by 
the rules.  
 
Dulin:  Several week ago I made a roundtrip to the Airport, two one-way, from here to the 
Airport and the Airport back to here, and the PVH Board sets the rates for the folks here, correct? 
I don’t know where our rates are compared to Phoenix or to Wilmington or New York City, but I 
was in Washington, DC last week and rode a cab from Reagan National in heavy traffic to the 
hotel where I was staying and it was $5.00 cheaper than to go from the Government Center to the 
Airport and it just struck me, it is cheaper to go all the way across Washington, DC in heavy 
traffic than it is a straight shot from the Airport to here.  I just want to make that observation.  
I’ve been thinking about that for a week now and I can’t seem to get it off my mind.  I just 
wanted to mention it to you all because I don’t know what to do about it.   
 
Kinsey:  I think the point is well taken because I was in DC at the same time, going from Reagan 
National to the hotel, but going the fare was $22.00.  Going back to the Airport it was more.  I 
guess it depends on the route they take.  
 
Dulin:  It cost me $30.00 to go from the Airport to the hotel with a tip, and I’m a good tipper. 
But it cost me cost me $1.87 to go back because I took the subway. I learned my lesson.  
 
Peacock:  Just so we are clear Mr. Dulin, do you want staff to provide you a comparison of what 
it costs, just looking for a cost plus a possible reason, or a compare contrast Washington to 
Charlotte? 
 
Dulin:  That would be interesting, but I don’t really know if staff thinks it is important to know 
why we charge what we charge.  We’ve got a whole industry here that is the private sector yet it 
is not the private sector because they can’t charge what they want to charge.   
 
Campbell:  I think the Committee will be seeing an action item on their March 28th Council 
Agenda asking for a report date for the full Council and the ordinance. We will try to do all our 
work within that timeframe.  I think the next step at this point would be taking the information 
that we’ve accumulated and begin to draft and amend the current ordinance and then start 
bringing you amended versions of suggested changes and staff recommendations.   
 
Cannon:  Is that a Council Workshop you are referring to? 
 
Campbell:  No, it is the next business meeting.  
 
Dulin: I would like to request some more assistance in helping me study this.  I’m not where I 
need to be on either side now.  If you don’t mind I would like to contact you and see when we 
can sit down and you can help me.   
 
Campbell:  We can do that.  
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Cannon:  Let me ask you for additional information also.  One, that you all look at anything that 
may deal with the need for technology to help the industry.  Second, on the age of vehicles, 
rolling stock on the federal level is about 6 years for depreciation.  I would imagine the same 
thing is true for the “black car” industry.  Right now we are at 10 years on the age limit before 
they are changed out.  I would like to have you look at for us to consider anywhere between 5 to 
6 years as the new age requirement for vehicles.  As the Committee and Council will recall, 
previous Councils, way back in 2003 and 2004, had reviewed the issue of age and we were to 
address the issue then to reduce the number from 10 years to whatever that number may have 
been.  Times have changed and a few other things have changed along the way.  With that said, 
those may or may not be the magic numbers for us to consider, but given where we are and given 
what the rolling stock is on average at the federal level, it would seem to me that we ought to 
find ourselves somewhere around that number.  We know that the numbers are different relative 
to another issue that we are dealing with, not on our table today, which has those years being 
around 3 years, which I think is entirely too short. In this case, I would like to see what we can 
do if you take a look at that and bring back a recommendation surrounding that.  
 
Peacock:  What does the Airport want?  What does the Airport Advisory Board want or are they 
allowed to have comments on this and do we even seek their input?  We are talking about to and 
from the Airport, the 35 million people that travel in and out of there. Do you have any 
experience that they have or their impression on our City when they get out and are taking a cab 
to or from somewhere? Do we have any initial reaction to that right now? 
 
Shah-Khan:  We don’t, but if you would like staff to contact the Airport or the Advisory 
Committee we are happy to do so.  Of course the Airport has an RFP for taxi services that is 
going to come back before the Council at some point in time.  Where the Airport has the ability, 
as long as it complies with the ordinance, they can also direct the companies to have different 
and perhaps more strict requirements.  That is something the Airport is already working on as 
part of that process, but we are happy to seek their input and incorporate any changes that you 
require.  
 
Cannon:  This is a more city-wide approach.  The Airport happens to fit right inside that pie. 
 
Dulin:  I tend to think that somewhere between 5 and 10 years will work.  I know the work you 
all did when I was a private citizen back in early 2000 and at the time I was thinking 7 years, but 
we need to get input on that and get a happy medium.  
 
Cannon:  Let me thank all of the stakeholders that attended for this session.  We need to keep this 
discussion going and still welcome your input.   Let’s move on to the next agenda item. 
 
II. Noise Ordinance  
 
Chairman Cannon thanked all who were attending the meeting and stated that Council has 
already received significant feedback by way of phone calls and e-mails where folks have come 
down on this issue and made some comments about it.  Typically, on the Committee level, we 
rarely allow public comment, however the Community Safety Committee felt it was important to 
hear input from you all as we move forward on revising the Noise Ordinance.  The Community 
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Safety Committee is asking you to bring forward any ideas that you might have as information 
for us to consider as we move forward with the discussions on the Noise Ordinance.  If you hear 
a point has already been made, you don’t have to feel obligated to make the same point.  If there 
is anything that you feel hasn’t been heard make sure you get back with us.  Each speaker will 
have two minutes to make his or her presentation.  There will be no sharing or transferring of 
time.   After we hear from you all, the Committee will have its level of discussion, we will get an 
overview from our City Attorney, who is represented here today, City Attorney Mac McCarley 
and Deputy City Attorney Bob Hagemann.  There are no decisions being made today.   
 
McCarley:  I would like to make one comment before the public comments starts.  My office has 
heard from everybody in the community who opposed the initial suggestion for the 400 feet 
spacing rule for bars and nightclubs provision.  We are convinced that they are right. I will tell 
you that our office and Mr. Campbell no longer support that as an appropriate way to do this. We 
figured out that swept in way too many establishments that were not a problem and we are trying 
to come up with a much more targeted approach that would basically be a chronic noise 
producing trigger.  So, if you are not causing anybody a problem, you are not on our radar.  If 
you are causing a problem, then we use the same kind of process we use with minimum housing 
or any other inspection process.  We go investigate, figure out what the problem is, see if we can 
reach some voluntary compliance and if not then start a plan of enforcement.  We are ready to 
bring you that proposal the next time you meet after hearing comments today.   
 
Cannon:  Let me commend you and staff for going back and coming up with some other 
alternatives that can be properly embraced as well as enforced.  For those of you here 
represented now, hearing that perspective and getting that lay of the land, you can sort of begin 
to shorten your comments, probably even shorter than two minutes.   
 
Kinsey:  A lot of the comments about the 400 feet have helped us to get to where we are now.  I 
appreciate that and I really appreciate what our Attorneys have done and I know what they have 
been doing.  Your constructive comments have helped very much and I appreciate them very 
much.  
 
Phil Rossi, Save Charlotte Music: I appreciate your time and I appreciate your concern and all 
the energy everyone has put into this effort, including the City Attorney’s Office.  I would also 
like to acknowledge all the time that people have put in since the meeting on February 16th.  I 
have put a lot of time and energy into this.  I live in Chantilly and frequent many entertainment 
districts and I didn’t know there was just one, but I go to Plaza/Midwood, Elizabeth, NoDa, 
South End, Uptown sometimes and also the Dilworth area.  I just want to give you guys a quick 
overview of what I submitted earlier today and now in a hard copy before you.  There has been a 
lot of really solid people who have volunteered a lot of time and energy and represent a vast 
constituency in this community from business owners, music supporters, people that provided 
clerical assistance, a vast array of demographics that make up the information that we have 
submitted.  What we are most concerned about we felt that the powers that be were missing a lot 
of what we see as obvious existing solutions in other markets that are similar to ours, for 
example, Raleigh, North Carolina and Austin, Texas. We were not interested in wasting our time 
in reinventing the wheel, but we did look at some of the solutions out there and thought we 
would bring those options to light. This could mean economic development for the City in terms 
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of potential permitting fees. 
 
Jared Yerg:  I’m not a business owner.  I’m not a musician. I’m here representing the bands. The 
people who don’t have a whole lot of financial stake in the whole thing, but they still need a 
voice to be heard.  I do a lot of activity in the community and have organized numerous charity 
works to raise money for cystic fibrosis, school programs, the Humane Society, and the dearest 
to my heart, domestic violence here in Charlotte.  The one thing that we’ve always been able to 
rely upon is having the music community donate their time for indoor and outdoor events.  
Personally, I have been involved in raising over $150,000 for domestic violence for the last four 
years here in Charlotte and the music community has always embraced us.  It is one of those 
things with the ordinance passing as it were, we wouldn’t be able to survive and it would affect a 
lot of philanthropic events here in Charlotte. It is also one of those things that the music creates a 
relationship and it fosters young musicians who are coming up in the City. A young musician 
needs to start just sitting somewhere with an amp and a guitar and being able to tell his story.  
This ordinance would squash that dream that person might have.  We have to come to a general 
understanding.  Time is the easiest way to do this.  Now 400 feet restriction is not necessarily a 
good measuring stick.  Where is the decibel level, because most of the places you go in Charlotte 
they see the current ordinance decibel level, as it stands, is just general traffic.  Since we’ve all 
realized what it takes, like when Mom pointed at the clock and said it is time for bed, we know 
when to shut the lights off.   
 
Phil Black, School of Rock:  I’m the Music Director for the School of Rock here in Charlotte, 
North Carolina and would really like to tie into where Jared was going with this.  What we 
would like to do is have the ability to have these kids have a place to play. Outdoor’s is the 
primary venue for these children to play and we have our 15 kids, ages 10 to 17, that have played 
at NoDa, SouthPark and have done different festivals to raise money for Cystic Fibrosis.  We’ve 
worked for Rock and Procure, we’re doing stuff for cancer cure and this is vital to what we do, 
vital for the music scene to continue to grow in the City.   
 
Wes Johnson: I’m a member of the Directors Guild of America.  I live off Central Avenue and 
my family has 75 years of history making music for the people in Charlotte.  My father is a 
member of the Johnson Family singers.  If you go down to the Museum of the New South you 
can press a button and hear their music.  Making music in this town is what we are all about. 
Back when Charlotte was a quiet town and the Johnson’s sang on front porches, I don’t think my 
grandfather would have anticipated that I would have a band called Hardcore Lounge. We play 
mostly in nightclubs, but during the ten years that my band has played in Charlotte, we’ve played 
outdoors four times.  Two of those were for charity fundraisers for Hospice. That was over in 
Plaza/Midwood and I’m sure that was permitted, but one was in someone’s back yard and 
another time was behind the Common Market.  I expect those venues went through extensive 
permitting process, but pained if they had to.  I enjoy going to the gallery crawls and some of the 
more spontaneous events in town that would not exist if they had to go through a painful 
permitting process.  When you hear music, some people might consider it noise, more often than 
not; it’s the sound of jobs.  This is economic progress.  Now, some people are not good 
neighbors and some people are chronic complainers.  If you moved into City proper, it is a loud 
City. Sorry.  If you lived here before it got to be really loud, I’m sorry too, but you can’t stifle 
creativity. You can’t stop the music. The City government had a bad reputation for years after 
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their foray into trying to stifle creativity with Angels in America.  Well, we just about got over 
that and look at what’s been done.  This is all over the state and everybody knows about it.  I 
think we need to do some work to make up for the negative reputation you’ve given our City.  
 
Kevin Marcuse: I own Kennedy’s in the Elizabeth neighborhood.   My patio is the focal point of 
my business.  We’ve been open for five months and we’ve never had one single noise complaint. 
We’ve been in talks with some Council members and the City Attorney’s office for a solution.  
We should replicate what other cities are doing.  I have no issue with making bars/restaurants, 
close to neighborhoods apply for an amplified sound permit.  It’s a revenue generator for the 
City.  Enforce the people not complying with the current standards and punish them.  People that 
are good neighbors should continue to be able to operate.  
 
Frank Caldwell, Elizabeth Neighborhood:  I am Frank Caldwell, I’m 88 years old and I live in 
close proximity to the people who are talking this way.  Two weeks ago we had dueling banjos.  
One side of the street there was a band playing and on the other side of the street, within 40 to 50 
feet of each other there was another band playing.  As a former prisoner of war, every time I 
climbed in my airplane, I had a 25% chance of going to the target and back.  I fought for the 
right to have peace and quiet.  I don’t have that.  I have hearing aids.  It does not distinguish 
between sounds. When they pump up the music to the highest level it is punishment to me.  My 
wife hears good, but she has to plug her ears because she thinks the music is too loud.  I propose 
a remedy.  I’ve gone through the ordinance.  At the end it says, “except a permit issued by the 
Charlotte Mecklenburg Police.”  If you really want to fix this problem, you will fix the permit 
problem associated with  these permits.  We are not trying to outlaw musicians. We want a limit 
on the time that they can play and establish on the permit how many hours they can play, how 
many have been played already, and post that on the internet so it is available to all the citizens.  
What happens is the police come to my house when the bands are playing and they don’t have 
any way whatsoever to determine how many hours they’ve been playing. If you care to, I will sit 
down with you and try to come to some resolution about these permits.  
 
Cannon:  Thank you, Mr. Caldwell, and we also thank you for your level of service to each and 
every one of us. Thank you for your comments.  
 
Graham Smith: I was in the original production of Angels in America, but today I come as a 
homeowner.  I would like to echo the negative impact the music has on my home as you did and 
also speak specifically to the notion that I’ve heard bantered about a bit, and that is what works 
in Elizabeth doesn’t work in NoDa.  In both, you have essentially one business that is predicated 
on outdoor music that blasts into the neighborhood.  In both, you have homeowners that live 
close by who are in agreement that they are negatively impacted and want it restricted.  In both, 
you have a majority of homeowners that are actually unaffected.  The difference is only that the 
unaffected majority in Elizabeth for some reason disapproves of the noise and the unaffected 
majority in NoDa for some equally obvious reason approves of it.  I dare say that all of my NoDa 
neighbors would feel differently about the noise if the local churches that are throughout our 
neighborhood took their indoor services outside and broadcast them into the neighborhood on 
Sunday morning and then continued blasting their services into the neighborhood all afternoon 
and into the evening and then the churches decided to do it again on Monday, again on Tuesday 
and then on Wednesday, when they provide the Wednesday night choir practice.  I dare say that 







 


Community Safety Committee 
Meeting Summary for March 21, 2011 
Page 9 of 17  
 
 
my NoDa neighbors who live close to the churches would feel the same as I do about the open 
air concerts at Salvador Deli.  I think the problem in Elizabeth is the same as the problem in 
NoDa.  
 
Lynda Watson:  I’m affected by the music at N.C. Music Factory.  I have called the Police on 
several occasions.  I get up at 4:30 a.m. and when I hear a concert that I chose not to go to I’m 
highly offended.  I saw on the back of their shirts that music is not a crime, and they are 
absolutely right, it is not a crime and I love music and I love to play my music, but when I play 
my music and it affects my neighbors, then I have a responsibility to stop it.  I also feel that there 
are children in that neighborhood and when concerts go on, and the last concert went on until 
11:45 p.m.  I called the Police at 10:00 p.m. and it took them that long to get them to stop.  I 
stood on my porch with my cell phone talking to the operator and she asked me if I could turn 
my music down.  I said ma’am that is not my music.  I have knocked on my neighbor’s door 
ready to chew him a new one when it was N.C. Music Factory.  This is not right.  This is a shame 
and I’ve heard them say, yes, young musicians need to be able to practice their craft, but two-
year olds also need to be able to sleep.  Children also need to be able to do their homework and 
go to bed at a decent hour.  I work at a hospital and I cannot afford to go to work without any 
sleep.  This needs to stop and I hope you are ready, because, fight on!   
 
Merlwin Foard: We are all North Carolineans at this moment living in North Carolina. Here is to 
the land of the long leaf pine, the summer land where the sun does shine, where the weak grow 
strong and the strong grow great,  Here’s to the down home in the Old North State.  In our motto 
“esse quam videri”, that means to be rather than to seem. Where the rubber meets the road starts 
with the Constitution of the United States of America where it says to insure the domestic 
tranquility.  Now translate that from the Hebrew to the Latin and see what it says.  It says don’t 
tread on me, my neighbor.  I don’t tread on my neighbor and he should not tread on me.  I’m a 
musician.  I have 50 years experience directing a choir.  I was the leading base/baritone of the 
Charlotte Opera Association.  It is absolutely ludicrous that we cannot find a solution so we are 
all friends.  I love music – all the way from Blue Grass right on to Opera. We must come to an 
understanding that we are one together, musicians and citizens.   
 
Tom Wicker: I appreciate you hearing both sides of this issue.  We welcome both sides of this 
conversation.  My name is Tom Wicker and I currently own Whiskey Warehouse, Braswell’s 
and Club Lux.  My mother had a favorite saying, “the road to hell is paved with good 
intensions.” I believe this falls under that.  Every time I read this ordinance that pops in my head.  
I think the intention here is very good.  I understand the neighbor’s complaints and the last 
gentlemen had a good point.  There has got to be common ground we can reach on this.  I have 
one bone to pick with Mac McCarley.  By reconsidering this thing, you’ve killed about half my 
speech.  I’ve had 36 bars and restaurants over the past 4 years and 25 of them had outdoor patios 
and I’ve never had complaints on that.  I think it is how you run the outdoor patio, when you run 
it and when you have the common sense and the decency to cut off your music and I think that 
needs to come into consideration.  This proposed ordinance is far reaching and dangerous at best.  
I thank you all for recognizing this and let’s get together and get a better angle on this thing.  I 
was stupid enough in the last two years to open four new restaurants and I now employ 300 
people.  There are three points I need to make.  Number one is jobs.  I’ve employed 300 people 
in the last two years that weren’t working or were working somewhere else.  Our industry 
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applies to 500 places that are affected by this and I only want to multiply that with employees. 
The number two thing I wanted to emphasize is jobs and the final thing is jobs.  
 
Brian Cullinan: I had a prepared speech, but I feel that in light of the remarks we just heard from 
Mr. Caldwell, it pains me to hear that he can’t get a decent night’s sleep.  My uncle was a 
prisoner of war and after hearing his stories I can only imagine what you went through and I 
think that speaks for all of us, just ad hoc for a moment, none of us want to see you pained in that 
way. So, I think that some type of reasonable compromise is desirous.  Next, I speak on behalf of 
Shuffle Magazine.  I’m the publisher and owner of Shuffle Magazine, a local regional music 
magazine that is based here in Charlotte.  Most of the other points I had to make have been 
made.  The growth of other businesses here in Charlotte, in terms of those that are outside the 
financial industry, is what’s at stake here.  The magazine attracts a lot of growth businesses.  The 
guy on the cover is from Groupon.  If you read the articles you will see that most of the guys that 
they cover has mostly founded these companies and are music fans.  I would ask if we are setting 
forth the environment necessary conducive to attract these folks here.  Folks like myself who 
moved from New York, three years ago, because I thought this was a great actuary from which I 
could build my business.  I believe the current writing of the ordinance that is going to be 
scrapped; the N.C. Music Factory and EpiCentre were given a “pass,” so to speak.  I think we 
would wind up being on the same side.  
 
Debra Yeatts:  I actually came today not prepared to say very much, but felt this is an 
opportunity to make you aware of how vast and widespread this problem is. I live in the 
Ballantyne area and eleven months ago a neighborhood mission church by the name of Life 
Christ United Methodist Church built their building that abuts my property. Their sanctuary is 
within 50 feet of my door and I can tell you there is no peace in my home.  On Sunday mornings 
from 8:00 a.m. until 12:30 p.m., my house vibrates and my windows shake because of their 
worship service in their sanctuary.  If anyone practices on the keyboard, I hear it.  On Thursday 
nights their praise band practices in their sanctuary until 9:00 p.m.  I have appealed to the Pastor 
and the Chairman of the Trustees for 11 months to please bring this into compliance. The church 
themselves somehow got a decibel meter that appears to be like the ones the City has and they 
read the decibels at my front door and it was at 98.  I don’t know if this problem needs to go 
back to zoning.  I don’t know if this is the proper platform to speak, but I felt today that there is a 
spirit and camaraderie in this room and I feel that people are listening to other people. We are 
called to a standard to treat each other as we would like to be treated and that is what I’m asking 
for. I do appreciate very much your attentiveness and the availability of this platform.  
 
Robert Fitzpatrick: I want to thank this Committee for taking up this issue.  I’m with a 
neighborhood group called Friends of Freedom Park and we’ve been working on this for almost 
six years, seeking some relief from the problems that brought us here.  I want to focus on just 
three words.  One is pollution, second is complaints and the third is fairness.  On the question of 
the fairness issue, I want to point out that this idea of targeting it can also be quite unfair.  As I 
understand it, the ordinance would only affect private businesses, but marketing, advertising, and 
business involving amplified sound has moved increasingly to public land.  We see businesses 
are going to be restricted, but the County is often the sponsor of events, also a recipient of fees is 
not affected.  In Freedom Park in 2008, we had 163 hours of amplified sound, most of it on 
weekends, much of it in the evenings during time when people would like to use their lawns.  
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The ordinance leaves out public parks, as I understand it.  However, we have exactly the same 
events going on; commercial events, public fundraising events, and marketing events for profit.  
The second thing about complaints, I think somebody made the statement beautifully, if you are 
directly affected you complain, if you are a block away you don’t care. I hope the Committee 
will not just look at this only from the point of view of who is complaining and who is not, but 
the larger issue.  Finally, pollution in this case is regional, it is localized, it is the same as air, 
water and land pollution and it does negatively affect the City.  As we always hear, pollution is 
always defended on the basis that it makes money.  It does and I hope you can look beyond that 
and see the larger quality of life issue here.  
 
Peacock:  Mr. Fitzpatrick, I’m reading your comments that were put in front of me and your last 
sentence says, “we residents, who live near parks are being forced to go to court against our own 
government in order to live in the City with equal rights and equal protection.”  You are talking 
about parks and you live near Freedom Park.  What are your suggestions? 
 
Fitzpatrick:  Actually, I just moved a few blocks away, but my family has been there since 1946. 
It is not an entertainment district by the way.  It is a complete residential area, all around the 
park. The solution we asked for was that the ordinance be enforced.  Twenty hours per year or 
some number, but 164 hours and then the County Attorney told us, “sorry we can’t put any limit 
on amplified sound in a public park because of the rights of free speech.”  These are 
commercials, auctions, fundraisers, religious events that are proselytizing.  This is about money.  
 
Cannon: Mr. Attorney, would you give us an opinion on this feedback?  Not right now.  
 
Isaac Sturgill:  I am Isaac Sturgill from the Charlotte School of Law and the Civil Rights Clinic 
and we’ve made some independent investigations into the provisions of the proposed amendment 
to the ordinance.  We have some concerns about the constitutional implications of some of these 
amendments.  I would like to briefly give you an overview of one of those amendments, 
specifically amendment in section 15-63 (D), which is the provision that prohibits live music that 
is audible within any residential zoning area except by permit without any restriction as to time, 
decibel levels of volume or location. We have been looking at a case in Fourth Circuit Court of 
Appeals, Jim Crockett Promotions, Inc. versus the City of Charlotte, which is a case from 1983 
in which the constitutionality of Charlotte’s Noise Ordinance was challenged.  The court found 
that a city can restrict the right of free speech, but constitutionality of due process considerations 
require that there be enough objective standards in such legislation to put people on notice of 
what action would in fact violate the law.  The court also found that Charlotte’s Ordinance was 
constitutional in large part because it included several objective standards such as volume, 
distance and time.  Our concern with this section of the ordinance that it simply prohibits any 
music that is audible without actually defining what that term audible is.  Audible can mean one 
thing to one person and one thing to another. We respectfully wish to make the observation that 
without more objective standards to define what audible means in that provision that there could 
be some constitutionally conditions that might need to be addressed. 
 
Sid Smith, Director of the Charlotte Area Hotel Association:  I’m not here to talk about the 
residential part of this because hotels are not in residential areas nor are we residents as guest.  
Sleep and rest is a large part of the component business that we operate and sell to our 
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customers.  Amplified noise is our biggest issue and it is not necessarily music.  It can be 
speeches, presentations, festivals, etc., that may or may not even have music involved with it, 
though music can be amplified too.  We have worked with Mac and his staff on this issue and 
will continue to do so.  Our biggest problem has mostly been in the Center City where there has 
been the density of a lot of hotels and other venues in one place.  That does not mean that there 
are not going to be noise issues in the outlining areas like SouthPark, Ballantyne, University and 
as we do so festivals and activities out there grow over time and they become more density built-
up so we think it is an issue.  Our Center City Hotels  tell me two things.  On given days or 
nights or weekends they are refunding $4,000, $5,000 and $6,000 a night to hotel guests who 
cannot rest or get sleep.  That is a big problem for us and it is not necessarily that we are mad at 
our neighbors.  Our neighbors actually have been quite cooperative.  Many of the Center City 
Hotels told me that if they have a noise issue with one of their neighbors, they get together, talk 
about it and nine out of ten times they were most cooperative, helpful and work with us every 
time.  It is like everything else in life, it is that 10%.  One of the things that attract us is that 
chronic noise producer  provision, we think you are on to something, but as with everything, the 
devil is in the details and it is what is going to define the chronic abuser. If it is one complaint, it 
is too many and if it is 30 that is letting them get away with too much.  I think the devil is in the 
details.  When do you finally get mitigation with that chronic producer? 
 
Cannon:  I think those are the issues that the Committee will be cracking down on in terms of 
looking at the time issue, looking at the amount of fine, the enforcement as well as some of the 
issues that were raised by Mr. Smith. 
 
Peacock:  I know in our previous Committee meeting we have talked about that chronic noise 
offender.  Mr. McCarley, would you explain that paragraph that you all contemplated in the draft 
and what its purpose and intent was. 
 
Hagemann: The concept is, rather than trying to draft a set of hard set rules for situations that we 
really can’t anticipate, we proposed a mechanism whereby when CMPD determines, based on a 
variety of factors, that a particular establishment, industrial, commercial or other, is bothering its 
neighbors in a way that the problem is chronic, they would label them as a chronic noise 
producer.  That would trigger a referral to Neighborhood and Business Services, who would visit 
the business and the affected neighbors, assess the situation and working with the business 
cooperating to craft a unique solution for the specific problem identified.  The solution could be 
a combination of limiting hours of operation, changing how the establishment operates; it could 
involve structural changes, including sound baffling.  If the business participated in cooperation 
with the Neighborhood and Business Services, developing a plan and then following the plan, 
they would be entitled to a bit of safe harbor against enforcement.  It’s not a complete safe 
harbor, but some preference in any subsequent enforcement decision.   
 
Peacock:  What is the current definition of a chronic noise abuser?  And, the second part would 
be how do you get out of being chronic noise abuser? 
 
Cannon:  Let’s save that for the end.     
 
Chris Sekerak:  I have an old time string band that plays at the Philosopher’s Stone on 
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Wednesday night and I am thankful to the Philosopher’s Stone for allowing us to bring our art. I 
believe we are the only old time string band playing at a venue such as this in Charlotte.  Our 
music is so sweet and so happy, but you cannot hear it because the traffic is so high.  Those air 
brakes on the buses, the 700 decibel Harley Davidson’s constantly drown out such that the 
customer can be ten feet away and cannot even hear us.  We’ve invested in a sound system and 
we would like to use it.  That promotes our art and it promotes also the two students in my band 
who rely on the wedding gigs, the pig pickings, etc. we get from the customers who come forth 
and say, “I’d like to hire you folks.”  I hope I can play for each and every one of you sometime at 
a wedding or pig picking.  Please, Council members, Charlotte is on the brink of actually being 
labeled a vibrant town.  I hope you will let that happen.  
 
Rob Nixon:  You guys took the bite out of our fight.  We will continue to respect our neighbors 
and the City.   
 
Charlie Schmidt: Like my colleague, I’m also a student at the Charlotte School of Law. As he 
said before, we have been doing some independent objective research in noise ordinances and he 
spoke to the vagueness of the term audible.  I want to particularly speak to the permit process 
itself.  We did some research on it and what other ordinances held and also what the courts have 
sort of looked into.  A couple areas of concern are under the provision of the permit there is part 
that leaves determination up to the Police Department and City Officials as to how to calculate 
the number of hours and allows them the discretion that courts have cautioned against leaving 
that discretion open, without having particular descriptions as to what that discretion is. In other 
words, spelling it out and being very leery of allowing Police or City Officials discretion in 
giving and allowing permits to be given out.  Also, content neutrality is very important in the 
City’s Noise Ordinance.  Time, place and manner is very important when you are dealing with 
noise ordinances.  Cut off time at night and decibel levels is important.  With the permit process 
that specifically target businesses, we feel there might be a problem there just because of the fact 
that the focus on the proposed amendments is simply targeting businesses.  There is certainly a 
caution there when you single out one area as not being content neutral.   
 
Eric Hoenes:  I’m not here representing anybody but myself.  I am a new resident of NoDa 
neighborhood and part of what breathes that neighborhood is the really vibrant public life and 
culture that exists there.  My quality of life has really improved by the public art in that 
neighborhood, by being able to see the paintings and murals on the street and being able to hear 
everything; whether it is a rock-n-roll band or a high school jazz group playing.  These are the 
kinds of things that make me happy to be a resident of Charlotte and make me happy to be a 
resident of this neighborhood.  I feel that improves the quality of life and so I would ask the 
Committee to really think about how the public arts make this a better City for all of us.  
 
 
Melanie Sizemore: I’m an Elizabeth resident and I am not directly affected by the music because 
I’m many blocks away, but it is important for those who are directly affected.  I just wanted to 
come in and echo what I’ve heard from their complaint.  Also, Mac McCarley came and gave a 
presentation last week. We don’t want a 400 foot prohibition.  We think his idea is a workable 
idea and Kennedy’s has been great.  They are a great neighbor and we want to support our good 
neighbors and all work together.  
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Kenton Childers: I represent myself.  Thank you for this opportunity to share opinions at this 
meeting.  Recently at the Neighborhood Theatre we had a meeting and the response that I 
received was that a repetitive complaint clause be considered.  I noticed that in Item 5 
description of the proposed changes you are echoing that same sentiment, so thank you.  
Obviously, this one size fits all ordinance would be difficult to enforce given the diverse 
neighborhoods and venues of our city.  I ask you to consider this carefully, please put an 
emphasis on the current ordinance and implementing a repetitive complaint clause/chronic noise 
producer feature to it.  Easily enforceable regulations carry with it a localized approach aspect.  
Currently, Item 5 of the proposed changes has the necessary foundation for this, but with some 
additional structure I’m quite confident that impact would be the heart of this change.  To expand 
let’s consider what has been shared recently as it applies to this option.  I’ve heard reports that 
one establishment has between 60 and 100 complaints over the past year or so, regardless of the 
accuracy of that, this would represent what I call a repetitive and/or chronic noise producer.  The 
enforcement, citations and fines or rather the lack there of is what is an issue here.   
 
Cannon:  That was our last speaker.  Thank you to everyone. I saw the attorneys making some 
notes and some things they may need to take back with them to help us with this process.  We 
want to thank each and every one of you for being here today and taking time to come and speak 
to us today.   
 
Peacock: What is the definition, currently, of the chronic noise producer? 
 
Hagemann:  In the ordinance, it can be determined by CMPD, based upon multiple citizen 
complaints, that has been determined by CMPD to be valid and legitimate. Based on that, CMPD 
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.  I will add to that, given the thinking that the conversations we have been having over 
the last week or so, and the process of getting community input, we have already identified the 
need to provide some additional criteria that can be used by City staff to make that kind of 
determination. If the Committee does charge us to go work in that direction, we anticipate 
coming back to you with something much more flushed out to be used by City staff in making 
that determination.   
 
Peacock: Mr. Childers’ comments before, he called it a competitive complaint clause.  Is that a 
synonym for what you are talking about.  We are talking about a chronic noise offender, is that 
the same thing? 
 
Hagemann: That would be part of it.  We need to think through and protect against somebody 
who might have it in for a business where there is really not a problem, and triggering this by 
making competitive complaints.  We are thinking there will have to be some validity attached to 
the complaint or some verification that the problem is real.  
 
Peacock:  Can you explain also the relationship between Neighborhood and Business Services 
and how that is occurring right now because I know they are actively engaged.  Does this also 
involve Code Enforcement? 
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Hagemann:  We are in conversations with Pat Mumford in Neighborhood and Business Services 
and his team, including Walter Abernathy in Code Enforcement.  They are participating in the 
conversations that we are having at staff level to figure how we want to write the rules and we 
are getting their input and thoughts on how they would administer the rules.  Yes, it is the Code 
Enforcement team that has a lot of experience in going into neighborhoods and working with 
businesses to find a suitable compromise and solution for a problem.  
 
Peacock:  In regards to Mr. Rossi’s position paper on page 1 of 22, he states preferential or 
special treatment, if the noise ordinance is going to be designed and applied as a city-wide 
ordinance; then there should not currently exist four exceptions to the rule, specifically Uptown 
Charlotte, the Symphony Park at South Park, Road Runner Amphitheatre, and Verizon Wireless 
Amphitheatre.  Then, we heard from the resident who was talking about N.C. Music Factory.  
Can you tell us why we have those special preferential treatments?  If I recall early on in this 
process, I think you specifically engaged those venues.  Is that correct? 
 
McCarley:  We did and I would disagree with the characterization of them as an exception.  In 
fact, they are singled out for an elaborate permit tailored just to their locations. We’ve run that 
through with the folks who run those venues and we believe that they will be supportive of a 
reasonable permit process that allows them to be in business, but requires them to be a good 
neighbor.  
 
Peacock:  The N.C. Music Factory, are they also in this? 
 
McCarley:  That is the generic description of the complex Road Runner Amphitheatre site within 
the N.C. Music Factory.   
 
Dulin:  I’ve been on Council for five years now and this is the first time we’ve had input like this 
at the Committee level.  These committees are open to the public and the public is more than 
welcome to come, but input is very rare.  I would like to thank the Chair for opening this up 
today.  It has been great feedback on both sides.  It has been civil and helpful and appreciated.  I 
just wanted to say publicly, thank you guys and it doesn’t move fast because it is the 
government.   
 
McCarley:  Would the Committee be alright with the staff drafting up a more detailed provision 
on a different approach to bars and nightclubs in neighborhoods and bring that back to you at the 
next meeting? 
 
Cannon:  We would most certainly appreciate that as a charge of this Committee.  Is that okay 
with the Committee? 
 
Dulin:  Can you dial that in for me a little bit please? 
 
McCarley:  We would draft new language to go in the proposal. We would put in a different 
provision for chronic problems at bars and restaurants in neighborhoods.  With the Committee’s 
permission, we will go ahead and post that on the website so you could have comments back 
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from it also.  
 
Cannon:  I think it is a good thing for us to see and to react to, not saying that we are going to go 
in that direction, but something for us to look at and react to accordingly.  
 
Kinsey:  Make sure if it is put on the website that is says DRAFT. Too many will assume that is 
what we are going to adopt.  
 
Cannon:  We will probably end up coming back with some other amendments. 
 
Dulin:  Will this be posted on our website?  
 
Keith Richardson:  We will put it on the homepage of charlottenc.gov.  It will be at the bottom of 
the page in the Charlotte Newsroom. We will post it there once it is made available to us.   
 
McCarley:  We hope to have it done within a week to 10 days.   
 
Peacock:  When you all report back to us, could you touch on defining audible and the permit 
process?  I’m sure you were taking notes on that when the students spoke about it.  Also, I would 
like to know a little more about the number of hours and how we measure currently. I think we 
had someone from the Police Department here at the last meeting that was talking about that.  
The number of hours that are allocated. 
 
Cannon:  Mr. McCarley and Mr. Hagemann, one of the things that I hope does not escape us, and 
it was mentioned by a few of the speakers, but the issue regarding citation and fines.  If someone 
is found to be negligent it needs to be a hefty fine and here is why.  In one night of an event, 
people will laugh at those fines because they will be able to pay them off if they are small and 
minute.  But those entities that continue to ignore what is currently on the books, as we continue 
to look for alternative ways to deal with the issue, we need to find a way to make sure that they 
are cited beyond these fines because right now the current ordinance is being laughed at up and 
down and it should not be tolerated.  ABC went and changed their rules in how they deal with 
some establishments that continued to ignore some of the things they have in the ordinance and 
they have now taken it to the extent suspending their liquor license for a weekend or whatever it 
might be.  I’m not suggesting that we go that route, they already have that in place, but we have 
to find a hefty enough fine to be noticed.  I don’t mean $250. I don’t mean $500.  I don’t even 
mean $1,000.  It has to be a significant fine that people know that the City means business.   
 
Dulin:  Clearly that is something that we will have interior debate on.  I’ve got a different 
opinion and that is what the process is for.   
 
Peacock:  I keep reading Mr. Rossi’s document, which is well written.  When you come back 
talking about the permits, I hope you will read what they are talking about as it relates to Raleigh 
and their annual sound permits.  Maybe you can compare how they do it and how we do it.  Also, 
we did have the incident that occurred this week at Jackalope Jack’s, which quickly went wild on 
the internet and a lot of people got bashed and misunderstood and I would just like to hear from 
Neighborhood and Business Services, as it relates to the chronic noise abuser and how we are 
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going about planning to address that type of problem.  I think hearing from Code Enforcement 
and from Neighborhood and Business Services shows that this City is not only responsive, the 
City is collaborative and we are trying to work toward a solution.    
 
Cannon:  In the end, I hope this will be a win/win situation for both the residents and businesses.  
We will work toward that end. 
 
Campbell:  Our next meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, April 20th, at noon in Room 280.  We 
will take the feedback and comments we heard today and the noise team will get together and 
officially have something for you.  
 
Cannon:  We will not have another public hearing per se. 
 
Campbell:  No, it will be the regular committee meeting. 
 
Dulin:  This subject will be on our docket that day.  I would like to do some long-range planning 
and make sure we’ve got this room available if we need it. Room 280 would not fit this crowd.  
 
Cannon:  Before we adjourn, there is one other item regarding the Domestic Violence Advisory 
Board.   
 
Campbell:  The Domestic Violence Advisory Board has made its report to the Community Safety 
Committee and they have also requested an opportunity to speak to Council.  I just wanted to 
make sure that the Committee is comfortable with them coming before the full Council to deliver 
their annual report.   
 
Motion was made by Council member Peacock, seconded by Council member Dulin, and carried 
unanimously to allow the Domestic Violence Advisory Board to come before the full Council to 
deliver their annual report.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m. 
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I. PVH Ordinance 
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Passenger Vehicle For Hire Update


Eric Campbell, City Manager’s Office
Major Douglas Gallant, CMPD


S. Mujeeb Shah-Khan, City Attorney’s Office


March 21, 2011


Community Safety Committee 
Review


• The Committee reviewed the Passenger Vehicle 
for Hire Ordinance at its September 16, 2010 and 
November 18, 2010, and January 19, 2011 
meetings.


• Committee provided initial direction on stating 
that no changes should be made to driver and 
vehicle permit system, requesting that staff meet 
with representatives of the “Black Car” industry, 
as well as report back to the Committee on 
medallion usage in cities similar to Charlotte.







3/18/2011


2


What the parties say


• Staff has met with taxi drivers, taxicab owners, 
owners of “black car” companies, and the 
Passenger Vehicle for Hire Board to receive input 
on what changes they contend are needed in the 
Passenger Vehicle for Hire Ordinance.


• The Committee has received input from all but 
the Passenger Vehicle for Hire Board at prior 
meetings.


• The following slides summarize input received.


Taxi Drivers’ Position


• Drivers wanted to replace the current driver’s and vehicle 
operator’s permit with a Medallion system (the system 
would be different from New York’s and Chicago’s  to would be different from New York s and Chicago s, to 
remedy perceived problems in those systems), and allow 
drivers to become independent operators .
– The drivers have provided an updated proposal for an Independent 


Driver’s Permit, which is similar to a medallion.


• Weekly franchise fees paid by drivers to companies are too 
high (range from $0 to $540 per week).


• Drivers feel that they are being “abused” by the taxi Drivers feel that they are being abused  by the taxi 
companies.


• “Black Cars” are getting opportunities to transport hotel 
guests while taxis are prevented from picking up at hotels.


• PVH Ordinance needs to be overhauled – current version 
ignores their rights.
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Taxi Company Owners’ Issues 
and Contentions


• The PVH Ordinance needs to be tweaked, not 
overhauled.


• “Black Cars” are harming the taxi industry (fees 
charged by Black Cars are unregulated by the 
City and the PVH Board).


• Medallions are unnecessary. 
• Taxis must be able to stage at area hotels.
• It’s too easy to become a taxicab company• It s too easy to become a taxicab company.
• PVH fees are too high.
• Vehicle age limits should be reviewed.


Black Car Companies’ 
Contentions


• Taxis have free reign over the City and can cruise for fares 
– black cars cannot.
H t l  d  t f  b i• Hotels do not refuse cab service.


• The black cars need downtown parking for staging.
• Black Car rates need to continue to be set by the 


companies, and not by the PVH Manager or anyone else.
• City penalties and fines need to be stronger against 


violators to help their industry.
• PVH Manager should have authority to approve temporary g y pp p y


use of out-of-town black cars to handle large events 
(conventions, etc.).  Right now, authority exists only with 
City Manager.


• Age limit needs to be changed for vehicles carrying 9-15 
passengers – current 10 year age limit applies.
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Passenger Vehicle for Hire Board 
Input


• The Passenger Vehicle for Hire Board (“PVH Board”) 
was asked at its January 4, 2011 meeting to provide 
i  f  hi  C iinput for this Committee.


• The PVH Board created two committees to consider 
the issues and report back to the full Board.


• On February 1, 2011, the PVH Board approved 
recommendations to this Committee.  


• The recommendations letter from the PVH Board was 
provided to the Committee membersprovided to the Committee members.


Passenger Vehicle for Hire Board 
Input Summary


• Clarification of "operation" to avoid "not in service" claims 
(would allow drivers to use vehicles for personal purposes).
E i ti  f th  i  f th  ffili ti  l ti hi  • Examination of the economics of the affiliation relationship 
between taxicab drivers and taxi companies, and the 
prospect of not requiring drivers to be affiliated with 
companies.


• Clarification of "pre-arrangement" to prevent permitting 
issues and "cruising" issues among the black car industry -
if a vehicle operates in Charlotte, it needs to be permitted 
in Charlottein Charlotte.


• Consideration of more stringent penalties for unaffiliated, 
unpermitted "one-car” operators (not registered with PVH 
or affiliated with companies).
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Passenger Vehicle for Hire Board 
Input Summary


• Consideration of elimination of "one-car" limousine 
operators (or other fleet minimum)
All i  th  PVH B d th it  t  t bli h i i  t i  • Allowing the PVH Board authority to establish minimum trip 
rates for limousine industry


• Consideration of more stringent penalties to taxicab 
company owners whose drivers receive citations (e.g., 
lower the aggregate thresholds in 22-33(3)(g) and raise 
the fine for a violation of 22-62(h) from $50 to $200)


• Increasing the actual availability of accessible vehicles
• Encouraging use of "green" vehicles


Anything in common?


• Between the various groups who provided input, nothing in 
common appears to exist between the input provided by 
each groupeach group.
– Age of vehicles was mentioned by two groups, but not all 


four.


• Without any areas in common between all of the groups, 
Staff makes the following suggestions for the Committee’s 
consideration as a starting point for discussion purposes.


• Of course, Staff will explore other issues at the 
Committee’s requestCommittee s request.
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Possible areas of discussion


• Ability of drivers to obtain driver’s permit without 
affiliation.
A  f hi l• Age of vehicles.


• Clarify “prearrangement” so that limousines/black cars are 
unable to cruise, or accept trips without reservations.


• Clarify when a vehicle is in “operation” to prevent 
confusion with operation of vehicle for personal purposes


• Increase availability of accessible vehicles for the disabled.
• Allowing the PVH Board authority to establish minimum trip g y p


rates for limousine industry.


Committee Follow Up


• At the January 19, 2011 meeting, Mayor Pro Tem 
Cannon asked staff to provide information on the 


b  f i b  Wil i  i   number of taxicabs Wilmington permits.  
– Wilmington (by statute) licenses 155 taxicabs.


• A question was also raised about Phoenix’s system of 
regulating taxicabs.  As a clarification, Phoenix does 
not regulate cabs except for at Sky Harbor 
International Airport (Phoenix’s main passenger International Airport (Phoenix s main passenger 
airport).
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Committee Follow Up (continued)


• Mayor Pro Tem Cannon also asked for an opinion from 
the City Attorney’s Office on whether or not he had a 


fli  f i   hi  i  d   hi  Ci  C il conflict of interest on this issue due to his City Council 
service and membership on the Hospitality and 
Tourism Alliance’s Board.  The City Attorney’s Office 
opined that he did not (the opinion was sent to all 
members of this Committee). 


• Additionally  CMPD has performed an internal review • Additionally, CMPD has performed an internal review 
of Chapter 22 and will be bringing forward 
administrative changes to the ordinance. 


QUESTIONS?
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 


Purpose of the Domestic Violence Advisory Board 
 


In 1992, Charlotte-Mecklenburg County formed a citizen advisory commission 
entitled, Domestic Violence Advisory Board (DVAB), with members appointed by the 
Mayor, the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC), and the City Council to address the 
systemic problems associated with domestic violence. This body is charged to review and 
evaluate Mecklenburg County and Charlotte domestic violence services and make 
appropriate recommendations to the BOCC and Charlotte City Council on the need for 
additional services to victims of domestic violence. The DVAB also provides vigorous 
advocacy and works to increase public awareness of domestic violence within the 
community.   
Recommendations 
 
VI. Recommendations 
 


1. Continue to identify Domestic Violence (DV) as a priority health and safety 
issue as reflected on the Mecklenburg County Community & Corporate 
Scorecard and maintaining a data warehouse for domestic violence 


 
2. Continue funding hotel shelter when United Family Services (UFS) shelter 


is full and families are in imminent danger ( a Collaboration of 
Community Support Services – Women’s Commission and United Family 
Services). 


 
3. Continue support for UFS fundraising for a larger DV emergency 


shelter(s) and transitional housing while continuing funding for current 
shelter. 


 
4. Sheriff’s Office allocate additional resources to respond to increased 


volume of protection orders. 
 
5. Local police departments review arrest policies in order to ensure arrest of 


primary aggressors. 
 
6. Continue to support CMS in the development of partnership programs to 


increase awareness and services related to dating violence among Middle 
and High School students. 


 
7. Continue the partnership to allow indigent perpetrators on probation to 


“pay” for Abuser Intervention Program with community service. 
 
8. Appoint a liaison with the DV Advisory Board from City Council. 


 
9. Look for funding opportunities for  
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i. DV coordinator for city/county services 
 


ii. Supervised visitation/child exchange center 
 


iii. Remote access for Magistrate by teleconference for north 
Mecklenburg  
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
As the official Citizen Advisory Board on domestic violence issues, the Mecklenburg 
County Domestic Violence Board (DVAB) has been charged with reviewing and 
evaluating Charlotte and Mecklenburg County domestic violence services and making 
appropriate recommendations to the Charlotte City Council and Board of County 
Commissioners (BOCC) regarding the need for additional services for victims of domestic 
violence and their children. The DVAB was also entrusted with the task of providing 
vigorous advocacy for domestic violence victims and playing a role in increasing public 
awareness and education pertaining to the problems and related costs of domestic violence 
within the community. 


 
In 2005, Mecklenburg County commissioned a comprehensive domestic violence study by 
Carol Morris, to identify key needs, gaps, and challenges that the community faces with 
the existing domestic violence service delivery model. Recognizing that a coordinated 
community response is the most effective, the report’s focus was on both improving the 
County’s services and developing a community wide response to this issue.   
 
In January 2006, Domestic Violence in Charlotte-Mecklenburg: an Overview and 
Assessment of Our Community Response was presented to the Board of County 
Commissioners detailing suggestions of how to define and organize the work and 
resources, as well as, strategies and ideas to be considered to create a more integrated, 
effective and predictable community response to domestic violence. The County has 
moved forward with several of the recommendations contained in the report. It also led to 
the creation of a domestic violence leadership team that developed a vision statement and 
consensus definition of domestic violence stating that: 
 


We define domestic violence as occurring when one person 
in an intimate relationship attempts to gain coercive power and 
control over the other by using physical, emotional/verbal, sexual 
or material force including intrusive violation of privacy. This abuse 
takes place within a system of power and control and is not an isolated incident. 


 
This group is working to increase both data collection about domestic violence and the 
public response.  


 
The data reviewed in this report was collected through the City/County Domestic Violence 
Data Warehouse, the NC Council for Women/Domestic Violence Commission, the NC 
Coalition against Domestic Violence, and direct contact with multiple agencies. The 
DVAB also collaborates with local service providers and the Domestic Violence Advocacy 
Council (DVAC) to evaluate the City/County response to domestic violence, new 
initiatives underway, and service gaps that have been identified.  
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II.  DATA ON DOMESTIC VIOLENCE IN CHARLOTTE/MECKLENBURG 


COUNTY 
 


A. Criminal Justice Statistics 
 


2010 Domestic Violence Related Homicides 
Eight of the seventy-three domestic violence-related homicides in North Carolina occurred 
in Mecklenburg County. One was a murder-suicide with an additional death. The state of 
NC is 4th nationally in the number of homicides by men against women based on 2008 
statistics (Violence Policy Center, 2010). 
 
2010 Charlotte Mecklenburg Police Department (CMPD)  
 
In 2010 CMPD responded to 35, 627 Domestic Distrubance 911 calls that resulted in 3,869 
adult arrests for DV. There were 129 juveniles arrested for DV with 24 of these being 
repeat offenders.   This is 863 more calls and 161 more adult arrests than 2009.  
Breaking down by gender, 2,977 men and 892 women (251 were dual arrests man and 
woman in same incident). Last year there were only 748 arrests of women and no dual 
arrest data available but the difference of 144 could possibly be attributed to more dual 
arrests. 
 
Total charges for DV with or without a call were 7,014 (one person may have multiple 
charges) of these, 2,204 were repeat charges of the same person. This is 1% less than 
last year.   
 
For the period January – December 2010 CMPD police Criminal Incidence Reports in 
Selected Crime Categories chosen by the DV Community Leadership Team as trend 
indicators for DV.  Crime categories that increased are in bold. 
                  
Selected Crime Categories of Charges Totals with at least 


one domestic 
relationship listed  


Change  
From last 
Year 


Murder 8 -8 
Forcible Rape or Sex Offence or attempt all 66 -22         
Robbery or Burglary or attempted 37 -23 
Simple Assault/stalking/strangulation 1495 +253 
Assault  of a female 2075 -23 
Intimidation/Communicate Threats/ 
Telephone Threat/ Harassing Phone Calls  


911 +57 


Kidnapping, Felonious restraint, false 
imprisonment 


162 +19 


Stalking and Stalking to cause fear 5 -23 
Violation of Restraining Order 324 -75 
Total DV charges 7014 -214 
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B. Civil Domestic Violence Protective Orders data through November 
 
The Mecklenburg County Sheriff’s Office received 3,510 domestic violence protective 
orders in 2010 (28% increase) and allocated 6,377 hours (24% increase) to serving 2,416 
perpetrators with the orders (17% increase).  The MCSO seized 101 weapons (91% 
increase).   
 


C. Impact on Children and Families 
 
Area Mental Health Child Development-Community Policing program (CD-CP) 


 
In 2010, 2,893 families were referred to this program for immediate treatment to minimize 
trauma and refer for follow up as appropriate by police officers. Over 44% (1,283) of these 
clients were referred for domestic violence. This percentage of DV cases has risen each 
year for the last two years (41%, 43%, 44%) and the absolute number of families 
referred also increased 16.7% since last year. On average 82% of clinical referrals are 
also referred to Child Protective Services for abuse and neglect. This is the same percent as 
last year. However, this program only has funding for seven of 12 patrol divisions of 
CMPD.  
 
Child Witness to DV 


 
North Carolina Department of Health and Human Services revised its structured intake 
process. A Child Protective Services assessment is warranted anytime a child is present 
when violence occurs to evaluate the impact from exposure.  In FY09-10 Mecklenburg 
County Department of Social Services screened 2,082 cases (14% decrease) in which 
domestic violence was a concern and in 143 cases domestic violence was identified as the 
primary source of child maltreatment. In 184 cases with 410 children it was 
substantiated that DV was the primary or contributing factor to maltreatment.  Sixty 
eight of these children were removed from their homes due to DV, 21 of the 68 were 
reunified and 6 were placed in guardianship with a relative, making the total reunified or in 
guardianship with relatives 39.7%. 
 
Charlotte Mecklenburg Schools   


 
The youth risk behavior surveillance (YRBS) 2009 survey, given in odd years, asked two 
questions regarding domestic violence. The first question referred to the instances of 
physical abuse committed by a boyfriend or girlfriend. The positive responses 
increased from 10.7% in 2007 to 11.7% in 2009.  The national average is 9.8%. This 
is the third survey showing an increase. Question 2 asked about forced sexual 
intercourse and this remained the same in 2007 and 2009 at 7.2%, near the national 
average of 7.4%.   These questions were not included in the CMS website reporting on the 
YRBS results. The state mandated schools to focus on bullying this year, but with dating 
violence increasing more attention needs to be given to prevention.  
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CMS also tracks violent acts in schools, but not dating violence since that happens 
primarily outside of schools. In 2010 there were 1298 reportable acts that included 1 rape, 
9 sexual assaults and 16 sexual offenses.  All but 1 sexual assault occurred in a middle or 
high school. 
 
Local Universities 
 
UNC Charlotte is the largest university with 25,000 students and the most students living 
on campus.  Their on campus police department reports 12 dating violence incidents that 
resulted in arrests or warrants in 2010.  One was aggravated assault, one was damage to 
property and the other 10 were simple assault.  Campus police at Queens University 
security reported no dating violence incidents and Johnson C. Smith campus police had 1 
dating violence incident that resulted in a warrant or arrest. The charge was simple assault. 
 
III.  SERVICES FOR DOMESTIC VIOLENCE VICTIMS IN MECKLENBURG 


COUNTY  
 
In Mecklenburg County domestic violence services are provided by multiple agencies that 
focus either on a specific age group (such as Area Mental Health  for child trauma crisis in 
collaboration with CMPD), ethnic groups (such as Confinanza for Spanish Speaking 
victims), income level, or services such as shelter, court support for victims, counseling 
victims or counseling perpetrators. Hospitals also provide screening, counseling, and 
forensic data collection. Services from some agencies overlap and some are provided in 
collaboration.  
 


A. Emergency Shelter 
 


In FY09 United Family Services (UFS) Shelter for Battered Women served 332 women. 
The shelter, even with the hotel shelter described below had to turn away 921 women 
due to lack of space. Social workers sought alternative shelter or other means to prevent 
women from returning home to dangerous conditions, which often meant seeking shelter in 
neighboring counties.  The maximum length of residency is 30 days (with some exceptions 
being made due to economic conditions); despite there being no transitional housing for 
battered women and their children.  The average length of stay increased from 17 to 28 
days in 2010 due to women’s difficulty locating work and housing. This reduced access to  
women seeking shelter.  The Center of Hope Salvation Army Shelter for women and 
children reported 334 women cited domestic violence as the primary reason they were 
homeless. 
 
In collaboration UFS/ Women’s Commission of Community Support Services 
(WOC/CSS) with BOCC support, emergency hotel shelter rooms are provided.  UFS 
provides motel/food/transportation and CSS/WOC provides counseling/case management 
through a full-time counselor.  Two hundred thirty women and children received 
emergency shelter in hotel rooms. (This is 10.5% decrease from the prior fiscal year).   
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B. Protective Orders  
 
During 2010 United Family Services (UFS) Victim Assistance accompanied 2,809 victims 
to civil court and 1,454 victims to criminal or felony court.   


 
C. Counseling for Victims of Domestic Violence 


 
Counseling services to victims of domestic violence are provided by two entities in our 
community: CSS/WOC and UFS.  CSS/WOC provided services to 1,132 cases.  They also 
provided information and referrals on adult services to 15,324 requests. CSS/WOC 
provided counseling and support group services to 475 children and teens. They also 
provided information and referrals on child/teen services to 7,763 requests.  These 
numbers cannot be compared directly to 2009 due to improved methodology change to 
create transparency of data. 


 
In FY10, UFS provided counseling or support to 213 adult victims (in addition to the 
consumers residing in the battered women’s shelter).  This was a reduction from last year 
of approximately 500 adults due to reduced resources.  UFS provided domestic violence 
education in English and Spanish, crisis counseling and case management to 1,339 female 
Mecklenburg County inmates. 


 
D. Legal Services to Victims 


 
Legal services are provided at no or low cost to victims of domestic violence by two 
organizations: Legal Aid of North Carolina and Legal Services of the Southern Piedmont.  
Legal Aid of North Carolina received about one DV inquiry per day. That firm only 
provides services in English.  Legal Services for Southern Piedmont provides free services 
with one counselor for Hispanic Spanish Speaking, low-income women. This service has a 
long waiting list.   
 
There continues to be a great-unmet need for legal representation for low-income 
domestic violence victims. Clients need representation for continued restraining order 
hearings, custody hearings, and divorce or separation suits. UFS grants supported a full 
time attorney and a part time paralegal in 2010. The attorney’s main responsibilities 
include recruiting and coordinating volunteer pro-bono attorneys, supervising law interns, 
and representing victims in court when other legal assistance cannot be obtained.  In 
FY2010, 281 women and children were provided pro-bono legal services on DV 
issues, custody, financial child support, divorce, and restraining order hearings. This 
is an increase of approximately 60 clients, a result of the attorney’s work to recruit more 
pro bono participation from the legal community.  The legal hotline received 4,216 calls 
for information. 
 


E. Perpetrator Services 
 


Two organizations provide state certified batterer intervention treatment in Mecklenburg 
County.  New Options for Violent Actions (NOVA), a batterer intervention program 
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operated by Community Support Services/Women’s Commission 700 clients enrolled and 
267 completed and 19 re-offended with a DV arrest by CMPD after completion of the 
program. Approximately 2.5% of clients are women, there is presently one women’s group 
with a similar curriculum to the men’s with some changes.  The new indigent community 
service payment option for men on probation was begun and 18 qualified and chose this 
option with 4 completing, 6 still active and 8 terminating. The Be There Group/IMPACT 
(a new service established in 2007) served 33 clients in accountability groups with 17 
completing and 13 terminated in 2010.  One factor in these programs is cost of $16 per 
week that results in some men referred by the courts not reporting (information on court 
referrals are not sent to NOVA and BE THERE/IMPACT ) and some men choosing jail 
over the program.  Since domestic violence offenders on probation are not now assigned to 
domestic violence specialty probation officers and the reduced number of officers,  
oversight has diminished. 
 
 IV.  Advocacy and Public Awareness 
 
Area hospitals and schools have promoted early DV detection and screening. Carolinas 
Medical Center (CMC) Main maintains a 24/7 DV response program comprised of social 
workers and volunteers. Presbyterian/Novant facilities have DV trained social workers in 
all Emergency Departments. All Novant and CMC hospitals have SANE registered nurses 
(trained in collecting forensic evidence) and UFS volunteers who collect evidence and 
respond to rape victims. Through the curriculum, students, receive one class in 8th grand 
and one in 9th grade on healthy dating relationships. This year the schools statewide were 
mandated to focus on bullying interventions. New attention needs to be given to safe 
dating, there are new initiatives from Liz Clibourne partnering with national DV 
organizations that is free to download with a curriculum, videos, etc.   
 
Several trainings by UFS and CSS/WOC were conducted in collaboration with UNCC. 
The UFS and CSS/WOC formed the Domestic Violence Speakers Bureau (DVSB) as a 
collaborative initiative. They maintain a list of trained speakers and professional DV 
counselors and experts from DVAC with each speaker’s area of expertise. DVAC 
sponsored several events including a Judge candidates forum, an Attorney General 
candidates forum. Community awareness has been increased through “take back the night” 
and a clothesline project at UNC Charlotte, a play “A change is gonna come” by CPCC, 
and several showings of “Telling Amy’s Story” and two panel discussions on domestic 
violence on WTAV/UNC Charlotte  and planned showings of “Telling Amy’s Story”  in 
2011 on public television ETV in Charlotte.  
 
 DVAB members supported and participated in events sponsored by the Domestic 
Violence Advocacy Council. These included monthly “lunch and learn” seminars open to 
the public, domestic violence homicide awareness marches in uptown Charlotte after each 
DV related homicide, a Candlelight Vigil during domestic violence awareness month and 
the  Fifth Annual Domestic Violence Memorial Tree service in uptown Charlotte in 
December. 
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The Domestic Violence Leadership Team, in support of its goal of building a community 
that does not tolerate domestic violence, supported the efforts of the pilot project to review 
fatalities with staff time, resources and involvement despite overall reduced resources.  The 
team also provided data for the Domestic Violence Data Warehouse update. 
 
V. Policy and Service Changes  
 
There were several changes in policies and services.  The CMPD re-instituted its 
DV/Juvenile Unit with 6 officers linked to liaison officers in each police district its 
primary focus is domestic violence.  This unit will collaborate with the Assault with a 
Deadly Weapon (ADW) unit that will be responsible for the most severe cases and the 
Sexual Assault Unit (SAU) that receives all DV and other rape cases and the Youth Crime 
Unit when volume is high and assistance is needed.  


 
There is a new human trafficking task force in Charlotte with representatives from the FBI, 
ICE, local law enforcement, local DV service agencies, local legal aid service agencies.  
They are first increasing awareness of the problem in the Charlotte area. 


 
A state law for a DV Fatality Review Team was piloted in Mecklenburg County in 2010 
with support from agencies participating in the Leadership Team. 
 
Three state laws related to domestic violence became effective in December 2010. One 
increased the charges to a Class H Felony for intentionally severely harming or killing an 
animal. The other also increased charges to a Class H Felony for a person with a protective 
order to trespass on the property of a safe house where the victim resides.  A third required 
judges to consider criminal records when determining pre-trial release in DV cases.  


 
The NC Domestic Violence Best Practices Guide for District Court judges was updated  
with a new “Serving People with Disabilities”  appendix and a “Sample Domestic 
Violence Victim Statement” by the Administrative Office of the Courts. Thee AOC has 
contracted with a firm to develop an instructor led curriculum for judges based on the 
guide. 


 
The North Carolina 10 year plan to prevent intimate partner violence was completed and 
approved with participation of 3 people from Charlotte on the Steering Committee. This is 
part of the CDC funded DELTA Project. It has four strategic directions, parenting skills 
and relationship norms, education, community engagement and state and local capacity to 
prevent intimate partner violence.   
 
VI. Recommendations 
 


1. Continue to identify Domestic Violence (DV) as a priority safety and health 
issue as reflected on Mecklenburg County Community & Corporate 
Scorecard, and maintaining a data warehouse for domestic violence. 
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We thank you for the update in 2010 and  strongly support continued efforts to develop 
and maintain the domestic violence data warehouse to bring together comprehensive, 
timely data to track domestic violence service needs and agency responses. This is also a 
resource for the priority scorecard. 
 


2. Continue funding the hotel shelter when United Family Services (UFS) 
shelter is full and families are in imminent danger ( a Collaboration of 
Community Support Services – Women’s Commission and United Family 
Services) 


 
The dire need for this is related to the inadequate size of the battered women’s shelter in 
Mecklenburg County. 921 women and their children were turned away last year due to no 
available beds. 
 


3. Continue support for planning a new DV emergency shelter(s) and 
transitional housing and funding the current shelter 


 
There are 29 beds in the only battered women’s shelter in Mecklenburg County and no 
transitional housing. The UFS has a strategic plan to build an expanded shelter with 80 
beds and had a ground breaking ceremony in 2010 as part of the capital campaign to build 
this shelter on land now obtained. They also have plans to erect a 20-bed facility in North 
Mecklenburg County.  
 


4. Sherriff’s Department allocate additional resources to respond to 
increased volume of protection orders. 


 
The dramatic increase of protection order warrants and number served in the last year is 
putting a strain on current allocations.  


 
5. Police department review arrest policies in order to ensure arrest of 


primary aggressors. 
 


We commend the re-establishment of the domestic violence unit at CMPD. However we 
are concerned about the 19.25% increase to 892 women arrested for domestic violence 
with 251 being dual arrests man and woman in same incident. This may mean a need for 
additional training of police in assessing domestic disturbance calls to identify primary 
aggressors. 


 
6. BOCC work with CMS to develop partnerships for programs to increase 


awareness and services related to dating violence among Middle and High 
School students. 


 
Services this year were less than last year through provider agencies for teens. Dating 
violence is related to social norms and bullying by one partner in a relationship to coerce 
the other. The CDC survey on youth and risk has shown increases in dating violence for 
the last three surveys.   
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7. Continue the partnership to allow indigent perpetrators on probation to 


“pay” for Abuser Intervention Program with community service. 
 


This program now has had 18 men qualify and choose this option. It is a valuable 
alternative to choosing jail due to not being able to afford Abuser Intervention treatment 
that could assist them to change their behavior.  


 
8. Appoint a liaison with the DV Advisory Board from City Council. 


 
There presently is a liaison from BOCC who met with the Advisory Council in  
2010 and utilized feedback for an initiative.  A similar appointment from City Council 
could also be fruitful. 
 


9. Look for funding opportunities for  
i. DV coordinator for city/county services 


 
The multiple agencies meeting the complex needs of people of all ages who are victims of 
domestic violence would benefit from strategic direction addressing the entire issue with 
one coordinator, as recommended in the 2006 report to the BOCC. It is recommended that 
the coordinator position be funded by all domestic violence agencies sharing oversight of 
the position and power.  


 
ii. Supervised visitation/child exchange center 


 
Many DV acts occur during child exchanges, causing trauma for child and victim as 
recommended in the 2006 report to the BOCC. 


 
iii. Remote access for Magistrate by teleconference to north 


Mecklenburg  
 
Traveling to Charlotte for a restraining order is a barrier for many North Mecklenburg 
victims. There have been talks and plans to use video-conferencing with a town police 
station as a low cost means to allow access to North Meck victims. 
 
VII. Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, the city and county have supported the strategies to end domestic violence 
in the 2006 report commissioned by the BOCC, such as the combining of several small 
agencies into Community Support Services and the funding of the data warehouse update 
this year.  
 
We thank the City Council and Board of County Commissioners for these efforts. This 
year’s recommendations continue with the priorities set in the 2006 report through 
suggesting to increase child and victim safety through support of a safe haven for child 
visitation and exchange. We strongly support continued efforts to develop and maintain the 


  12







                          Domestic Violence Advisory Board 2010 Report  
 


  13


domestic violence data warehouse to bring together comprehensive, timely data to track 
domestic violence service needs and agency responses. Moving forward on these 
recommendations will continue the progress we have made to help make Charlotte and 
Mecklenburg County, as a whole, a safer place to live and work.  
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Position Paper 


Produced By 


Save Charlotte Music 


 


What We Stand For & Represent 


1. We disagree with and do not support the currently proposed revisions of the existing noise ordinance as 


submitted by the office of the City Attorney on February 16, 2011. 


a. Specifically the following: 


i. Section II - Restaurants and bars near residential neighborhoods  


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


64(6)  


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


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


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


audible within residential zoning regardless of distance – Sec. 15-63(d)  


 


i. Section III – Additional Amplification 


1. 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) 


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


15-65(b)  


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


65(d)  


ii. Preferential or Special Treatment - If a noise ordinance is going to be designed and 


applied as a city-wide ordinance, then there should not currently exist four exceptions to 


the rule, specifically:  


1. Uptown Charlotte 


2. The Symphony Park Amphitheater at South Park 


3. Road Runner Mobile Ampitheatre 


4. Verizon Wireless Amphitheatre 


 


 


 


03.20.2011 1 of 22







 


Facebook.com/SaveCharlotteMusic 


 


Why were these four locations chosen versus any and all of the many neighborhoods 


that the proposed changes affect?  


 


We view this as “special” or “preferential” treatment. These four areas and/or large music 


venues were specifically mentioned by City Attorney DeWitt F. “Mac” McCarley in the 


meeting held on Feb. 16th.  


 


2. Economic Oppression 


a. Small Business Owners - The proposed changes economically oppress and economically disadvantage 


small business owners. Given the current economic state of affairs that Charlotte and the rest of the 


country are in the midst of working through, and specifically for bar and restaurant owners who are 


just trying to keep their lights on, it would be a terrible move by City Council to design a framework 


that prohibits components like live music from being played at bars or restaurants.  If City Council 


takes away components like live music that offer a draw to businesses in an attempt to get people to 


come out and purchase food and beverages, then they are taking away opportunities for that business 


to garner customers and stay in business. The purchase of these foods and beverages not only yield 


sales for the bar or restaurant, which will help them pay for their rent, bills, goods, and wages of their 


employees, but ultimately yield tax revenue for the City of Charlotte.  This tax revenue is what pays for 


the salaries of city employees, funds city agencies like CMPD, Charlotte Fire Department, etc. and also 


funds city programs.  


b. Charlotte Music Industry – Presently there are literally hundreds if not thousands of individuals that 


function as professional musicians, both in a part-time and full-time capacity that desperately need 


neighborhood places like the ones in question. The removal of that element of the music industry in 


Charlotte would have several devastating effects: 


i. Earning Income as a Professional Musician - The inability for musicians to earn a livelihood 


playing music in Charlotte because many places would cease to be an option as a way to make 


income. 


ii. Starting a Band - It would effectively remove what is currently an opportunity for musicians to 


meet other musicians. This is how duos, trios and full bands get started.  


iii. Building Listenership & Potential to Play Larger Venues – These neighborhood places are the 


first way for musicians to get noticed, develop a following, and ultimately play at music venues 


with larger capacities. 


iv. Developing a Band/Individual – Currently, these neighborhood gigs also function as a way for 


a performing artist to develop. It provides them an opportunity to learn their instruments, 


their limitations, where they excel, learn their gear, learn how to play in front of a crowd, learn 


the difference between outdoor performances and indoor performances, etc. 
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v. Routing – National and regional bands of varying sizes are currently able to pick up extra gigs 


at neighborhood places on the way to larger gigs. This also develops their listenership and puts 


Charlotte on the map as supporting the music industry as a whole, not just the local scene. 


c. Tourism Industry – Currently, there are many opportunities to showcase what Charlotte has to offer 


from a cultural standpoint. One of the key ingredients is taking folks each of us know who visit us from 


elsewhere (other parts of North Carolina, the Southeast region, the United States or any other 


country), and taking them to shops, bars and restaurants that offer live music. From a larger 


perspective what the potential of larger businesses located in Charlotte have an opportunity to do is to 


help showcase what our neighborhoods have to offer us. Not everyone wants to just visit Uptown 


Charlotte. Think of all of the times you have given tours through neighborhoods and have had your 


friends see live music at the many places that offer it outdoors. This would be a detrimental factor for 


people who currently visit us, and also why they move here. 


d. Non-Profit Industry – Non-profits traditionally use small businesses like these as venues to: 


i. Educate the Public/Raise Awareness about their cause 


ii. Raise funds for their organization to carry out their mission, and 


iii. Get Volunteers to help their cause 


3. Cultural Oppression - Additionally, the proposed changes present severe and formidable obstacles to the 


cultural development of the City of Charlotte. Why would we want to limit the many positive changes, 


specifically in the live music arena, that have transpired in the past 10 years? 


4. Decibel Level - Furthermore, we believe the decibel level needs to be increased to a reasonable level as the 


research of other city noise ordinances dictates. 


5. Enforcement – We recognize that enforcement of the current noise ordinance is difficult for CMPD and we 


believe that, going forward, we can make it easier for both CMPD, business owners and residents of our 


community. Please review Save Charlotte Music’s Proposed Noise Ordinance. 
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Restaurant & Bar Industry Statistics 


Hospitality 


 # of Establishments # of Employees Yearly Sales Revenue  Payroll to Employees 


United States 563,784 9,608,000 $432,905,000,000 $123,300,000,000 


North Carolina 17,941 331,000 $4,215,000,000 ? 


 


Charlotte  


 $2 Billion in Sales 


 $20 Million in taxes generated at 1% tax rate 


 


 


Employment in Restaurant & Bar Industry 


Charlotte:  46,373 out of 537,803 (8.6%) 


United States:  9,608,000 out of 145,362,000 (6.6%) 


What Does This Mean? 


The hospitality industry, specifically the restaurants and bars, are a vital part of the United States, North 


Carolina and the Charlotte economy. The sales tax revenue generated and the number of persons employed 


represents a large percentage of the US economy and for Charlotte as well. They account for 8.6% of all 


employees in Charlotte, and 15% of retail sales.  This does not include wholesale and equipment sales to the 


retailers. 2009 was the first year tax revenue declined in Charlotte since records were kept. We need these 


businesses to remain open and to become even more successful due to their significance in the Charlotte 


economy.  


 


 


 


Year Taxes Generated 


2008 $20.6 Million 


2009 $19.8 Million 


2010 $20.1 Million 
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How Does This Impact The Noise Ordinance? Head on! Retailers always seek new ways to generate dollars 


and improve efficiency in their investments. Specifically, the restaurant and bar industry have built outdoor 


decks and patios to increase the seating capacity of their spaces. One of the ways to attract patrons to these 


amenities is amplified sound and specifically amplified live music. Our current noise ordinance is enforced at 


58 db(A). This level can be exceeded (enforcement has shown this) by ambient noise, especially automotive 


traffic.  


We believe that the law, which has legitimate intent, is poorly researched and written. We think it is 


incumbent, in tight economic times, to craft a law that is both protective of public safety and yet 


accommodative to a large and vital part of the US and Charlotte economy.  


 


Sources  


 Statistical Almanac of U.S. 


 Charlotte Regional Visitors Authority 


 Mecklenburg County Tax Department 
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Quantifiable Versus Subjective Measurement of Sound 
 


Background 


The City of Charlotte noise ordinance as currently proposed and as it applies to bars and restaurant with live outdoor 


music entertainment would no longer rely on a sound level meter reading taken at a residence 400’ away from the 


source.  The proposed noise ordinance would rely on the police officer’s ear.  Under this proposal, a misdemeanor 


citation and penalty could be issued if the officer finds music is audible at a residence 400’ away from the source.  The 


current noise ordinance states that a citation may be issued if sound level readings are greater than 55 dBA (decibels) 


between 9:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. or 50 dBA 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. 


 


Position 


The proposed rulemaking is highly subjective.  The proposed rule would rely on the human ear opposed to a 


quantifiable measurement by a calibrated sound level meter.  Hearing perception varies amongst people. 


 


Facts 


 Ambient sound (i.e. background noise from the environment) can vary greatly in a city.  Background noise may 


be 65-70 dBA 400’ away from an expressway or Interstate, while 50-60 dBA at other locations.  Ambient sound 


can greatly affect the human ears ability to perceive the sound level of a given source.   


 The threshold (the lowest perceivable sound to the human ear) could vary greatly person to person.  It is not 
uncommon for individuals with good hearing to have a hearing threshold ranging from 0 dBA to 5 dBA at 
various frequencies.  Heredity, chronic noise exposure due to military service or occupation, and age can affect 
hearing threshold greatly.i  For example, age correction values for an audiometric exam at 22 year male at 6 
kHz is 8 dBA while the same value for a 60 year old male is 38 dBA.  Age correction values are at 1 kHz for a 22 
year old male is 5 dBA and at 60 years old is 11 dBA.ii 


 The threshold of an individual’s hearing is diminished due recent noise exposure or illness such as a cold.  


Exposure to impulse and continuous noise may cause only a temporary hearing loss. If a person regains 


hearing, the temporary hearing loss is called a temporary threshold shift.   Temporary threshold shifts can last 


16 to 48 hours after exposure to loud noise.iii  OSHA (Occupational Safety and Health Administration) 


recommends that employees avoid high levels for a 14 hour period prior to mandated audiometric exams.iv  


 Police sirens can operate at levels up to 130dBA.v Exposure to noise at this level will result in temporary 


hearing loss. 
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In Summation 


Asking a police officer to issue a citation based upon their ability to hear is highly subjective and invites uneven 


application of the law.  An officer’s age, whether the officer had recently been exposed to siren noise, the sound level 


from the surrounding environment and other variables are contributory factors in determining as to whether a citation 


is issued following a compliant.   


 


The rule as proposed would result in an uneven standard for bars and restaurants.  The amount of other 


environmental noise could result in a higher acceptable level of noise for one business as compared with another. 


 


Save Charlotte Music believes that for fair and consistent enforcement of an environmental noise ordinance, the use 


of a sound level meter is necessary.  Asking a police officer to enforce a noise ordinance without the proper equipment 


to quantify and measure noise is similar to asking an officer to issue speeding tickets without the equipment to 


measure a motorist’s velocity. 


 


                                                 
i
 Fundamentals of Industrial Hygiene, National Safety Council, 4


th
 Ed. 


 
ii
   29 CFR 1910.95 Appendix F…. 


http://www.osha.gov/pls/oshaweb/owadisp.show_document?p_table=STANDARDS&p_id=9741 


 
iii


 http://www.nidcd.nih.gov/health/hearing/noise.asp;  National Institute on Deafness and Other Communication Disorders 


 
iv
 29 CFR 1910.95(g)(5)(iv) 


 
v
 Facts About Noise Induced Hearing Loss, American Academy of Audiology; 


http://www.audiology.org/resources/consumer/Documents/Fact%20Sheets%20-%20NIHL.pdf 
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PO Box 5283                 
Columbia, SC 29250 
www.fivepointscolumbia.com 
 
 
Dear Councilman Cannon, 
  
It has come to my attention that the city of Charlotte is considering revising their noise 
ordinance laws in a way that could potentially hinder the live music scene in Charlotte. If I may, 
I would like to share some of my thoughts on this issue so that you may hear from an outside 
perspective from a city that shares a lot of the same struggles as our neighbor to the north. 
  
I have served as the Executive Director for the Five Points Association in Columbia, South 
Carolina for five years now and had spent the previous five years working in Five Points. I 
consider my job to be one that requires me to play an active and vital role within city politics 
and generally be “in the know” on all things related to the economic and cultural development 
of the City of Columbia. 
  
We are about to embark on our 13th year of a seven week fall and spring local music concert 
series called Five After Five. Each Thursday i people from various demographics, families with 
children to young college kids and beyond, gather near our iconic fountain for a live music 
show.  I think it is extremely important to note that Five Points, unlike the Vista and downtown 
Columbia, is completely surrounded by residential neighborhoods ‐ six to be exact. We are 
bordered on all sides not by commercial properties, but neighbors with jobs and children and 
responsibilities. This is important to note because we have live music often in our area. If it isn’t 
a Five Points event, we have many bars that host concerts on their own and can do so as long as 
the music has concluded by 10pm. This doesn’t mean we don’t receive our fair share of 
complaints. In fact, we often get complaints about noise and so does the city. I am happy to 
report that our city recognizes the economic boost these types of events provide for our city 
and they always apologize to the complainers, but will not change how we host these events. 
They are too precious to the economic engine that drives our city. The city recognizes that 
when businesses prosper, the city prospers. 
  
The Short Term: We receive some of our funding in the form of Hospitality Tax dollars from the 
City of Columbia to host the event. We are recipients of this funding because of our proven 
reputation for attracting “visitors” (defined as anyone traveling from outside of the city of 
Columbia) and more importantly, because the event generates more tax dollars for the city. 
When we have our concerts, the economic impact on our bars and restaurants, who in turn, 
pay the Hospitality Tax to the city, multiplies. 
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The Long Term: We focus on booking local talent in hopes to continue to breed artists out of 
the Columbia music scene. It is because of events like Five After Five and other live music 
events in Columbia that bands have a chance to perform for the masses. It’s those chances that 
can help create stars, and stars generate money. In the fall of 2010, the Five Points Association 
hosted “Five Points Celebrates Hootie”, a band you may recognize that to this day, currently 
remains 15th in album sales of all time. Hootie and the Blowfish emerged out of the Five Points 
bars and clubs. Hootie and the Blowfish played local gigs, indoors and out, where they could get 
them. And it is because the opportunity was there, that they made it to who they are today. 
Not only were we able to raise $35,000 (those are private corporate dollars)to build a public art 
piece to honor the band, we also stayed true to our bohemian nature and had a great live music 
concert with notable bands like the Blue Dogs, Cravin Melon, etc. This out‐of‐the‐ordinary 
musical event under the stars in Five Points generated over 12,000 in beer sales, attracted 
visitors from 7 states and packed out hotel rooms in our city. This event was possible because 
Five Points allows itself to be where musicians want to be.  


I strongly urge you to help keep your music scene alive throughout the City of Charlotte. If for 
nothing else, music is big business. People love having something to do, to see, a place to meet 
on a Friday night and music is certainly one of those things. As I always joke and I probably 
shouldn’t, but when I get heat from our surrounding neighborhoods I always state that life is 
about choice and that these neighbors chose to buy a house next to a commercial district that 
is located next to the University of South Carolina. What did they expect? My sarcastic point is 
that residential areas that border commercial businesses have the right to have activities and 
because a few neighbors think the volume is too loud shouldn’t be a reason to stifle economic 
and cultural growth. 


Good luck in all you do, 


Merritt 


 
  
Merritt McHaffie 
Executive Director 
Five Points Association 
PO Box 5283 
Columbia, SC 29250 
(Office) 803-748-73 3 7
(Fax) 803-748-1119 
(Cell) 803-446-8929 
merritt@fivepointscolumbia.com 
www.fivepointscolumbia.com 
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Noise Ordinance Proposal 


Submitted to Charlotte City Council 


And Produced By 


Save Charlotte Music 


Please recognize that Save Charlotte Music is a strictly volunteer-based organization created in the past 30 days in 


response to the originally proposed changes to the existing noise ordinance. Save Charlotte Music consists of many 


individuals and businesses that have volunteered their resources as much as their respective professional and personal 


schedules have allowed. This is the first draft of a proposal that attempts to create functional guidelines and parameters 


that exist in other communities and apply them to assist in solving the concerns that the City of Charlotte is facing. 


Additionally, we have also taken into account the concerns of residents, small businesses, the Charlotte music industry, and 


customers/supporters of these industries to help develop a working solution for the needs of our community.  


We thank all of the many volunteers for their hard work, dedication, passion and time committed to developing a 


solution that is truly representative of what the community wants and needs.  


Given that we have been working with a very limited time frame, and given that this has strictly been a volunteer endeavor 


comprising of individuals that run one or more businesses and/or that are employed by one or more small businesses, we 


have tried to conduct as much research as possible in an effort to provide the Community Safety Committee evidence to 


substantiate the following claims made by Save Charlotte Music and what we have witnessed as to also be the community 


at large. 


Save Charlotte Music believes this proposal is: 


a. Pro-Community (including residents living both within and outside of city limits – as those that live outside 


the city limits also often visit within city limits and ultimately purchase goods that, in-turn, yield sales for 


small businesses and folks in the music industry, and which also yield tax revenue for the City of Charlotte 


which, in turn, funds city agencies, city employees and various city programs. All should have a voice in this 


decision making process), 


b. Pro-Small Business, 


c. Pro-Economic Development, 


d. Pro-Charlotte Music Industry Development 


e. Pro-Tourism, and 


f. Pro-Cultural Development  
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Save Charlotte Music: Our Proposed Noise Ordinance 


We are trying to provide a solution for the community that takes into account opinions gathered from both sides of the 


current proposed changes, concerns of small business owners and residents, and concerns of musicians and the Charlotte 


music industry. We believe this is truly representative of the majority of our community and attempts to create a fair, just 


and easily enforceable set of standards or guidelines for all to follow.  


In summation, we proposed the following: 


1. Businesses should apply for an Annual Sound Permit that includes all of the various components enumerated in 


the proposal following this summation. 


2. Regarding Additional Amplification 


a. The number of hours allowed via permit per address per year should: 


i. Be increased to a much larger number (TBD) to promote economic and cultural development, and 


ii. Not depend on the number of projected event attendees 


b. Should have the decibel limit increased to 85 dBA 


 
Section I - Annual Sound Permits for Small Businesses  


Hosting Live Outdoor Amplified Music or Sound 


 


Annual Sound Permit 


FACT  Raleigh, NC and many other cities have established an Annual Sound Permit for small businesses.  


What it could look like: (Keep in mind these are merely examples of levels and types of fees. More analysis and time is 


required to determine the particulars) 


1. Annual Permit Fee – Could be any one of the following options: 


a. Flat Fee Each Year - $240 – That’s only $20 per month for a business!  


b. One Time Initial Larger Fee - There could also potentially be a one-time larger fee (i.e. $500) associated 


with a business and a lower annual fee ($100 - $150) as well. 


c. Graduated Scale - We could develop a graduated scale that accounts for any and all of the following (other 


variables could be examined as well):  


i. Quantity of planned live outdoor music events per year -Perhaps businesses should pay more if 


they plan on having more outdoor live music events and pay less if they have a minimal amount of 


outdoor live music events. 


ii. Occupancy - This would allow businesses to pay more or less depending on how many people can 


attend the outdoor live music events. 
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d. Other Businesses Recognize and include other types of businesses that have outdoor patios and are not 


included in the bars and restaurant category, such as coffee houses and stores. This will increase the 


number of potential businesses that would require annual permits by several hundred within the city 


limits.  


2. Business Owns a Decibel Meter – When applying for an annual sound permit, business owners could be obligated 


to provide documentation for proof of purchase of a decibel meter that meets specific technical requirements (to 


be determined at a later date). These instruments cost roughly $70 - $80 each and would offload the cost of CMPD 


having to buy their own decibel meters. 


3. Decibel Meter Onsite - Business owners could also be obligated to have their decibel meter located onsite at all 


times. Failure to present a decibel meter could result in a violation of the noise ordinance and either a written 


warning or a fine. 


4. Reasonable Decibel Limit –Austin, TX, for example, is a city that Charlotte has made attempts to model itself after 


regarding economic and cultural growth. If we review their existing noise ordinance, we find that they have a 70 


decibel limit at the property line. 


5. 3 Strike Rule – If a business gets three violations for non-compliance of the noise ordinance within a 12 month 


period their permit is revoked for the remainder of the originally permitted time frame. 


6. Time Limits – Only these hours are covered via the acquisition of an annual permit. 


Day of 
Week 


During Business 
Hours (8am-5pm) 


Early Evening 
(5pm-9pm) 


Late Evening 
(9pm – 12 Midnight) 


Sun 12pm – 5pm 5pm – 9pm None 


Mon 12pm – 5pm 5pm – 9pm None 


Tues 12pm – 5pm 5pm – 9pm None 


Wed 12pm – 5pm 5pm – 9pm 9pm-10pm 


Thurs 12pm – 5pm 5pm – 9pm 9pm-11pm 


Fri 12pm – 5pm 5pm – 9pm 9pm-11pm 


Sat 12pm – 5pm 5pm – 9pm 9pm-11pm 


 


7. Establish 70 dBA as Limit for Sound Amplification - This would replace the outdated and extremely low value 


of 50 dBA (currently the limit between 9 a.m. and 9 p.m.) and would serve as the new standard covering the 


time periods (see above table) provided an annual permit. 


8. Fines for violations or non-compliance (sound measured over the decibel limit and/or no decibel meter onsite) 


a. 1st Violation – Written warning 


b. 2nd Violation - $150 fine 


c. 3rd Violation - $250 fine and revocation of annual sound permit for the remainder of time that the original 


permit encapsulates. 
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Income Generated from Annual Sound Permits and Violations 


 Generate Revenue for City of Charlotte - Ultimately, creating an annual permit fee has the potential to yield 


hundreds of thousands of dollars. Let’s look at one of many possible scenarios more closely:  


o If an annual permit fee was set at $240, it could potentially generate $240,000 of annual revenue for 


Charlotte (given $240 fee and 1,000 projected locations). In these economically difficult times, couldn’t our 


city use this kind of financial assistance? 


 75% to CMPD – This money could be used in any of the following ways: 


o A general fund managed by the City of Charlotte to help finance CMPD  


o Enforcing the noise ordinance 


o School systems to help pay salaries for teachers 


 25% to Outdoor Live Music Grants – The City of Charlotte and/or the Arts & Science Council (or potentially another 


non-profit) could manage these funds in an account or fund that earns interest. These funds could be re-invested 


into our community via an annual grant program that cultivates and nurtures the music industry in Charlotte by 


specifically contributing only to outdoor live music events in Charlotte. The Five Points Association in Columbia, S.C. 


(who have already submitted a letter to Councilmember Cannon - which we have also provided in this report), 


provides a regional example of a program similar to the one we are proposing. Their letter illustrates how their 


events are partially funded by a Hospitality Tax paid to the City of Columbia by local businesses.  


 


There could be an annual grant that businesses, individuals and non-profits could apply for each year where the 


money goes towards supporting outdoor live music events in Charlotte. Led by a committee of music peers that 


Save Charlotte Music is willing to help put together, we could develop specific criteria that would have to be met 


and potentially roll out a new grant program. The Arts & Science Council most certainly has more room to help 


develop and cultivate the Charlotte live music industry and scene and this could provide them an opportunity to 


accomplish this obvious need.  We would be happy to work with them on this endeavor. 
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Section II - Additional Amplification 


The requirement for Additional Amplification manifests itself for outdoor events that include any and all of the following 


(and potentially others as well): 


1. Require a higher decibel limit given the size/magnitude of the event  


2. Functions outside the parameters of an annual permit 


3. Includes one or more businesses that do not have annual permits 


4. Transpire at a location without a specific address or that spans multiple addresses 


5. Event or multiple events put together by an organization that is unable to host their own events at their location 


Additionally, here are some examples of different types of events that would require their own permits: 


 Singular or One-Off - a single event like an annual festival 


 Multi-Day 


 A Series – i.e. weekly concert series 


 If the business had an annual permit and wanted to have their event start or continue outside of the parameters 


set forth in the Time Limits (see table above) allowed in their annual permit.  


Proposed Changes to Existing Noise Ordinance  


 The number of hours would be limited to 15 total per address per year  


 The decibel limit would be removed all together 


Save Charlotte Music believes that both the current noise ordinance and the proposed noise ordinance: 


 Miss an opportunity to generate revenue by not charging a fee for noise permits 


 Set low parameters around the total number of hours that may be permitted per address per year 


 Prohibit economic growth of businesses (small and large), non-profits (who often use events like these as 


fundraisers) and both the Charlotte music industry and Charlotte music scene 


 Believe it necessary to incorporate a decibel level limit that provides a measurable and quantifiable level so as to 


avoid using any subjective and immeasurable or non-quantifiable methods 


 Believe it necessary to increase the decibel limit to 85 based on our research of existing noise ordinances such as 


that of Austin, TX. This forward-looking standard affords us the opportunity to keep pace with our city’s growth. 


Furthermore, just like our proposed annual permit, noise permits for additional amplification could also include a fee (TBD 


– see Section I.1 for ideas) which would generate revenue for the City of Charlotte. A percentage of this could also go 


towards the annual outdoor live music grant program as well (see Section I - Income Generated from Annual Sound Permits 


and Violations) 
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Why We Need To Pursue These Options 


 The annual permit and additional amplification fees create a new revenue stream for the City of Charlotte 


 Offloads cost of decibel meters from CMPD to business owner 


 Removes need of CMPD from having to have a decibel meter on hand when they respond to a noise complaint 


 Regarding sound amplification, it establishes and redefines functional parameters for a business to operate  


 The annual fee makes businesses approach hosting outdoor live music more professionally and makes the 


consequences of non-compliance more serious 


 Allows for a quantifiable measurement, versus the proposed subjective measurement by the current proposed 


changes to the noise ordinance 


 


How Save Charlotte Music Can Help 


 We can function in a consultancy capacity to help City Council develop a noise ordinance that will work for the City 


of Charlotte, is more easily enforceable, generates revenue for the city, and promotes economic and cultural 


development 


 Develop training materials and an educational seminar on “How to use a Decibel Meter” 


 Teach FREE Training Classes to educate CMPD, Business Owners, Managers, Employees, etc. ‘How to use a Decibel 


Meter” utilizing professional audio engineers as instructors 


 


We hope we can finally start to take advantage of the powerful role that music plays in all of our lives and work together to 


leverage music to promote economic and cultural development in Charlotte. There exists nothing except boundless 


opportunity for all of us. Why hold that back any longer? 


Sincerely, 
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Food For Thought 


1. Due to situations beyond our control it is necessary for us to follow up this report with an additional 


submission of information that will consist of the following: 


a. A listing of businesses that have signed onto the Save Charlotte Music campaign. 


b. A listing of names of people who have signed onto our petition which can be found at the following 


url:  http://www.petitiononline.com/shinsen/petition.html  


2. The Public Assembly Code Enforcement Team (PACE) in Austin, TX takes a very proactive approach and has 


developed a two-pager of information for individuals and organizations to use when in the planning stages of 


putting together outdoor events. PACE also created an FAQ to further help citizens walk though properly 


planning an outdoor event. The City of Charlotte should take their lead and help create resources like these 


that are easy to find and that have information consolidated in such a way as to make it easier for citizens to 


navigate through the proper channels.  


Save Charlotte Music would be happy to facilitate an endeavor such as this including designing the 


materials. 


3. In the interest of keeping this report concise and not wasting paper, we have provided some links to 


Sound/Noise Ordinances and/or Sound Permit Information here: 


a. Austin, TX Noise Ordinance http://www.ci.austin.tx.us  


b. Austin, TX Sound Permit  http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/pace/default.htm  


c. Raleigh, NC Noise Ordinance http://www.raleighnc.gov   


4. Contact Information 


Phil Rossi 


Campaign Manager 


c.704.534.1282 


phil.rossi.productions@gmail.com 
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Having a public event?
Remember to PACE yourself.


ALL large gatherings and events in The City of Austin require the appropriate permits and compliance with all  
applicable local, state, and federal regulations. Such regulations and public assembly codes address specific 
potential hazards that exist at any large gathering. The PACE (Public Assembly Code Enforcement) Team  
was formed to help event organizers create a safe environment for attendees and workers while being  
respectful of the environment, surrounding uses and impacted communities. Because public assembly codes 
touch on a variety of areas, the PACE team is made up of representatives from several local, county and state 
organizations─all of whom enforce the code under their jurisdictions and assist applicants with code questions.


PERMITS
Temporary Change of Use to a Public Assembly 
Contact: the Austin Fire Department, Emergency Prevention Division (974-0160) if a structure you wish to use in 
connection with a gathering or event does not currently have an active Certificate of Occupancy for Public 
Assembly Use Permit.


Temporary Use 
Contact: Zoning (974-2202) for an outdoor public, religious, patriotic or historic assembly or exhibit, including 
festivals, benefits, fundraising events, swap meets, flea markets, parking lot sales or similar uses that attract a 
mass audience. 


Temporary Structures 
Contact: Paul Tomasovic with Code Compliance at 974-2738 and the Austin Fire Department
Inspections Scheduling at 974-0160.


Amplified Sound or Outdoor Music 
Contact: Clara Hilling at Planning & Development Review (PDR), Sound Review at 974-2686 or e-mail:  
clara.hilling@ci.austin.tx.us.


A Street Events Closure 
Contact: Transportation, Right-of-Way Management at 974-7180. To initiate an account with the “Right-of-Way 
Management Approval Network” visit www.ci.austin.tx.us/rowman/index.cfm.


Permit for Tent(s)
Contact: Susan Walker at 974-2202 with PDR or the Emergency Prevention Division at 974-0160 to schedule a 
permit inspection. 


Food and Beverages Temporary - Food Service 
Contact: Health and Human Services at 972-5600 or visit www.ci.austin.tx.us/health/eh_permits+apps.htm.


Park Use 
Contact: Parks and Recreation Department, Reservations at 974-6797. 
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LARgE PUBLIC gAThERIngS 
Large public gatherings in any City park will require coordination with several City departments.
Contact: Police Department Special Events at 974-5032. 


Alcohol Questions
Contact: the Texas Alcoholic Beverage Commission at 451-0231. Or visit the TABC web site: www.tabc.state.tx.us.


Emergency Medical Services Information and Event Assistance
Contact: Austin-Travis County EMS Special Events at 972-7200 or visit www.atcems.org.


Public gatherings in Private homes
Fire and building code requirements do not include provisions for single-family homes to be used for public assembly 
of 50 or more persons. The Austin Fire Department will not issue permits for gatherings of 50 or more people inside 
any structure that is not specifically designed to allow for safe occupancy and exiting of large groups of people in case 
of emergency. Zoning regulations prohibit an accessory use of a residence that generates more than ten guest vehicle 
trips a day or 30 guest vehicle trips a week.  


Public Assembly
The Temporary Change of Use to Public Assembly/Operational Permit is required for structures or portions of structures 
used for public assembly that do not currently have a valid “Certificate of Occupancy” for that type of use.  A Public  
Assembly permit is not required if the gathering is of less than 50 people. However, other permit requirements may 
apply. Contact: Interim City of Austin Fire Marshal at 974-0181.


DEFInITIOnS
Certificate of Occupancy
Certificate issued for a building or structure stating the approved use and occupancy classification of the structure.  
The building official issues a Certificate of Occupancy after construction and inspections are complete and the building 
complies with the applicable provisions of the building code and other applicable codes and ordinances.


Large Public gathering
A meeting or gathering held inside City limits which attracts or can be expected to attract more than 8,500 persons  
during a day or portion of a day.


PACE TEAM
City of Austin Fire Department
City of Austin Code Compliance Department
City of Austin Police Department
Texas Alcoholic Beverage Commission
City of Austin Transportation Department, Right of Way Management Division
City of Austin Planning and Development Review Department
Austin/Travis County Health & Human Services Department
Texas Department of Public Safety


COnTACTS 
Captain Jeff Solomon, (jeff.solomon@ci.austin.tx.us) Austin Fire Department: 974-0195 
Paul Tomasovic, (Paul.Tomasovic@ci.austin.tx.us) Code Compliance Assistant Division Manager: 974-2738
Entire PACE group: PACE@ci.austin.tx.us
Austin Police Department/Special Events Unit: 974-5032 (fax) 974-6636
State Preservation Board: 463-3051; and the Texas Department of Public Safety, Capitol District: 463-3556  
(for use of the State Capitol grounds for an event)
City of Austin, Building Services Division: 974-3962 (for the use of City Hall Plaza)
City of Austin Parks and Recreation Department, reservation office: 974-6797 (for the use of City of Austin parkland)
Office of Special Events, Austin Transportation Department: 974-2779


For more detailed information please visit the PACE website. 
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Public Assembly Code Enforcement Information Sheet 


This Information Sheet is provided by the Public Assembly Code Enforcement (PACE) Team to assist in 
planning a gathering together of groups of people in the City of Austin. These initial questions may help 
understand the requirements. Multiple city ordinances govern the requirements of such gatherings and these 
answers cannot cover every situation. For complaints and general questions, contact the Chair and Co-Chair of 
the PACE team. If you have specific questions about the Fire Code, please contact Battalion Chief Joe Limon, 
Interim Fire Marshal at 512-974-0181. Specific questions about Code Compliance can be directed to Paul 
Tomasovic, Assistant Division Manager Code Compliance at 512-974-2738. For other questions, please 
address PACE@ci.austin.tx.us. Permits may take a number of days to review and Inspections may take a week 
to schedule. Please plan accordingly. 
 
If you want to have a gathering of more than 49 people for the purposes of civic, social or religious 
functions, recreation or entertainment, or food or drink consumption here are some of the questions 
you should ask: 
 
1. Will it be held in a structure?  
 


Does that building currently have a *Certificate of Occupancy (CO) for public assembly use? In other words, 
is the structure already a *Public Assembly i.e. Convention Center, Restaurant, Night Club, Church, dance 
hall etc.?  If yes, please coordinate with the property owner for requirements. 


  
If the event is to be held in a structure that does not currently have a Certificate of Occupancy (CO) for 
Public Assembly use such as a store, office building, warehouse, vacant building, etc. you will need to 
obtain a Temporary Change of Use (TCOU) Permit.  See Temporary Change of Use to Public Assembly 
on the PACE website for more information. 


 
Temporary Change of Use to a Public Assembly Permit (TCOU): 
Please contact the Fire Department, Emergency Prevention Division at 512-974-0160 ext #1 in order to 
use a building or structure that is not permitted to be a public assembly, or portion thereof, for the purposes 
of use as a public assembly.  
Article 7. Fire Code. 25-12-172 Local Amendments to International Fire Code. 
 
105.6.35 Places of assembly.  An operational permit or appropriate certificate of occupancy is required to 
operate a place of assembly. 


 
2. Are you planning activities in the street or public Right of Way? 
 


A Street Events Closure Permit will be required. Contact Transportation, Right of Way Management at 512-
974-7180. You may start up an account with the "Right of Way Management Approval Network”.  Also see 
link at Use of a Sidewalk for: Protest, Demonstration or Picketing on the PACE website for more 
information. 


 
3. Are you planning for amplified sound or music outdoors? 
 


Commercial property where sound equipment is used to amplify sound that is not fully enclosed by 
permanent, solid walls and a roof requires a Sound Amplification Permit or Outdoor Music Venue Permit as 
prescribed by Title 9. Prohibited Activities. Chapter 9-2. Noise and Amplified Sound. See links at 
Music/Noise/Sound Permits & restrictions on the PACE website for more information. 
 


 
One Day Sound Amplification Permit 


 
Outdoor Music Venue (OMV) Permit 


 
Send email to Sound@ci.austin.tx.us or call 512-974-2686 for assistance.   
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Public Assembly Code Enforcement Information Sheet 


 
 


4. Do you have plans for a temporary structure to be built, erected or installed? 
 


Most temporary structures require the approval of Code Compliance and the Austin Fire Department. 
Contact both Paul Tomasovic with Code Compliance at 512-974-2738 and the Austin Fire Department, 
Inspections Scheduling at 512-974-0160 ext #1. See the Temporary Structures and Temporary Change of 
Use pages on the PACE website for more information.     


 
5. Does your event include erecting a tent? 
 


A Tent Permit may be required by the Fire Department. Depending on the intended use of the tent, a 
Temporary Use Permit (TUP) may also be required for tents. Can Susan Walker explain this better? 
See information for Item #6 below. 


 
Tent Permit: 
 


If a tent meets the requirements of Article 7, 25-12-172 Local Amendments to International Fire Code 
105.6.44 below, an operational permit is required by the Fire Department, Emergency Prevention Division 
(512-974-0160 ext #1) 


 
105.6.44 Temporary membrane structures, tents and canopies.  An operational permit is required to operate an air-
supported temporary membrane structure or a tent having an area in excess of 200 square feet (19 m2), or a canopy in 
excess of 400 square feet (37 m2). 
Exceptions: 
     1.     Tents used exclusively for recreational camping purposes. 
     2.     Fabric canopies open on all sides which comply with all of the following: 
          2.1     Individual canopies having a maximum size of 700 square feet (65 m2). 
          2.2     The aggregate area of multiple canopies placed side by side without a firebreak clearance of not less than 
12 feet (3658 mm) shall not exceed 700 square feet (65 m2) total. 


 
6. Are you going to temporarily change the use of the property where your event will be taking place? 


There are many varied circumstances that would require a Temporary Use Permit. Can Susan 
Walker explain this better?   
Some examples are holding an outdoor public, religious, patriotic, or historic assembly or exhibit, which 
includes festivals, benefits, fund raising events, swap meets, flea markets, parking lot sales or similar uses 
that attract a mass audience. See Title 25. Land Development Chapter 25-2 Zoning Article 6. Temporary 
Uses. Section 25-2-921 
 
To obtain a Temporary Use Permit (TUP), download a Temporary Use Permit application and submit it to 
Susan Walker. For questions, call 512- 974-2202. 


 
7. Are there plans for some type of private security? 
 


Private security licenses are required for any entity perform private security. Contact the Texas Department 
of Public Safety for specific information:  Private Security Bureau, 5806 Guadalupe, Building I, Austin, 
Texas 78752 Phone 512-424-7726 www.txdps.state.tx.us/psb  (Can we remove the address and leave 
ph# & website?) 


 
8. Are there plans for food and beverages at this event? 
 


Permits are required for temporary food services. Refer to the Health and Human Services Health and 
Human Services Applications and Guides web page for specific information and requirements or call 512-
972-5600. 


 
Food:  If plans are to sell/give away prepackaged foods that are non-potentially hazardous i.e., foods that 
do not require time and temperature controls and the package or container is not opened, a permit is not 
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Public Assembly Code Enforcement Information Sheet 


required. All others will require a permit. Obtain a Temporary Food Establishment Application Packet from 
the Health and Human Services web site.   


 
Beverages:  If the beverage package/container is opened, a permit is required. Obtain a Temporary Food 
Establishment Application Packet from the Health and Human Services website. 
 
If plans are to sell/give away packaged beverages (including alcohol) without opening the container, a 
permit is not required from the Health and Human Services Department.  
 
See the Health Department Requirements page on the PACE website for more information. 


 
 
9. Are there plans for alcohol at this event? 


 (Isn’t this only if they are SELLING alcohol or charging entry fee?) 
 
Contact the Texas Alcoholic Beverage Commission at 512-451-0231. Please refer to the TABC website for 
more information. 


 
10. Are there plans to use Parks and Recreation Department property? 


 
A permit to use City of Austin parkland must be obtained and approved through the Parks and Recreation 
Department (PARD). Contact the PARD Reservations at 512-974-6797. Go to the PARD Special Events 
website for more information.  
 
Large public gatherings in any city park will require coordination with several City of Austin departments. 
See # 11 for Large Public Gatherings that are outside of City of Austin parkland.  (ask Jeff Solomon to 
look at PARD Policy) 


 
11. Are there plans for a “Large Public Gathering” / mass gatherings?  
 


A person may not act as a promoter unless the person obtains a permit from the City Council. The Police 
Department, Emergency Medical Services Department, and Health Department shall promulgate rules 
relating to minimum standards to protect public safety, maintain order, and provide for standards of health, 
sanitation and emergency medical services at a large public gathering. Contact Austin Transportation 
Department Special Events Office at (512) 974-6501 


 
Large Public Gathering:  (if this number comes from the Code, maybe cite where this is defined?) 
(This does not jive with PARD Policy ) 
Mass gathering or other event as determined by PACE.   


 
12. Do you plan to use the sidewalk for a demonstration or protest? 
 


Protests, demonstrations or picketing activities that use the public sidewalk do not require a permit from the 
City. However, there are rules that you must follow so as not to violate several laws. See Use of a Sidewalk 
for: Protest, Demonstration or Picketing page on the PACE website for specifics.  


 
13. Are you planning a Parade or "March" down a public street or a demonstration? 


 
To request the use of a public street to conduct a Parade or "March", a Parade Permit is required 10 days 
prior to the date of the event and is approved by the APD Special Events Unit.  
 
If you have further questions about your parade, contact the APD Special Events Unit at 512-974-5032 or 
fax 512-974-6636.  (Is this just about parades? What about Film production?) 
 
Other contacts:   (Should this be item #14?) 
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1) The use of the State Capitol grounds for an event requires permits from the State Preservation Board, 
512-463-3051; and coordination with the Texas Department of Public Safety (DPS)/Capitol District at 
512-463-3556. 


2) The use of City Hall Plaza is arranged through the City of Austin, Building Services Division at 512-974-
3962. 


3) A request to use City of Austin parkland is approved through the Parks and Recreation Department, 
reservation office at 512-974-6797. See # 10 above.  


 
Street Closure Permit: 


 
A person may not temporarily close any portion of a public street to conduct a street event, unless the 
person obtains a permit. Permits are issued by the Transportation Dept, Right-of-Way Management (512-
974-5634)  
Title 14. Use of Streets and Public Property, Chapter 14-8. Temporary Street Closure For a Street Event  


 
14. Homeowners - Public Assembly Use in single family residential neighborhoods. 
 


Fire and Building Code requirements do not include provisions for single family homes to be used as public 
assembly occupancies. From a safety perspective, the Austin Fire Department does not suggest gatherings 
of more than 49 people inside any structure that is not specifically designed to hold large groups of people. 
Once 50 people of more are gathered together at an event, it becomes a public assembly. Zoning 
requirements do not permit such use in residential areas because of noise, parking, sanitary facility and 
other issues. 


 
For single family residential neighborhoods, this is a complaint-driven issue. Safety is the main concern of 
the Public Assembly Code Enforcement (PACE) team, but PACE does not patrol residential neighborhoods 
looking for parties. PACE will respond to complaints when available and City of Austin ordinances will be 
enforced. Please contact PACE (PACE@ci.austin.tx.us) for complaints or more information on possible 
temporary use. 
 


 
* Definitions:  
 
Certificate of Occupancy: 
Certificate issued to a building or structure stating the use and occupancy classification of the structure. The 
building official issues the Certificate of Occupancy (CO) after the building official finds no violations of the 
provisions of the building code or other applicable codes and ordinances. No building or structure shall be used 
or occupied, and no change in the existing occupancy classification of a building or structure or portion thereof 
shall be made until the building official has issued a certificate of occupancy. Issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy shall not be construed as an approval of a violation of the provisions of the building code or of other 
ordinances of the City of Austin. 
 
Public Assembly: 
The use of a building or structure, or a portion thereof, for the gathering together of persons for the purposes 
such as civic, social or religious functions, recreation or entertainment, food or drink consumption or awaiting 
transportation. A room or space used for assembly purposes by less than 50 persons and accessory to 
occupancy shall be included as a part of that occupancy. See 2009 International Fire Code for more 
information. 
 
Should we define other terms as well? Move Large Public Gathering section down here? 
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Your Best Source for Government News and Information  


Mayor’s Youth Employment 
Program 
Local young people learn about the 
healthcare field and technology at 
Discovery Place. 
  


Political Leaders in Charlotte 
Find out why these political leaders  
were in town and what was said  
about the future of North Carolina. 
 
CHA Today—Affordable Housing Update 
Reporter Jennifer Gallman from CHA Today learns 
what community participants of the Urban Land 
Institute’s Housing Forum see as the future for 
affordable housing in Charlotte. 


 
Electric Cars and Charging Stations 
Stimulus money will help integrate electric cars into the City 
Government fleet.  There will also be charging stations available 
to you.    
  
On-line News First 
The Citywide Newsroom is where you’ll find the latest Police, 
Fire, City Council news, and more.  Be the first to know. 
  
Are We Treated Fairly? 
Find out about fair housing laws and what’s changed,  
or not, in the last 43 years.  


1st and 3rd Thursdays  
7:00pm on the GOV Channel  
(Cable 16, Time Warner Cable and AT&TUverse) 


Click on icons to access  
social media. 


You can also watch episodes  
LIVE online at www.charlottenc.gov.  


City Source helps you connect to the government news and information you need.  
The show offers a unique look at our City services and employees.  
Here are stories in the next episode... 


Episode 
Premieres  


April 
7th 



http://charmeck.org/city/charlotte/govchannel/Pages/CitySource.aspx

http://charmeck.org/city/charlotte/govchannel/Pages/default.aspx

http://twitter.com/#!/CharlotteNCgov

http://www.facebook.com/pages/City-of-Charlotte/179610235833

http://www.youtube.com/user/CHAToday

http://www.youtube.com/user/CHAToday
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AGENDA NOTES:  
 
Agenda Item #34 – Computer and Related Equipment Disposal Services 
Staff Resource:  Charles Robinson, BSS, 704‐432‐3539, clrobinson@charlottenc.gov 


Business Support Services (BSS) manages the disposal of electronic assets such as computers and 
laptops, printers, servers, cameras, cellular phones, and other electronic devices through its Asset 
Recovery & Disposal operation. Providing secure and regulatory compliant disposal of these assets 
is both complicated and critical. The City has historically disposed of these assets through a live 
auction process, with an average annual net proceed of $32,000 (2002 through 2009). 
 
Recent  changes  in  federal  and  state  regulations  require  a more  comprehensive  approach  to 
managing risk and  liability, specifically around data security and asset disposal/destruction. To 
ensure the City’s compliance with the changing regulatory environment, staff researched several 
options for outsourcing electronic asset disposal, but found most options increased the cost of 
management and electronic waste disposal. However, a local, no cost, donation‐based option is 
available through a partnership with Goodwill Industries of the Southern Piedmont (Goodwill). 
 
Goodwill began providing services in the Charlotte community in 1965 and currently operates 20 
retail locations, a Retail Operations Center, a Career Development Center and several satellite Job 
Connection facilities throughout the Charlotte area. Last year, Goodwill diverted more than 55 
million pounds of material from local landfills including almost 4 million pounds of electronic waste. 
Goodwill works with clients including the Chester County, South Carolina landfill, ESRI and Truvista 
Communications to properly manage their electronic asset disposal. 
 
On Council’s April 11, 2011 agenda, BSS will be recommending the City enter into a contract with 
Goodwill to manage the disposal of the electronic assets. The contract will call for the City to 
donate its electronic assets at the end of their useful life to Goodwill. In turn, Goodwill will provide 
the following services at no cost to the City: 


• Electronic asset transportation and logistics; 
• Refurbishment and reselling of reusable assets; 
• Parts recycling; 
• Environmentally responsible disposal; and 
• Certified disposal and compliance documentation. 


A partnership with Goodwill would deliver a multi‐win scenario, because: 


• Goodwill uses donated  assets  to provide on‐the‐job  training,  career  services,  and  job 
creation for local citizens; 


• Goodwill returns electronic components back into the useful stream of electronics through 
reuse, recycling, and refurbishment; 


• Goodwill’s  electronic  waste  management  program  promotes  community  electronics 
recycling while also allowing citizens access to affordable recycled technology; 


• The City would receive certified compliant disposal of electronic assets at no cost; and 
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• Assets resold by Goodwill generate local sales tax revenue. 


Goodwill would  be  responsible  for  all  equipment, materials,  labor,  transportation,  logistical 
support, and reporting required for electronic asset management and disposal.  Goodwill will also 
provide all necessary documentation to ensure compliance with federal and state electronic asset 
disposal regulations, and will provide liability insurance at limits required by City Risk Management. 
 The City will maintain responsibility for all data security and destruction at the levels established 
by  the Office of the Chief  Information Officer  (OCIO) prior to donation of electronic assets to 
Goodwill. Adopting  this program would  result  in a net auction  revenue  loss of approximately 
$17,000 annually, which is much less than the cost of many third party disposal programs. 
 
Even with  this  contract  in place, G.S. 160A‐280  requires  that City Council adopt a  resolution 
approving all donations. A  list of surplus computers and  related electronic equipment will be 
created  for each donation cycle and brought  to City Council  for approval over  the  life of  the 
contract. 
 


INFORMATION: 
 
Monday Storm Impact on City Services 
Staff Resource: Julie Burch, City Manager’s Office, 704‐336‐3187, jburch@charlottenc.gov 
 
Monday’s violent early morning storms resulted in 179 citizen requests for service, most 
associated with downed trees blocking streets or damaging property. Street Maintenance, 
Charlotte Fire Department, Landscape Management and Solid Waste Services were first 
responders, on site by 3 a.m. clearing streets and cordoning off downed power lines.  
 
While service requests came from all parts of the city, many were concentrated in the Little 
Rock Road, Sugar Creek Road and Plaza‐Midwood areas. 
 
The last blocked street was opened about noon today. Contractors are assisting with large 
trunk/tree cleanup. If everything goes well, the City portion of the cleanup may be done early 
to mid next week. 
 
Solid Waste Services worked with CMPD to provide barricades at unsafe locations and is now 
focusing on removing debris. The County has opened Compost Central and Pence Road facilities 
to accept debris. Staff expects yard waste collections to be problematic for the next week as 
residents clear their property. Citizens are being asked to bring debris in proper size and length 
to the curb for removal on their normal collection day. 
 
The level of damage will likely not qualify for federal assistance, though Small Business 
Administration low‐interest loans may be possible for commercial properties with structural 
damage. Staff is currently assessing the storm damage to determine possible eligibility for state 
or federal assistance. 
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City Source Tells Stories of Customer Service 
Staff Resource: Sherry Bauer, Corporate Communications & Marketing, 704‐336‐2459, 
sbauer@charlottenc.gov 
 
City Source is the City of Charlotte’s unique 30‐minute program for citizens to learn about the 
City’s services as well as how its employees serve the community. The program airs the first and 
third Thursday of each month at 7 p.m. on Cable 16 (Time Warner Cable), AT&TUverse and is 
streamed LIVE online at www.charlottenc.gov.  
 
The April 7 edition shows how the Mayor’s Youth Employment Program is helping local youth 
learn about the healthcare field, an in depth report on why political leaders were in town 
recently, and how stimulus money is helping to integrate electric cars into the City Government 
fleet. 
 
This information is also promoted in CMail, the City’s electronic newsletter emailed to more 
than 1,100 subscribers and distributed by City departments whose services, programs and 
employees are featured in an upcoming episode.  
 
Attached (SEE TABLE OF CONTENTS ON LEFT) is a promotional flyer for the April 7 episode.  
 
ATTACHMENTS (SEE TABLE OF CONTENTS ON LEFT): 
March 21 Community Safety Committee Summary 
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