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WEEK IN REVIEW: 
 


Mon (April 25)  Tues (April 26)  Wed (April 27)  Thurs (April 28)  Fri (April 29) 
3:45 PM 
Environment 
Committee, 
Room CH‐14 
 
5:00 PM 
Combined Council 
Zoning and Business 
Meeting, 
Room 267 


4:00 PM 
Economic 
Development 
Committee, 
Room 270‐271 


12:00 PM 
Housing and 
Neighborhood 
Development 
Committee, 
Room 280 
 
5:30 PM  
Metropolitan 
Transit Commission, 
Room 267 


2:00 PM 
Transportation and Planning 
Committee, 
Room 280 
 
6:30 PM 
District 5 Community 
Meeting @ Charlotte East 
Office Park YMCA, 
5855 Executive Center Drive 
Suite 109 


 
 


 
 
 







CALENDAR DETAILS: 
 
Monday, April 25 
  3:45 pm  Environment Committee, Room CH‐14 
    AGENDA: Tree canopy goal and investment strategy 
 
  5:00 pm  Combined Council Zoning and Business Meeting, Room 267 
   
Tuesday, April 26 
  4:00 pm  Economic Development Committee, Room 270‐271 


AGENDA: Youth initiatives; Independence Boulevard Area Plan; CRVA April 
barometer report (information only) 


 
Wednesday, April 27 
  12:00 pm  Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee, Room 280 
    AGENDA: Relocation program; Inclusionary housing policies 
 
  5:30 pm  Metropolitan Transit Commission, Room 267 


AGENDA: Red Line Task Force update; FY12‐13 Transit operating budget; FY12‐
16 Transit CIP; State full funding grant agreement for BLE 


     
Thursday, April 28 
  2:00 pm  Transportation and Planning Committee, Room 280 


AGENDA: Steele Creek Area Plan; Northeast 485 completion update; Revised 
Committee meeting schedule 


 
6:30 pm  District 5 Community Meeting, Charlotte East Office Park YMCA,  


5855 Executive Center Drive Suite 109 
 
April and May calendars are attached (SEE TABLE OF CONTENTS ON LEFT). 


 
INFORMATION: 
 
April 20 – Council‐Manager Memo and Council Packet Delivery 
Staff Resource: Wilson Hooper, City Manager’s Office, 704‐336‐8774, whooper@charlottenc.gov  
 
Due to the Good Friday holiday, today’s Council‐Manager Memo and Council packet delivery 
will be the only one this week. If necessary, any agenda updates or urgent items from City staff 
will be delivered to Council electronically on Thursday, April 21.  
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April 29 – Mayor’s Bike to Breakfast Ride 
Staff Resource: Ken Tippette, CDOT, 704‐336‐2278, ktippette@charlottenc.gov  
 
All members of City Council are invited to bring a bicycle and helmet to join Mayor Anthony 
Foxx as he leads the annual Mayor’s Bike to Breakfast Ride.  The ride will begin at 7:30 a.m. on 
Friday, April 29, in the parking lot behind the Dowd YMCA at 400 East Morehead Street in 
Charlotte.  Mayor Foxx will lead all participants on a bike ride to a free breakfast in Uptown 
Charlotte.   
 
This popular event is one of many held during the BIKE!Charlotte series of bicycle related 
activities promoting awareness of the bicycle as a healthy, efficient and environmentally 
friendly means of transportation.  By offering a wide range of events from short family rides to 
high speed races, BIKE!Charlotte appeals to a wide variety of riders including those who do not 
currently bicycle but would like to learn more about how to ride safely. 
 
In‐Rem Demolition at 1306/1308 Kennon Street  
Staff Resource:  Walter Abernethy, N&BS, 704‐336‐4213, wabernathy@charlottenc.gov  
 
On January 28, Mr. Bo Proctor asked City Council not to approve the demolition of the property 
at 1306/1308 Kennon Street.  Mr. Proctor expressed to City Council his desire to repair the 
property and place it back into the rental market.  City Council voted to grant a 90‐day deferral 
during which time Mr. Proctor would have ample time to bring the property into compliance.   
 
After the Council vote, Code Enforcement staff met on site with Mr. Proctor and his repair 
contractor to review permit requirements and specify all required repairs. The 90‐day extension 
granted by City Council will expire the week of April 25. 
 
To date, there have been no permits issued or repairs started on the property.  The property 
remains open and vacant.  The property is for sale.  It is Code Enforcement’s intent to bring the 
structure back to City Council on May 9 to ask for demolition approval.   
 
2013 American Association of Police Polygraphists National Seminar 
Staff Resource: Major Sherie Pearsall, CMPD, 704‐432‐1641, spearsall@cmpd.org 
 
The American Association of Police Polygraphists (AAPP) will hold its 2013 National Seminar in 
Charlotte in the spring of 2013.  Members of the association voted on the 2013 site at their 
2011 seminar in Boston.  Charlotte received all but one vote and was selected over Atlanta, 
Hilton Head, Louisville, Miami, Tampa, Virginia Beach, and Washington, DC. 
 
The conference will attract as many as 500‐600 polygraph examiners from police agencies 
around the world.  Charlotte’s presentation to the membership was led by Frank Suddreth, a 
CMPD polygraph examiner who has been elected to the AAPP Board of Directors.  The 
economic impact to the city is estimated to be around $800,000 for the one week event. 
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COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 
 


 I.         Subject:  Youth Initiatives  
                 Action: Review Mayor Foxx’s letter regarding recommendations for increasing participation in 


the City’s youth programs, mentoring and after school initiatives and provide direction 
to staff on how to proceed.  This items was referred by Mayor Foxx at the March 7, 
2011 Council Meeting. 


  
      II.       Subject:  SBO Task Force Recommendations 
                  Action: Review recommendations of the Mayor’s SBO Task Force.  Provide direction to staff on  
   potential changes to SBO policy, in particular the “affiliate” issue. 


 
            


COMMITTEE INFORMATION 
 
    Present:  James Mitchell, Patrick Cannon, Jason Burgess, Andy Dulin and Patsy Kinsey  
    Time:  3:30p.m. – 4:35p.m. 
 
  


ATTACHMENTS 
 


1) Mayor Foxx’s letter to Council on Youth Initiatives 
2) N&BS Youth Employment, Mentoring and Afterschool Program Overview 
3) Council’s Review of Youth Employment 2005-2011 
4) Housing Trust Fund Board/Charlotte-Mecklenburg Coalition for Housing 
5) N&BS CDBG FY10 and FY11 Budget Allocations 
6) City After School Enrichment Program Vendor Selection Criteria 
7) Mayor’s SBO Program Task Force Recommendations Presentation 
8) Summary of Proposed Affiliate Guidelines for SBO Program 
9) Small Business Opportunity Program Task Force Findings and Recommendations 
10) CRVA March Barometer Report 
11) Privatization Competition Advisory Committee Report 


 


 
DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS 


 
I.  Subject:  Youth Initiatives 
 
James Mitchell, Chairman:  
 We would like to welcome you to the Economic Development Committee meeting.  We have about five 


items on our agenda today, the first is Youth Initiatives.  Ron, will you introduce this item?  The Mayor 
will be giving comments. 


Kimble: Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee.  This is an item that was recently referred 
from the March 7th Council Meeting.  We have a responsibility as a Committee to bring some 
recommendations by April 30th, this was the timeframe given by the Council. You have three meetings 
of the E.D. Committee between now and then.  Today, we wanted to walk through what we have been 
doing in the past, what we are currently doing and talk about from a philosophy perspective, where 
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you would like for us to head.  We also want to make sure that we are all on the same page and find 
out where you would like for us to head next. We have two meetings in April where you can get your 
arms further around this issue and this item, then make a recommendation to City Council on what 
you would like from the Committee to go to City Council.  We figure that we have three meetings in 
order to put together what you would like to bring back to City Council.  The Mayor’s letter was 
included in your materials and in advance, some more information from Neighborhood & Business 
Services.  Mainly three topics, youth employment, mentoring and then also after school programs. We 
also added in some of the materials that you saw on your agenda Police Activities League (PAL) 
talking about the Gang of One, some of those folks are here today.  Giving you a snap shot of all of 
the different services and different areas that are rolled into youth initiatives and youth related 
programs for the City of Charlotte. We also are producing and providing to you, not just for today, but 
for further examination and information some background information on things that you have done in 
the past.  The ED Committee, it used to be the ED & Planning Committee.  You have looked at this 
issue four times in the last several years. You have ramped it up a little bit and allocated more 
resources to it and we have been able to boost a little bit the numbers of youth that are served in the 
Mayor’s Youth Program.  It’s background material, its educational material; it’s where we have been in 
the past.  Also, back in 2004 and 2005, you as a Council tasked the Privatization Competition Advisory 
Committee (PCAC) to do some work.  We have produced not their whole report that was not 
necessary at this point, but they have developed in the past in 2005 some criteria on how you might 
move forward and evaluate after school programs.  From a perspective of if you sent out an RFP and 
asked people to respond to what services they would provide for after school programs, these were 
the 14 different criteria that you had asked back in 2004 to look at.   The report came back in 2004 
and 2005 and for whatever reason the City did not move forward with that.  There were a lot of 
reasons you asked for us to have conversations with the school system and with the County, but for 
whatever reason, it did not move forward. There is archival material from a historical perspective on 
works that the Council has previously asked one of your Committees that you appoint, to do some 
work on.  We have reproduced that for you as well. Regarding the Mayor’s letter, he had indicated 
that may be a look alike model akin to the Housing Trust Fund Board maybe something in the works.  
Mr. Mitchell asked that we provide for you the Housing Trust Fund Board which has now morphed into 
the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Coalition for Housing.  There is a different model makeup for the Charlotte-
Mecklenburg Coalition for Housing and you have that material here as well.  Then we reproduced 
some of the archival information on numbers of youth that have been currently served in the Mayor’s 
Youth Employment Program, the Goodwill Industries Program that you have ramped up.  What you 
have done in the past on the after school program which entities you have funded and how many 
youth they have served.  We do contract monitoring on those after school programs, but we really 
don’t have criteria for how this is evaluated in this contract monitoring.  I don’t think Mr. Cannon has 
a copy, let’s put some in front of everybody.  What we wanted to do is provide that to you as 
information and let you know where you have been and what’s been referred to you.  Where do we go 
from here and how do we ramp up from this point and what are some of the philosophies, goals and 
challenges that we know we have.  Regarding money, we put the CDBG programs out there because 
we have had a discussion about that as recent as yesterday.  All of you were in D.C. You have the 
knowledge that all of us have about what might happen there and how all of that play into what you 
might like to charge the staff with in coming back to the next ED Committee meeting. The Mentoring 
Alliance, after school programs and youth employment make up the three primary youth initiatives 
that the City has been a part of in the past.  That is simply what we will start out with and offer as 
background materials.  We are more interested in the dialog with the Committee in what you would 
like to see us bring back to you at the next meeting.   


Mitchell: Let me do this to make sure that we are all on the same page; this is a lot of information.  I have four 
documents: Housing Trust Fund Board/Charlotte-Mecklenburg Coalition for Housing, Youth 
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Employment Update it lists all of our providers and contract amounts.  Another page with the first line 
that says Cost/Benefits Analysis then the final piece is the Mayor’s memo talking about the Mayor’s 
Youth Employment Program.  So we can keep those four in front of us for reference.   


Kimble: Then the CDBG sheet. 
Mitchell: Yes, the CDBG sheet showing the budgets for FY2010 and FY2011.  Everyone have all of those, Jason? 
Burgess: Yes, I have it all.  
Mitchell: I will yield to you this is the one you sent to us on the memo. 
Foxx: I will just be very brief.  The conversation belongs with you Mr. Chair and your Committee.   During 


the Civil War, there was General McClellan who was one of Abraham Lincoln’s generals and showed 
some reluctance to discharge his responsibility in fighting that war. Abraham Lincoln said to General 
McClellan, “if you are not going to use your army, may I borrow it”?  In a lot of ways, this letter I 
would like to think is unnecessary and this conversation I would like to think is unnecessary.  We have 
growing numbers of children in this community who need help and we all know it.  Whether it’s help in 
after school time, whether its help connecting them to means of work or having a mentor.  I assume 
in some point in the past, the City Council has given the authority to the staff to implement these 
programs.  Therefore, there was some basis upon which these programs were adopted and became 
part of the City’s function.  The question that I have and I think we all should have this question from 
time to time is really two-fold.  Number one is we have the responsibility as citizens to make sure that 
we are making the most effective and efficient use of resources that they provide.  If we are going to 
have programs like this, we should have programs that are knocking it out of the park, and that is not 
a statement to say that the programs that we have aren’t.  It’s to say from time to time, it’s 
incumbent upon us to test that by looking very closely.  When you look at 2006, in the Youth 
Employment Program, a year where we had more than 4,000 kids arrested through the Charlotte 
Mecklenburg Police Department.  We had 42 kids go through the Program that year.  That is less than 
1% of the kids arrested that same year.  We have gown the Program some and there has been a lot of 
good work done by a lot of good people.  But I question whether we have sufficient amount of urgency 
within our City to grow the ranks of that Program more.  After school is an area where there is a lot of 
activity now.  There is actually some work; I know you are aware of Mr. Chair that is going on at the 
Foundation of the Carolinas.  They are looking at criteria for after school programs.  The idea there is 
to create a set of criteria much like the PCAC Committee has done and can measure our programs 
against.  If our programs do exceedingly well against that criteria, they should get more money.  If 
they don’t do as well, they should get less money.  It’s very simple. The idea in not to penalize the 
programs, the idea is to reward and help kids.  Last year, I asked the staff and the Council allowed me 
to go and explore re-looking at these programs.  My expectation was that by this time, we would have 
come back with some specific recommendations.  I want to thank the staff for working through some 
of those ideas, but the idea the staff came back with was increasing the budget.  I think we have got 
to work to increase the effectiveness and efficiency within the existing resources before we can make 
a strong case to raise the budget numbers.  So what I am asking for is a look across these programs 
as trying to maximize the resources that we have.  I think one component of that is the development 
of a Youth Development Office within the City, where you would pull together the various components 
that we already have.  We have people working on the front lines with mentoring and youth 
employment and these other things and helping them leverage each other. Someone who is working 
on mentoring programs might find out about a job, someone that is working on youth employment 
may find out about an after school initiative.   Connecting these things will help us leverage a 
multiplying effect on what we are already doing.  I think there is a way to do that within the resources 
that we are already using.  What I am asking for now is some creative thought by the Council, and 
you have my specific ideas.  Last point, I have offered to take a greater hand particularly in the youth 
employment area.  I have asked from time to time to have someone from staff sitting across from me 
while I am making calls to corporations to ask them for jobs for youth.  To have that person available 
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to respond back to these companies and do the follow up work that is associated with it.  For some 
reason, I don’t know exactly why that hasn’t happened, but I think it should.  I am willing to put as 
much work into growing this Program as I am asking the staff to do, as I am asking you to do.   I 
think it’s important for the City, and frankly when I look back at the time that I have spent in this 
office, I will measure it by how well we do with this Program.   


Mitchell: Thank you Mayor.  A charge from the Mayor has been put to this Committee.  I want to approach this 
as three different aspects. We have after school, mentoring and then we have youth employment.  I 
think if we try to do it all at once it will be confusing.  Committee are you all o.k. to look at three 
separate programs? 


Dulin: Each one of those are worthy of a meeting.  
Mitchell: Let’s agree on the first thing that the Mayor said, I hope that the changes we make we do it in the 


confines of the budget we have.  That means we are not going to go to the Budget Committee and ask 
for more money in the Program.  It’s my understanding that we need to be more creative, but 
thinking that we are going to spend another $300,000 on this budget.   


Dulin: With the Committee, as part of that charge, be able to provide internal adds and deletes as we work 
through this within the budget that we have?  For us to increase staff time, something else is going to 
have to give somewhere.  This is the appropriate time to study it. 


Foxx: I am a little confused as to why there is confusion on this.  We have to go through these steps.  It 
strikes me that they don’t feel that they have appropriate direction from the Council as to what we 
want them to do.   I think that rather than going through and giving them some direction and 
parameters, they could go back in and rework things in a way we feel that is appropriate.  I had hoped 
that in the work that we have done together would have yielded a specific plan with a specific 
restructuring concept.  Frankly, that died on the vine for reasons unknown to me so we are here. 


Dulin: Your point of working on hitting it out of the park, I agree with you.  There are folks with programs 
that are helping our community, and in some cases, are hitting solid singles, but it’s still inside the 
park.  This is sensitive stuff here; we can look at that.  In some of those, they are tough for the staff 
to start looking at without a Committee or Council as a whole. 


Foxx: Let me suggest that in the past, I think we have been having the wrong conversation about the after 
school program.  This is my vantage point and not the Council’s.  A lot of the conversation has been 
about having them or not having them and I think the question is having them, but making sure that 
the dollars allocated to them are going as far as we can make them go.  So I don’t think we should be 
taking dollars away from the budget, I think what we should be doing is finding the best criteria from 
the best thinking about the after school programs.  A committee of people that are not focused on 
politics or agendas, but focused on the best program effectiveness for kids.  They should recommend 
to Council what allocation of resources we need to make, using the objective criteria to try to measure 
the programs and have those recommendations come back to us.  I am not saying this because I have 
an agenda against any of the programs we have, I don’t.  The programs that we have are the best 
ones out there.  I think they ought to get more money. What I want to see us do is to focus on the 
children and not on the adults.   


Cannon: We need a staff prospective as well as a Mayoral prospective on the Mayor’s Youth Employment 
Program.  There is an idea to stretch limited support for internships dollars by reductions in the annual 
per youth from $1,500.  I get the logic in reducing that number from $1,000 to $500 to mean you are 
able to serve more kids.  How does that impact what we are doing presently?  Are there any 
negatives?   


Kimble: Great question and I think what we would like to do is share with you how the current Program is 
working because not every job gets the $1,000.  Brad is in the best position to describe how the 
current Program works and then test whether a reduction from $1,000 to $500 is a good idea and let 
you help us to evaluate that. 







 


Economic Development Committee  
Meeting Summary for March 24, 2011 
Page 5 
 


 
 
Foxx: A couple of prospectives.  This week, I was with the Mayor’s Youth Employment Program in Discovery 


Place.  The staff did a wonderful job in getting 20 or 30 kids who have interest in math and science.  
They were able to connect them with professors from UNC-Charlotte and Carolinas Medical Center 
where they talked about technology.  These kids were brilliant kids and they had an experience that I 
am sure that they would not have had if we had not done that.  My point in saying that is that 
employment is desirable, but I think that there are other experiences that we should be working to 
connect them to.  Whether it is an unpaid internship for a kid can afford to do that even at the market 
or whether it is an experience like the one we had this week.  I think we need to think broader about 
connecting kids to experiences.   


Cannon: I think that is a good point to be made because we are still operating within parameters that have 
been around for some time.  Your mention of Discovery Place experience reminds me of what we have 
going on right now at our own Aviation Museum and now our youth are being exposed to that.  You 
have people that are employed right now in aviation that are not coming out of the administration side 
or maintenance side and there is no one to follow for generations to come.  That has become a 
concern for US Airways.  Those have become issues and well as opportunities.  


Mitchell: Brad is going to talk to us about youth employment first. 
Richardson:  I will direct your attention to this attachment, the one that starts with timeline.  Prior to FY06, the 


Mayor’s Youth Employment wasn’t focused on job placement; it was focused on training and 
maintaining a community job book.  Council authorized at that point the change to the current model 
that is evolving over time. I heard loud and clear of the experience beyond an eight week summer 
internship to things like shadowing, and as the Mayor mentioned, the Discovery Place partnership that 
we have rolled out this year.  These are activities one day per month at Discovery Place to introduce 
the participants in the Mayor’s Youth Program to a new career that is math and science technology 
related.  To the issue of stipend, and to more directly answer your question, you authorized us to 
begin offering stipend about a year ago that was about the time that the stimulus dollars came and 
left. That created in the community, at that moment, at least was the money that paid for the youth 
to have jobs.  Well that money disappeared.  You authorized us to use a limited amount of our funds 
to do that and we still do that today.  It does work a little differently though than a $1,000 per child. 
In fact, on the third bullet of this handout, we do want to point out that we squeeze as much out of 
these dollars as possible.  We negotiate with the employers what it will take to get a child in your 
place to work for an eight week or four week period. We have one full-time employee dedicated to the 
Program.  One year ago, we brought in a permanent part-time 30 hour per a week job developer.  We 
have been very pleased that, this was a March 7th report, 149 jobs placement opportunities to date 
have requested assistance.  That is how we work. They request assistance so we would be happy to 
think through how we might do a subsidy component.  We have found that many employers in the 
community will actually do this.  This is a good thing to do.  They will partner with the City and put our 
youth to work.  Some just don’t have the funds and that’s where we think it’s appropriate to use the 
authority you gave us to offer limited stipends.  


Cannon: Today the driving force for the youth and their parents is the experience.    I want to talk to you now 
about staff and you been able to staff something like this here.  If Council decides to expand this, 
what kind of staff do you have right now for this Program and are you short-handed now or you just 
about right in terms of where you need to be servicing that current market?  The third thing I would 
like to know is this a priority for the department? 


Richardson:  I heard two questions.  The one about staffing, we have one full-time employee, manager of the 
Mayor’s Youth Employment Program.  She manages the program as well as the contract with Goodwill 
Industries for the Youth Job Connection.  We have a part-time 30 hour per week person that is a job 
developer, spends time in the community working with employers matching a menu of services that 
we try to offer. It’s back to eight weeks full-time.  Is it a good deal paid? We work down from there to 
find an experience for the young person.  That was the question that I heard.  What would it take to 
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do more?  I think we are using our one full- time person and the job developer at capacity. Recall, it’s 
not just about finding employment, it’s about working through partnerships like Discovery Place that 
we talked about briefly.  It’s about training young people to work their job and monitoring them 
throughout the summer.  It’s almost like account management with each of these employers.  So one 
full-time person to have 210 -240 youth participating in the summer program, in our opinion, and my 
opinion that is utilizing that one full-time person and the job developer very well.  Given the priorities 
that you have us to do this, you have asked us for many years now to make the youth employment 
part of our Program that works.  We take that very seriously, to answer your question directly. 


Cannon: Going back to being creative, I would like to see if there is some level of creativity where the 
department can find additional capacity to help us to look at a greater level of expansion.  Being 
creative, seeing what the possibilities might be creative to expand.  We have a good number but I 
think we can get a much higher number and at the same time, I want to say kudos to the staff for the 
level of work that you are doing with the tools that you have.  Because right now, I think we just need 
some additional tools in the chest.   


Kimble: If you take the Mayor’s Youth Employment Program and the Goodwill Program, what you have done 
through your Committee work over the last four years and the Council’s direction, there are 165 
employed in the Mayor’s Youth Employment Program.  We have a budget of around $85,000. 


Richardson:   $108,000 last year, that includes the bus service that we work with for Carowinds.  
Kimble: You have allocated $200,000 a year ramped up to the Goodwill Industries and that is on the second 


chart.  They are being able to train a lot more folk than they ever had before.  They are training 1,379 
people in 2010 which is a pretty good number. It’s finding the jobs or having the jobs available in the 
market because they train the youth.  As I understand it, the youth are able to go out with that 
training and find the job with the new training that they have received.  The issue that we are faced 
with in a down economy is creating the opportunities in the private sector. We have also created 30 
jobs with the City and 30 jobs with the County that we are employing youth as internship programs 
with departments with the City and the County.   So I think the place for growth is in the private 
sector and the networking with the private sector and the Chamber of Commerce.  In trying to ramp 
up the availability and engagement with the private sector to place the youth that are being trained, 
because they are being trained, is that the right kind of training that you want them to receive?  Are 
they going to be able to obtain the kind of job that is productive, stimulating and engaging working 
atmosphere for them?  It’s going to be a ramp up as to how you connect with the private sector in 
order to create these jobs.  


Foxx: I want to piggy back on that because there is expansion but I think we have our toes in the water and 
we are not putting our legs and feet and the rest of our bodies in.  What I have said, I want weigh in 
on it more; let me call some of these companies.  If they don’t have a job, let me ask them for some 
private money to help us grow these programs.  When you look at many of the cities across this 
country that have very successful youth employment programs, they usually do it with the Mayor, we 
don’t.  We put the Mayor’s name on it, but I am telling you that this is a Mayor less youth employment 
program.  I am interested in engaging it more but I feel like quite frankly that I am running up against 
staff on this.  One of the things to think about is if a staff person is calling a company and asking for 
jobs, are we loosing an opportunity in that conversation to have the City leader calling that person?  
Regardless of whether it’s me or someone else, I just don’t think we are operating optimally.   


Burgess: My question is about these companies that are hiring from the Mayor’s Youth Employment Program, 
are they being recognized?  If they are, would that be a way to boost the numbers having some sort 
of competition between all these private companies?  How many of our youth are you helping to 
support?  If it comes along with getting the Mayor or someone to ask for this, let’s make it a 
competition and advertize it.  


Mitchell:  Let me say I am proud to say I employed one last summer. I think the most important thing here is 
about the youth.  Susanne came out.  Is it Susanne? 







 


Economic Development Committee  
Meeting Summary for March 24, 2011 
Page 7 
 


 
 
Hill: Yes. 
Mitchell: Susanne is the job creator with the Mayor’s Youth Employment Program.  Susanne came out for a visit 


and interviewed me as well as the youth about how well his experience was going.  Then they did a 
nice newsletter at the end and talked about the experience.  Fortunately, they wanted the companies 
to be there with the youth at the end so there was a lot of project coverage with WSOC Channel 9 and 
other local media coverage.  I like your idea of raising the bar and recognizing the 165 employers.  
How many actual companies, Dawn? 


Hill: 56 companies. 
Mitchell:  So to recognize those 56 companies.   
Cannon: Mayor let me applaud your efforts for wanting to step up your game which hopefully will encourage 


those that follow to do the same.  I concur with you, but I ask that you consider suggesting this to the 
full Council along with you, with these Business Investment Grants that we still approve every now 
and then.  We have the opportunity to expand Charlotte’s tax base and create more jobs. Some of 
these engineering companies and some of these manufacturers whether it might be in the way of 
white collar or blue collar professions to create balance for this community.  Use your level of 
influence there for the youth. I think it would be a good opportunity for them to consider.  They are 
coming to this marketplace to be engaged specifically somehow and that is what has made Charlotte 
what it is anyway, between public and private ventures.  Private sectors and the Chamber can 
advocate this and working along with the President of the Chamber to be able to bring these 
opportunities about is something I hope he would consider. 


Foxx: We did some of that last year.   I was part of a lunch for the Youth Employment Program at the 
Chamber, but it’s transactional right now.   It is not personal and the personal touch has to be there 
for us to be able to reach into those companies the way I think that we can.   So yeah, I will have 
those conversations, but what I need more than that is to be able to rely on some of our staff to 
generate that call list and sit across the table from me and help take the follow-up parts of it and bring 
it forward.  I sent an e-mail around on the holidays asking for that and I have heard nothing, not one 
word. 


Cannon: Sounds like we are hearing a couple of things, number one that the Program must be staff’s priority.  I 
am hearing from the Mayor that there is a lack of communication.  I have asked that staff and 
Committee to look at options to be able to come back to us with what is currently on the course to a 
greater degree or capacity than what it represents right now.  What I would like to find out from the 
Committee is if there are additional things to specifically give them more direction as we move 
forward, and Mayor you still have some things on your mind in regard to this.  I ask that you work to 
be creative in building capacity to create more opportunity. 


Mitchell: I have a couple of action items so we have total discretion in direction.  Here are a couple of ideas.  
Let’s think out of the box.  We have how many SBEs? 


Richardson:  About 800. 
Mitchell: 800 SBEs. I am going to say that all 800 cannot hire our youth, but it would be nice if we could go out 


and say if you can’t hire, can you provide an internship.  It would be good to have someone with good 
experience even with good communication skills or administrative assistant helping us compile a 
presentation. I think there is some collaboration we can do with the SBE reaching out for employment 
or internship for our youth.   Secondly, we are being a good corporate citizen that we will vote on 
Monday night.   Ron, thank you.  That is another opportunity as well.  Andy, you remember the 
discussion we had about new companies coming in and how they can help?  I think that is one in 
which we need to get some buy-in and use the award from the economic investment and say in 2011 
can you be a good corporate partner and provide an internship.  To the Mayor’s point, it would be nice 
working with the Chamber.  We have that list of business owners and if we could provide that list and 
let the Mayor make calls.   
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Foxx: As far as I know, we don’t have a vehicle to accept private support for the Program.  I think you may 


find the companies that tell you I can’t take on a youth but I can give you $5,000 and try to help this 
Program.  If we get enough of those, you have more opportunities you can extend to the youth.  My 
point is I think there are some other ways that are not currently in our cache to try to help grow the 
Program.   I would not take that off of the table or to say it differently.  I would try to find a way to 
put that on the table for ways to grow the Program.   


Richardson:  We have done similar things, we have received grants.  We have received some minor grants in the 
past and we have done some work with Goodwill on a donation basis.   


Mitchell: So we can get creative about making some calls? 
Richardson:  Some private companies have some security related issues related to youth under 18 years old.  


Strike that, I am not sure about that.  I think some have given a donation to fund a youth to work in a 
non-profit.  We have that tool in our tool box but it is used very rarely.   


Foxx: I think the Committee would do very well to give some specific direction to staff. Because I think what 
we are doing is talking around and around and not confirming anything. At the end of this 
conversation, I want to have some very clear lines drawn so that the staff understands.  If our goal is 
to get more youth engaged, if it is to create vehicles to raise private money to help the Program, I 
think all of that has to be laid out pretty crystal clear. Because right now, honestly, I don’t think their 
charge right now is to go raise private money to help the Program.  This is why honestly you look at 
Atlanta; they are kicking our tails on this front.  They are just kicking our tails off.  They are doing it 
because it’s coming from one person.  I think it’s hard to do this by Committee but we can try.  


Cannon: Two things, number one if staff would be open to it, I think we should take a look at some best 
practices. I would ask that we look at best practices, it may be in Atlanta or other related cities, it 
could be Austin.  Let’s see what some of these cities are doing, bring back to us some ideas relative to 
what can help us to grow the Program.  But beyond that, bring us back what it would cost, what are 
the cost related issues that you foresee that might be out there.  In as much as we are trying to 
operate under the idea of working within what we have, sometimes even though we don’t want to do 
that,  something else might cost us to spend just a little more potentially. The second thing is that we 
have companies and corporations that will identify a particular something that they want to do; might 
be education such as TransAmerica.  Being able to tap in and find out what companies or corporations 
might have an interest in educating our youth and putting those kids to work in some of those up teen 
departments that they have.  I think we should dab into and see what is out there and see if any of 
those people are doing that today.  So where we can knock on a few doors at the ground floor and see 
where they are placing education; that may be an opportunity to engage.  Because one, if they are 
willing to spend money there which is basically their cost when they have adopted such cost, we 
should consider talking to entities like that, so best practices.   


Kimble: If you have some ideas on Atlanta, we will look at them and see what kind of programs they have.  If 
you know some others that you would like us to take a quick look at, we’ll be glad to do that to. 


Dulin: I don’t know what Seattle is doing, but the whole Chamber of Commerce is going to be in Seattle in 
June so we should have that on the list.  In June, we could have some follow up on site with them 
while we are there.  That needs to be added.  


Foxx: You can put those two ideas on the table.  I think the concept of a youth development office should be 
explored as part of the best practices analysis.  I say that because you have resources already 
devoted to these various purposes, and if you combine them, you may see a leveraging effect.  So 
where as you might just from the youth employment side need two or three more people to grow the 
Program, you might have that capacity within what you already have by bringing those people 
together.  I am just suggesting that as an option.  The other option that I would suggest that you 
consider, and I am just asking that you consider it, is for those youth employment folks, I would 
welcome them in my office.  I want to see this Program grow, and whether is through a youth 
development office whether it is growing through whatever, it has challenges associated with it.  







 


Economic Development Committee  
Meeting Summary for March 24, 2011 
Page 9 
 


 
 


Based on our form of government and all that, I am telling you that in the cities that have been very 
successful with this, it’s really been an individual driving that success by making those calls to the 
corporate community.  I am willing to do it but I am very disappointed quite frankly in my City when I 
look at the numbers that we have.  I know that there are people doing a heck of a lot of work to get 
the numbers that we have, and I am not down grading that, but the need is running faster than we 
are.   


Cannon: Then are you suggesting or asking that, let me phrase it this way.  Where are you suggesting that the 
youth development office operate out of, the Mayor’s Office? 


Foxx: The City Manager’s Office would be natural place for that to operate.  But what I am saying is if you 
have a functional project like the Youth Employment Program, you can still have the managerial 
responsibility where it is but have some of the functionality coming directly out of the Mayor’s Office.  
Which is kind of what you see happening coming out of other cities.  It is something to explore that is 
why I would ask that staff explore that.  


Cannon: I have the functional piece.  I just want to be clear on that because that would cut back again to the 
budgetary question that I was asking about earlier. 


Kimble: Not wanting to debate the topic, but I want you know that Mayor’s Mentoring Alliance, Mayor’s Youth 
Employment Program and the contract monitoring of the after school program is all housed in 
Neighborhood & Business Services.  So it is packaged. 


Cannon: Is there one person running all three of those? 
Kimble: I don’t know.  You only have how many people? 
Cannon: One person running all three of them? 
Kimble: Well you have two and a half or two people total doing that, under Pat Mumford.  That’s the resource 


amount that we have working with the other persons in Neighborhood & Business Services.  It is not 
resourced heavily, because we have been back to the Committee many times over the last four years 
to resource this the way that the Committee has said.  You have gone to Council and Council has 
blessed what we have done in terms of resources recognizing where they are housed.  But the Mayor’s 
point is; let’s make a more efficient use of those if we can and that is the kind of discussion that you 
are having.  But they are packaged in the same area. 


Mitchell: Let me do two things, one I want throw out ideas that may get people upset, but that’s o.k. Second 
let’s lead with the action items so that staff will have some direction.  


Burgess: Just a quick question, what I think I hear Mayor Foxx saying is that someone needs to take the reins 
and push this thing and he is willing to do it.   Can we make that happen? Are we set up to have those 
people direct report to the Mayor and move on from there? 


Mumford: Report there no, but they can be housed there. 
Burgess: If they can’t report to him how is he going to direct it? 
Kimble: I would encourage you that, before you go there, to have further discussion with us. 
Burgess: O.k. 
Kimble: And that is the purpose of the Committee dialog here. 
Mitchell: This is just for discussion. When you look at Youth Job Connection, and I remember this coming up 


about two years ago, we get $200,000 and we train 1,300 youth and only employ 226.  The question I 
have for this Committee is that $200,000 spent more to provide jobs in this tough economy and get 
away from training?  Because I think what we are hearing is that our youth need jobs and that is a lot 
of money.  Ron as you mentioned, you can train 1,300 but at the end of the day, where do you put 
them to use that training to get job skills.  Committee give some thoughts of taking the $200,000 
from a contact standpoint.  Are we tied up for one, two or three years?  


Richardson:  It is an annual contract.  It’s in your budget; they are up for renewal beginning on July 1st. 
Mitchell: Committee how do you feel about using that $200,000 instead of training we use that $200,000 to 


provide more jobs for youth?  Give me your initial reaction to that. 







 


Economic Development Committee  
Meeting Summary for March 24, 2011 
Page 10 
 


 
 
Dulin: I don’t mind, $200,000 is a big chunk of change.  But out of that they probably had to go through the 


1300 trained to get this 226 that were either not available to go to work or did not want to go to work 
or dropped out of the Program.  This 226 would be cream of the crop.  


Kimble: May we explain the Program to you so that some of this will become clear? 
Richardson:  Briefly, the focus of the Goodwill efforts in Youth Job Connection is job skill training.  They do it for 


adults as well so from the ages of 14 to 21 they provide job skill training. They also have a staffing 
component too for their adult side of this as well as a mentoring program.  They are moving into the 
youth services in a strong way, internationally and in the local office.  The reason you see the high 
trained numbers that is what they are good at and that is what the community needs and in our 
opinion what Council approved two years ago.   Understanding the recession, and I don’t disagree with 
your point that youth wants jobs, you need to be trained to get a job and hold a job so there is that 
debate to be had.   They probably send 1,100 children out into the community to find jobs.  One of 
the challenges of a program that trains and releases are you don’t know how many actually aspire to 
head out.  So the 226 are confirmed placement, I would not say that is all the benefit that we got out 
of that.  Does that make sense? 


Mitchell: We have to be very creative on how we employ more youth. I tell you that 1,300 is great so I don’t 
want people to go out of here thinking badly of that.  But you are talking about how many people that 
we could hire with $200,000.  I am almost certain that instead of the 226, we could double that.  
Committee, give me your take.  Am I totally crazy or maybe there is a compromise?  


Kimble: I think that is an excellent question, Mr. Chairman.  We would like maybe someone that is affiliated 
with the program to give you a perspective on that. 


Richardson:  The $200,000, we can approach this is a couple of different ways.  We can use that all as stipend 
money and fund jobs entirely in the community. That wasn’t the direction you gave us two years ago.  
You said don’t pay for all these youths, use limited stipends.  That is a paradigm shift for us.  We can 
use that to hire another staff.  I guess we would have to find a way to fund it continually.  I am not 
sure that $200,000 in our pocket today would add more than 226 jobs for youth in the community; 
that is a stretch.  I would be happy to share with you; I think we need to have the Committee 
understand a little bit more of it.  The Youth Job Connection, what it does and its competency and its 
plans, projections and performance.  I don’t know how to accomplish that, but we can certainly get 
you that information.  


Mitchell: You say if we gave you and additional $200,000 that you did not think we could get more than 226 
youth employed? 


Richardson:  Well the paradigm that the youth job, if you did a full job, it is $1,400 for a summer if you paid the 
whole thing.  The demand is the other side of the equation.  This is a recessionary economy.  We have 
not seen a lot of demand.  The Mayor’s comments, notwithstanding about using him more, and we 
totally agree. I don’t know that you can equate $200,000 for 200 or more jobs. 


Mumford: Maybe there is a way we can link an earlier conversation to this.  We have well trained youth and we 
link that with connecting to businesses and using the Mayor’s help with those businesses and say we 
have a training program that is vetted.  These are individuals that are ready and prepared and eager 
to learn.  Can we take the other 900 that did not get a job and say we have a good candidate pool of 
youngsters that want to work and make that connection?  So that we don’t have to go get businesses 
that say they will take these youth then have to scramble to find youth when we already have a youth 
pipeline working.  So connect those two and see if there is a way we can leverage that activity might 
be one approach. Not that we don’t do that on some level today, but double down on that activity.  


Mitchell: Mayor Pro Tem and Committee, I still need your gut reaction on the $200,000 job being way off base. 
Cannon: Mr. Chairman, you asked about being creative and I believe that you probably hit it on the head.  One 


of the things that have to happen is you have to train people to be opportunity ready.  But as you are 
training them to be opportunity ready, you have to be realistic about where there are opportunities to 
actually be attained in the marketplace. I know that we are going through brokering an opportunity 







 


Economic Development Committee  
Meeting Summary for March 24, 2011 
Page 11 
 


 
 


with a private company, getting them to donate up to $2,000,000 for free IT training.  But then also 
while we were working, and are still working to get people opportunity ready, we had to have 
companies and corporations on board where those people could land.  And have a true opportunity 
and not face a level of frustration of what many people are receiving today whether they have a 
degree or no degree or something in between.  To say this was all worth it.  I am saying that if we 
find a way to continue to use the money that is there to train and we target specific where we know 
there is a demand for youth to be placed, then you are not doing something in vain.  The money and 
or the number that you see, the money is utilized and the number in the 200’s then in turn I think can 
be increased.  Because now it’s not a situation where we are operating off of just training folks and 
throwing them out there in the water, trying to see if they are going to sink or swim.  I don’t know if 
we have been doing that.  Maybe we have been but doing that we can really identify where the 
market is.  I want to say to the Mayor here is where you should probably be going, this is where you 
should be bird dogging because this is where the opportunities are.  It doesn’t help to be all over the 
darn map if we know we are doing well in healthcare.  Healthcare is where opportunities happen to be 
then why are you over here in building and construction?  So I think that is a part of it, before we 
jump too far out there on how we want to utilize the money from different fashions, if we can find a 
way to make sure that we are honing in on.  If we are going to be training, where are disciplines 
where the opportunities exist?  I don’t want to jump too fast, but I hear you and I think you made a 
good point but staff has to help us to work to do what you have done in the past.  We know where 
some of these areas are; whether it’s NASCAR, whether it’s aviation, whether it’s some of the other 
areas made mention of such as healthcare or technology. 


Dulin: I don’t think that is crazy.  This is the time to look at it.  That is a big lick, as Brad was saying, they 
are trained to train.  They are training adults too, and I don’t know if you have to be in high school to 
be a youth and above high school to be an adult. 


Richardson:  Fourteen through 21. 
Dulin: Two years ago, we talked about trying to get that number to 1,000 youth.  It’s up now.  I don’t know 


it would be tough for me to pull that $200,000 as much as I like to trim.  It’s tough for me to pull 
without more discussion. 


Burgess: Things like what Mayor Foxx was asking the Council to explore whether this was something we want 
to be made a priority.  Is that one thing you were trying to get across?   


Foxx:  Yes. 
Burgess: I have not heard that said yet, but I think we are going to do that.  What is the next thing to do to 


make it a priority?  It seems to me that we have four or five things that are doing their own thing to 
try to get our youth employed.  But that needs to be a center so that they all are communicating with 
each other. Making sure that we are training our youth for jobs that are out there making sure that we 
are engaged in the private community to say Duke Energy can you commit to 15 jobs for our youth 
this year.  Bank of America, they committed 20.  How many are you going to commit?   


Mitchell: Make it a competition. 
Burgess: Yes, but the point is if we are going to commit to making this a priority, then we need to grow what 


we have and make it belong to somebody that is focused on it and committed to it and responsible for 
it. Which as I understand here is something that we don’t have, we need to grow it.  What I think 
Mayor Foxx is saying is he is not satisfied, compared to Atlanta we are not striving.  


Kimble: Good point.  We will get to that and find what they achieve and the cost for doing it.  I think that is 
the first thing we need to do to have that basis of understanding and we will be glad to do that for our 
next meeting.  


Burgess: It just seems to me if we are going to make this a priority, it would be tough to make it a budget 
neutral thing.  To me, that is something we are going to have to look at. 


Foxx: I think you all are having a great conversation and talking this through.  I think this conversation was 
started because there were things that I was trying that the staff was stonewalling.  I think ultimately 
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we got to the point where we got to take this to the Council and let the Council decide what they want 
to do.  Which is fine, that is why we are here.  I think that if you are going to be doing this you need 
to do it.  You don’t need to have to half do it; you just need to do it. I am not convinced that we are 
doing as much as we could with as many kids as we can within the resources that we have.   What I 
basically said is that I am willing to put some sweat equity into trying to realize the load and show 
growth in the Program within the existing resources.  Then we will make the chase for future 
resources in a future budget year, but it’s not necessarily contradictory to what you are saying.  I 
think there is a lot more need than we have dollars for, clearly.  I think as we look at scaling the 
Program, and I am talking about all these programs together.  When you look at building these things, 
I think the first thing we have to do is make sure that you aligned it right from the beginning, within 
what you have got.   I just don’t know that we have.  I appreciate the point about the fact that these 
two programs reside in the same department, but my sense is that they still function in a silo. I may 
be wrong about it, but that is my sense and I don’t think that is leveraging the resources that we 
have.  


Kimble: I need to speak again in due respect to the Mayor and the Council.  I am glad and the City Manager is 
glad that this is where it is because we are having a meaningful discussion about where this should 
go.  The concern all along was we didn’t have Council’s support or prioritization or directive to do this.  
I think we are at that good point where together you can help decide where we go and you will be 
helping to decide because you will be making a recommendation to Council.   


Foxx: I think it’s irresponsible to have these programs and be stonewalling the Mayor of the City from trying 
to grow them using his sweat equity.  I think it’s wrong. 


Mitchell: The Mayor has the final word so let’s get to the action items on this particular issue.  One, I heard 
research the best practice.  Two, what I would like to see if the Mayor is o.k., is if we had to recruit for 
upcoming youth program almost to a recruitment calendar, using some of the ideas that the Mayor 
threw out.  Number one was to engage the Mayor to do a cold call of existing corporations.  Trying to 
use the SBEs resources database, job/entrepreneurship.  My thoughts are that there will be more 
entrepreneurships because our small businesses will want to hire people, so the entrepreneurships will 
be a plus.  Even if we get half of them at 600, 300 internships would be great.  Any other takeaways 
we have; best practice, recruitment, using Mayor calling list and the SBEs involved 
entrepreneurships/job opportunities. Anything else?  Another one that we have, and I don’t want to 
hurt the relationship we have with Goodwill, but I am struggling with the $200,000 for training.  When 
at the minimum, we do $100,000 for jobs and $100,000 for training how would that look? That is a lot 
of money.  I am not saying any training, I believe in training.  But if I had a choice of teaching James 
Word Processing, WordPerfect, how to talk or allow James to work, I would rather use that money to 
get himself some real job experience.  Don’t want to minimize it, we have a good relationship, but can 
we get creative and split that $200,000?  


Foxx: We were looking at forming a youth development office. 
Mitchell: Oh, thank you Mayor.  Another one was forming a youth development office.   
Dulin: Is Dawn Hill not the youth development office? 
Mitchell: I am not going to speak for staff; I know what she was to me. She was my Mayor’s Youth 


Employment guru.  Staff, Ron? 
Kimble: I remain where I am right now; it’s about two FTE’s with the Mayor’s Mentoring Alliance, with the 


Mayor’s Youth Employment Program and with contract monitoring of after school programs. They are 
all housed right now in Neighborhood & Business Services.  I am not going to say that is what we are 
ultimately going to have, but it is where we are now and it’s where the City Manager has been 
comfortable to this point.  Based on the direction from the numerous times that we have visited this, 
and if you want to revisit it again, it will be a subject that we will talk about.  I think the City Manager 
will want to weigh in on those discussions as well.  


Mitchell: O.k.  
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Cannon: Maybe he can come to the next Committee meeting; maybe in terms of a youth development office 


and how they operate.  Maybe we can find out again another set of best practices, so if that can be a 
charge and if the Committee is o.k. with that.  As we explore that piece as well, and also as it relates 
to as Andy talked about Seattle, we just arbitrarily have thrown cities out.   Let’s get out there and 
see what we can do relative to who has what in the way of youth employment programs operate from 
that standpoint and bring those cities back to us.  


Kimble: Thank you Mr. Cannon.  We will scour where we can find those factors, and if you all have some ideas 
and we have heard them, we would be glad to research them as well. 


Foxx: I want to make sure that you make a call on this one point we explored, having those people sit closer 
to the Mayor on the youth employment piece in particular.  It doesn’t change the reporting 
relationship necessarily but ask if we can explore that as an option. 


Mitchell: For the youth development office? 
Foxx: Yes. 
Cannon: One of the things I want see if we can steer way from a little bit is this contentious dialogue.  If the 


Manager is not able to be here per se, we need to make sure that we have whatever thoughts may be 
through Ron or whoever the designee might be.  To make sure that one, we can be as efficient and 
productive as we need to be in these meetings. 


Kimble: Yes. 
Cannon: Thank you. 
Mitchell: Take over I am in a meeting. 
Cannon: That being item number one, are there any other questions?  Then we will close the discussion on 


item number one.  
 
 
II.  Subject:  SBO Task Force Recommendations 
 
Mitchell: Thank you Mayor Pro Tem for letting me take that conference call.  Ron, can you introduce the next 


item on our agenda? 
Kimble: Thank you Mr. Chairman.  We are here just to review the SBO Task Force Recommendations.  We 


wanted to refresh your memory.  We are not going to do this all in this meeting today.  I know some 
of you have to leave very shortly.  There is one item in this that we need to bring to your attention; it 
is the affiliate issue.  We have a suggestion on this issue that we would like to implement right away, 
so the affiliate issue will be the key item in this discussion.   


Mitchell: If I can remember this Ron, make sure that I am on board; this is the deal with Blythe or another 
company with that name?  Blythe has a Blythe A, Blythe B and Blythe C companies and I remember 
from the discussion that Council was uncomfortable with the number of Blythe’s we have out there.  Is 
this discussion on the Blythe issue? 


White: It’s a little bit broader than that, Blythe was an example of how it came up. This is what staff intends 
to do to fix this issue so that it won’t come up again. 


Mitchell: O.k. Can we jump the time to the affiliate structure? I trust Nancy and Cindy with the rest of the 
information.  Is that o.k. with the rest of the Committee? 


Rosado: This is pretty much the current definition that our SBO policy has for affiliates.  We have been 
comfortable with this definition up to this point,   but what we are realizing now is that it really lacks 
clarity when it comes to what other relationships are so we have come up with some solutions to 
present to you today.  Our current policy, when it comes to affiliates, we are allowed to certify 
affiliates.  It means that they have to meet the aggregate size standard for the company so the two 
companies combined have to be able to meet our size threshold.  Affiliation is not necessarily a bad 
thing; we do allow it in our policy.  It’s just that they have to meet the defined threshold.  If you are 
general construction, your sales can’t exceed $7,750,000 for example.  If you are a prime contractor 
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and you have an affiliate that is also an SBE, you are able to use that SBE toward meeting the goal.  
So currently that is how the policy is written.  The issues that we have come with are that it lacks 
clarity.  The definition about what is an affiliate lacks clarity, so when staff is going through an SBE 
application, they need a little more guidance about what exactly do we mean.  The customer needs 
some guidance as to what they need.  They sometimes do not realize that they are considered an 
affiliate by our definition.  There is also this gap in the current policy when it comes to what happens 
when an affiliate is de-certified between the time that there is a bid opening and the time that there is 
a contract award.  We want to close that loophole so that we have a recommendation for you to 
consider.  We also have this issue of contracting between affiliates.  The example that I just 
mentioned where a prime can use an SBE affiliate to meet their goal; there is a concern about the 
fairness of that.   


Mitchell: Go back to that so I can get that in my mind.  So when James Mitchell tries to do work with James 
Affiliate B; what you are saying is that is illegal?   


Rosado: No, it’s not illegal and if the James Mitchell B Company and James Mitchell A Company together 
combined meet our standard, we would certify that B Company.  That is how the current policy is 
read.  However, there is some concern about should this company A be able to use B in order to meet 
the SBE goal. 


Mitchell: Right.  Self-performing within their own company?  
Rosado: Exactly.  Cindy is going to walk you through the proposed solutions and a lot of these are changes to 


the policy. 
White: The first thing we are going to start with, you have a summary, this is not the legal language, this is 


just an outline.  I am not going to go through the whole page, but basically as Nancy said, we have a 
good bare bones definition.  The problem is that it doesn’t have enough detail to really let people 
know what we think an affiliate is.  It has the standard definition about control and other relationships 
and it gives examples like common management and common ownership.  But we are going to fill in 
some examples in the policy that says for instance, “you are presumed to be an affiliate if half of your 
income comes from another company and you have some sort of connection with that company”.  This 
is an area that it is really hard to have bright line rule so you allow exceptions. If you have a small 
company and we are looking at three years for that 50% income.  Three years ago they had a big 
contract with a company that their uncle happens to be a key person with, but they haven’t worked 
with that company in two years.  They have a lot of other big contracts with other companies that 
they have no shared assets, no loans, something like that.  We might say o.k., now that you have 
come and told us the whole story; we are not going to find you an affiliate.  But we want to have a 
little more guidance to say if you meet these criteria, it’s going to trigger a closer inquire on our part.  
That is part of the concern with companies like Blythe; Blythe did not lie on its application, it’s just 
that our application and the questions that it asked did not really bring out that information.  The 
people that were certified didn’t know that there was a big Blythe out there.  We are going to try to 
make more detail on the application so that all of this comes to light.  That is really what this 
summary sheet is about; adding examples and putting meat on the bone.   It’s not changing the 
policy about affiliates; it’s trying to flush out a little bit more the kind of things that would trigger us to 
look at that a little more closely.   


Mitchell: Cindy, the second bullet point on the summary on Substantial Financial Dependency, how are we 
going to accomplish that? 


White: That is tricky and we are working on that now because we don’t want to make the application too 
long.  That has been a continuing issue with the Program, but we are going to ask some questions 
about do you get, and we may say more than 30% of your revenue in the past three years from a solo 
company. That might be a trigger to fill out a second sheet; if the answer to that is yes.  We are still 
trying to play with those questions.  We already get at some of this, we asked who the key managers 
are, we asked who the shareholders are, and we asked who the directors are.  We get copies of the 
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charter and the bylaws and part of this is to get folks to look at a corporate charter and bylaws.  In 
bylaws, you may have somebody that is a minority shareholder; they may own only 30% of the 
company.  But if they have the power, if there is a provision in their corporate bylaws that says this 
company will not enter into a contract for more than $5,000 without Joe’s consent, that is something 
that we need to know and that can be controlled.  We are looking at all of those things and we are 
sensitive that we don’t want the application to get too long either.  The other thing that I forgot to 
mention is that this is the increase in the length of time and business requirements.  That is 
something that was recommended by the SBO Task Force, and we want to go ahead and implement 
that now because we think that that will help also.  The next thing, as Nancy mentioned, there is a 
gap in the policy about what happens when an SBE is de-certified between bid opening and contract 
award.  They can be de-certified for any reason, they could have graduated from the requirements. It 
could be because we go in and do an audit and find out that there is an affiliation that we did not 
know about.  It could be because of something that was really bad like the conduit relationship where 
they are really not performing a useful function.  So what happens if they get de-certified before bid 
opening, they can’t count toward the goal. If you listed them before the bid opening and they got de-
certified and of the bid opening day they weren’t, that’s too bad the bid will be rejected, unless you 
made the other requirements of the Good Faith Efforts.   


Mitchell: Cindy, can they find a loophole by all of a sudden saying that for instance that Andy and I are in a 
mentor/protégée relationship?  


White: We need to address that, the mentor/protégée relationship is something that has to be recognized by 
the SBO Office.  That is something that we are going to be very careful about; that relationship has to 
be approved before bid opening.  That is not something that they can come up with after the fact and 
say, “oh by the way”. 


Mitchell: O.k., I don’t want them to come up at the last minute and say “oh no Andy and James they have a 
relationship”. 


White: O.k. so that is what happens before bid opening.   Now if something happens after contract award, 
this is after the contract is signed.  If one of your SBEs becomes ineligible, let’s say that it’s an 18 
month project and in month 16, one of your key SBEs gets de-certified because they don’t renew or 
they have graduated from the Program. We don’t make you replace that sub because that doesn’t 
seem to make sense after the contract is in effect.  Unless there was some kind of falsity in the 
certification or they were acting as a conduit and not really doing anything useful for you anyway. So 
unless there is something wrong, we don’t make you replace.  We realized recently because of Blythe 
that there was a gap here. What happens if they get de-certified right after bid opening but before you 
have actually awarded the contract? We have clarified that in that case we can make them replace the 
SBE with another certified SBE.  If they give false information about what they are doing on the job; if 
they say they are performing a commercial useful function and we find out that they have never 
showed up on the job site that is something that the prime should know.  If it is the statement that 
the SBE has made on the application, it does become more difficult.  One of the things that we are 
going with is in that affiliate situation potentially saying that going forward, we can’t say that for 
people that are out there now. But going forward is that if somebody misrepresents affiliate facts 
relating to the affiliate relationship that you are presumed to know that. 


Cannon: Just reminded me of the times back how we determined someone made a Good Faith Effort by making 
phone calls to someone.   


White: Yes, it’s still tough.  You don’t want to always assume that someone knows about that.  That is really 
the one area that we are still struggling with in terms of that impact and how to deal with that with 
respect to affiliates particularly. The next one is contracting between affiliates. We have decided in the 
past as Nancy said, you have two small SBEs and you add up both revenue and employees and 
together they both constitute an SBE.  In the past Program, the Program has let them contract back 
and forth and get credit.  It doesn’t happen a lot talking about two small companies, but the decision 
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is that we really should not allow that. Because that is in essence it’s almost like double play and so 
we want to make a Program change to say you can’t risk contracting with your affiliate toward an SBE 
goal.  Those are the three changes and we will need to go through and tighten up and do things 
related to that and clarify.  We would like to go ahead and proceed with that. What we propose in this 
next step is that we have the City Manager adopt policy changes essentially next week.  It will be 
those three definitions clarifying those things that we just talked about. We will notify Council of those 
by the Council-Manager Memo.  We will get the changes to the application to be effective on the same 
day.  We will notify SBEs and primes of the policy changes, and what we would like to also do, 
because we have had some complaints about this in recent months, is to start an audit of SBEs. Let 
me just take this opportunity to introduce Daniel Peterson.  I don’t know if you all know Daniel.  He is 
an assistant in the City Attorney’s Office.  He has been working with us and helping us in terms of 
starting out that audit and getting that underway.   


Mitchell: Do we need a recommendation for this to go to the City Manager? 
Kimble: You don’t need a recommendation.  We wanted know about it and then we will have the City Manager 


put these changes in effect before long.  Then he will send out notification to the entire Council that 
this is what he is doing.  What we wanted to hear you say was that this was a good idea.  We are 
bouncing it off of you first, but April 1st is just around the corner.  


Dulin: I am fine if it helps you guys do your business more efficiently. Are we making it harder on SBEs to 
want to come and do business with us? 


Rosado: I think that they will appreciate a better definition of what we mean by affiliate.  No one wants to be 
accused of doing something wrong or falsifying information. I honestly think we are trying to make the 
application as easy as possible by having them answer yes or no questions. If they answer yes then 
they will have an additional form to complete.  So there may be more work involved for staff and 
more work for applicants.  


Dulin: Thank you this is good work.  So we don’t need to make a recommendation? 
Kimble: The City Manager will put these changes into effect. 
Mitchell: Thank you staff.  The third item on the agenda is the CRVA Report. 
 
 
III. Subject: CRVA March Barometer Report 
 
Mitchell: Committee this is for information only you have it in your packet. 
 
 
IV.  Subject: Privatization Competition Advisory Committee Report 
 
Mitchell: The fourth item on the agenda is the Privatization Competition Advisory Committee Report.  


Committee this report is for information only no action is needed. 


 
V.  Subject: Next Meeting: Thursday, April 14, 2011 at 3:30pm, Room 280 
 
Mitchell: The time has been changed to 3:00pm due to Committee conflicts. 
 
Adjourned: 4:40p.m. 
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I. YOUTH INITIATIVES – 30 minutes 


 Staff: Brad Richardson, Neighborhood & Business Services 
Action: Review Mayor Foxx’s letter regarding recommendations for increasing participation in the 
City’s youth programs, mentoring and after school initiatives and provide direction to staff on how to 
proceed.  This item was referred by Mayor Foxx at the March 7, 2011 Council Meeting.  Attachments 
 
 


II. SBO TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS  – 30 minutes 
Staff:  Nancy Rosado, Neighborhood & Business Services  
Action:  Review recommendations of the Mayor’s SBO Task Force.  Provide direction to staff on 
potential changes to SBO policy, in particular the “affiliate” issue.  Attachment 
 
 


III. CRVA March Barometer Report - Information only (Attachment) 
 


 
IV. Privatization Competition Advisory Committee Report -Information only (Attachment) 


 
 


V. NEXT MEETING: Thursday, April 14, 2011 at 3:30pm, Room 280 
Possible Topics:  Youth Imitative Follow-up 
     SBO Task Force Recommendations Action  


 







 


 


 


 


March 4, 2011 


 


Dear City Council Members: 


Thank you for supporting a review of city youth programs, which I began after June 2010.  Since 


that time, I have put some challenging questions to our staff about the effectiveness and reach of 


our youth programs.  Their feedback has been invaluable, and I thank them for it.  On Monday, 


March 7, 2011, I will place a discussion of the general topic of youth programs on our agenda to 


solicit your feedback and other ideas. 


I do not have to remind you of the magnitude of the challenges facing Charlotte’s youth. 


According to the U.S. Census Bureau more than twenty-five percent of Charlotte’s population is 


under the age of eighteen.  The number of Charlotte children living in poverty is increasing, not 


decreasing.  Just in the last 12 months, the ranks of the community’s impoverished youth has 


grown by 14,000 children – bringing the total to an estimated 42,966 kids.  Within our city 


limits, we have a number of high schools in which graduation rates barely stretch above fifty 


percent. We arrest approximately 4,000 juveniles each year.  If these trends continue, the sheer 


public cost and lost economic value of this population will be crippling to our community and 


our economy. 


Our city has several existing youth programs – a Mayor’s Youth Employment Program, 


afterschool programs, the Mayor’s Mentoring Alliance and a recent parenting initiative.  These 


programs are in addition to the tireless work of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department 


through the Police Athletic League and Gang of One.   


Given the growing numbers of challenged children in Charlotte, the challenges are outpacing our 


efforts.  I am not convinced that our existing resources are being used as effectively as they could 


to close the gap.  We owe it to our taxpayers and our children to expand the reach and results of 


current programs. What follows below are my thoughts about how we might adjust our approach.  


The purpose of this letter is to set forth my ideas about how to improve our model, drive better 


results and perhaps make the case for increased investments in the future.  I welcome your input 


and look forward to our discussion. 


Youth Employment 


Currently, the unemployment rate for young adults is nearly 50 percent and greater than 50 


percent for kids who live in poverty.  The collaborative work with Goodwill Industries has been 


helpful in expanding our reach, but we are still not achieving sufficient critical mass through 


these programs.  I define critical mass as achieving at least parity with the number of children 


arrested by our police force each year – approximately 4,000.  Here are our numbers over the 


recent years: 


 







 


 


 


 


 


 


The Mayor’s Youth Employment Program narrowly focuses on paid opportunities for youth.  


Our current program, in effect, pays the youth in exchange for the employee giving a young 


person a summer experience.   


RECOMMENDATION: 


The program, in my view, should really about helping children develop skills and experience to 


lift their ambitions.  Such an experience can be paid at current levels, paid at lower level or 


unpaid. 


First, we should cast a broader net among employers by embracing unpaid internships, flexible 


employment/internship periods (perhaps a range of weeks) and year-round recruiting efforts to 


focus on recruiting companies, preparing young people for the experience and perhaps offering 


experiences to children year round. 


Second, we should strengthen partnerships with organizations within a similar footprint such as 


Junior Achievement and neighborhood organizations.   


Third, we need to stretch limited city-supported internship dollars by testing reductions in the 


annual per youth pay from $1000 to $500.  We could double the number of participants in the 


program with this change alone. 


Further, I am willing to expend additional time and effort to initiate private sector fundraising to 


grow the program.  In future years, I would like to see an even stronger public-private 


partnership evolve, including deeper investments on both sides.  At present, city staff does not 


believe the City Council has given adequate direction to pursue these possibilities. 


Mayor’s Mentoring Alliance 


The Mayor’s Mentoring Alliance has historically been a vehicle to facilitate dialogue with city 


mentoring organizations.  The purpose has not been programmatic; rather, it has been 


facilitative.  While the Alliance estimated a need for over 6,000 mentors in our area several years 


ago, it is currently not equipped to drive advocacy for mentoring within our community. 


RECOMMENDATION: 


I propose that we enhance the mission by giving it an advocacy purpose.   


Specifically, we should do more to help mentors and mentees find one another through web 


presence, including a portal that connects interested mentors directly to mentoring organizations 


of interest and a public relations campaign that can be aided by private sector pro-bono help. 


Year City Funds # trained # employed Avg. cost per job 


2006 $   90,000.00 42 42 $2,142.86 


2007 $   90,000.00 120 120 $750.00 


2008 $ 107,532.00 283 174 $618.00 


2009 $   54,500.00 110 43 $1,267.44 


2010 $ 108,341.00 223 165 $656.61 







Second, we need stronger linkages to the Charlotte-Mecklenburg School System and 


organizations such as Communities in Schools.   They could help us identify kids to plug into our 


existing youth programs.  In return, we can help them identify mentors and assist with the 


background checks or other requirements.    


Third, we should recruit two or three community advocates for mentoring.  Perhaps we could 


enlist a prominent athlete and a prominent business person to be strong and vocal supporters.  


The overall goal needs to be growing the number of active mentors in Charlotte and facilitating 


their placement.   


After School Programs 


We should eliminate entitlement spending on afterschool programs and focus on reach and 


results.  We should not reduce the dollars allocated for afterschool.  Where possible, we should 


focus on expanding the impact of the dollars we allocate, including fostering competition for 


after school dollars through a “race to the top” model.  Specifically, I encourage you to consider 


convening a board of subject matter experts to define appropriate after school program criteria 


and evaluate those proposals against such criteria. The Housing Trust Fund is a similar model.  


Those programs that hold the most promise to improve outcomes for the largest number of kids 


should be awarded dollars.   


RECOMMENDATION: 


I suggest the appointment of an afterschool program review committee.  This committee will be 


composed of educators and child advocates, including a designated Charlotte-Mecklenburg 


School representative.  The committee will develop afterschool program criteria (which will be 


reviewed and adopted by the Charlotte City Council), receive and review afterschool proposals 


and make recommendations on funding support. 


This group would work much like the former Housing Trust Fund Board.  The Charlotte City 


Council will continue to consider the recommendations of this Board and make final funding 


decisions.  However, the Board would be charged with bringing forth recommendations that 


ensure afterschool dollars achieve maximum qualitative and quantitative impact.   


Department of Youth Development:  


The final recommendation is that we ask the City Manager to evaluate the concept of a 


Department of Youth Development through which these and potential other programs will run.  I 


suspect that our youth services staff would be more effective if they were in a better position to 


leverage each other’s knowledge, time and experience.   


These are just a few of the recommendations I propose for a discussion. I remain hopeful that, 


we can perhaps align existing programs and services to enhance the lives of even more young 


people in Charlotte.  I look forward to further dialogue on this important issue on Monday.  


Sincerely, 


 


Anthony R. Foxx 


Mayor    







 
 


Youth Employment, Mentoring and Afterschool Program Overview 
 
 
Youth Employment 
Mayor’s Youth Employment Program (MYEP) 
• Provides summer internships for at‐risk youth from groups such as Right Moves for Youth and Communities 


in Schools.  Participants not placed in internships are referred to the Youth Job Connection for continued 
assistance. 


• In FY10, the program trained 223 youth and placed 156 in jobs. 
• Staff has identified 149 job placement opportunities thus far for FY11. Of the 149, only 38 have requested 


assistance through wage subsidies, ranging up to 25% of total wage 
• Funding: $108,000 from the General Fund  
 
Youth Job Connection at Goodwill 
• In 2008, City Council expanded its youth employment focus through a contract with Goodwill to operate the 


Youth Job Connection to fund job readiness training and placement assistance. 
• In FY10, the program trained 1,379 youth and placing 226 youth in jobs.     
• Funding: $200,000 from the General Fund 
 
After School Programs 
• The City of Charlotte has been funding after school programs for 30 years. 
• The programs serve children from low‐income poverty neighborhoods who receive free/reduced lunch. 
• Six after‐school programs currently receive funding which serve approximately 860 children per year.   
• Funding: $1,057,342 annually, funded through a combination of Community Development Block Grant and 


Innovative Housing Funds 
 
Mayor’s Mentoring Alliance 
• The Mayor’s Mentoring Alliance serves as a referral source that provides workshops, networking meetings, 


grant information and resources. 
• The Alliance consists of 53 non‐profit agencies that provide programs for youth in Charlotte Mecklenburg.  
• As of January 31, 2011 the agencies made 1,585 new mentor/mentee matches. 
• Funding: $16,000 annually from the General Fund  
 
Crossroads Initiative 
• The Community and Commerce (C&C) division of Neighborhood & Business Services began a Crossroads 


initiative in 2010 to connect CMS schools to their surrounding neighborhoods. 
• Each district in the C&C geography selected one school to be a “crossroads school” and is focused on tying 


that school to their surrounding community to help fill in gaps in resources 
o Schools chosen: Winterfield Elementary, Reid Park Elementary, University Park Elementary, and MLK 


Jr., Middle School 
• Funding: None 
 
 
 
 
 







 
Neighborhood Matching Grants 
• In FY11 a new “Neighborhood School Outreach” category was created for Neighborhood Matching Grants.  


This project category encourages partnerships between neighborhoods and their local schools.  
• Funding: $507,427 balance in account  
 
Truancy Programs 
• Truancy Court is sponsored by a Federal Weed and Seed Grant in seven schools: 


o Eastway Middle 
o Albemarle Road Middle 
o Bishop Spaugh Community Academy 
o Winterfield Elementary 


o Merry Oaks Elementary 
o Thomasboro Elementary 
o Reid Park Elementary


• 88 students and their families participated in the first semester 2010‐2011 
• Funding: Grant funded by Weed and Seed and supported by CMPD Gang of One and Sisters of Mercy 


Foundation 
 


Gang of One 
• Gang of One is the gang prevention and intervention initiative of the Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Police 


Department in partnership with local citizens and agencies and local, state and federal law 
enforcement.   


• The mission of Gang of One is to prevent youth from joining a gang, support youth being pressured to 
join a gang, assist youth in getting out of a gang and conduct community impact projects to further the 
work of gang prevention and intervention. 


• Funding: $1,211,742 from three grants: two NC Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention grants in the amount of $851,977 and $339,765 and one Project Safe 
Neighborhoods/Governor’s Crime Commission grant in the amount of $20,000. 


The Police Activities League (PAL) 
• The Police Activities League offers support through academics and athletics to enhance the lives of 


youth and young adults that reside within low‐income, underserved Charlotte‐Mecklenburg 
communities. PAL also offers adult and youth peer mentoring, structured educational after‐school 
programs, computer enrichment, structured summer camp enrichment programs, substance abuse 
prevention and education counseling, self‐improvement skills, decision‐making guidance and team 
concept awareness. 


• PAL enrolls and engages with approximately 800 youth, ages four–17 annually 
• Funding: $125,000 per year from CMPD to assist with the operation and funding of athletic 


programming, as well as, to cover some organizational expenses. Other funds come from fees and 
donations.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Mayor Foxx established the Small Business Opportunity (SBO) Program Task Force in January 
2010. The Task Force is a City Council approved 15 member citizen group charged with 
reviewing the City’s Small Business Opportunity Program.  The Mayor, in announcing the Task 
Force noted, “I am confident in the expertise of these Task Force members to identify ways to 
strengthen Small Business Enterprise utilization through the City’s procurement processes.” 
(Appendix 1) 
 
In order to ensure stakeholder feedback throughout the Task Force process, stakeholder 
representatives from the following groups were invited to attend and speak at several of the 
Task Force’s meetings: Small Business Opportunity Program Construction Liaisons, City‐certified 
Small Business Enterprises (SBEs), Prime Contractors, and the Metrolina Minority Contractors 
Association.  In addition, all Small Business Enterprises were provided an opportunity to provide 
feedback to Task Force members by e‐mail. 
 
The Task Force has completed its mission, and has achieved consensus on a comprehensive set 
of recommendations that will help support entrepreneurship and continuity of Charlotte’s small 
business community. 
 
This report presents the findings and recommendations of the Task Force. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
SBO Program Summary 
The City of Charlotte has a  long history of creating and  implementing economic development 
strategies to support and encourage local business growth at all levels.  Until January 2002 the 
City operated a Minority and Women Business Development Program  (MWBD).   The MWBD 
program was terminated in 2002 after a legal challenge.   
 
In March 2003, City Council adopted the race and gender neutral Small Business Opportunity 
Program.  The program enabling legislation, which authorized the City of Charlotte to establish 
a Small Business Enterprise program, allows the City to establish bid and proposal specifications 
that  include  goals  and  good  faith  efforts  requirements  to  enhance  participation  by  small 
businesses  in  City  contracts.  The  legislation  also  permits  the  City  to  consider  a  bidder’s 
compliance with such requirements in awarding contracts, and to refuse to award contracts to 
bidders that fail to comply.  
 
The SBO Program benefits local small businesses that are certified by the City (SBEs).  Its focus 
includes identifying contracting opportunities for SBEs, working with the City’s Key Business 
Units (KBUs) to set SBE utilization goals, and tracking and reporting on achievement of these 







3 
 


goals.  The SBO Program also offers SBEs the “Advance Your Business” Development Program 
consisting of: 
 


• Small Business Workshop Series:  The City offers free monthly workshops and seminars 
and networking opportunities for small businesses. 
 


• Central Piedmont Community College (CPCC) Institute for Entrepreneurship (IE) 
Partnership:  The City provides SBEs tuition assistance of up to $300 each fiscal year; 
SBEs can select from a range of CPCC’s entrepreneurship course offerings. 


 
• CPCC’s Getting to the CORE of Business Strategic Development Program:  The City 


encourages SBEs to participate in this five‐month program, which kicked off in Spring 
2010.  The Program provides business owners individualized, practical training to 
integrate, implement and execute a focused growth strategy. 


 
• Professional Association Sponsorships:  The City provides a one‐time partial 


sponsorship of $100 toward annual membership dues for SBEs in the following 
organizations:  Charlotte Chamber, Latin American Chamber of Commerce, Association 
of General Contractors (AGC), Metrolina Minority Contractors Associations (MMCA), and 
National Association of Women Business Owners (NAWBO). 


 
• Mentor Protégé Program:  Hands‐on managerial and technical assistance by matching 


SBE owners and managers in need of guidance and training with larger more 
experienced companies 


 
• Survive & Thrive:  The City encourages SBEs to attend an educational monthly breakfast 


series offered in partnership with the Charlotte Chamber and other area small business 
providers. 


 
• ACCESS:  The City partners with other local government agencies and small business 


resource providers to coordinate and hold a yearly half‐day procurement conference. 
 


Another focus of the City’s SBO Program is the SBE Loan Fund, an innovative public/private fund 
established in 2003 to assist small businesses with gaining access to capital.  The fund provides 
more flexible underwriting guidelines than traditional lenders. Businesses eligible for financing 
through the SBE Loan Fund typically would not be able to secure financing from a traditional 
bank.  The SBE Loan Fund is administered by Self Help, a North Carolina non‐profit community 
development lender.  It is important to note that the SBE Loan Fund fell outside the Task 
Force’s charge and was therefore not included in the review process. 
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Task Force Process 
The Task Force’s review of the SBO Program spanned several months and included all aspects of 
the Program (certification, compliance, utilization, development, and reporting).  To identify the 
Task Force’s areas of focus and recommendations the following actions were taken: 
 


• Conducting  an  SBE  Inventory  of  Skills  Survey  (Appendix  2),  which  provided  general 
information about the City’s certified SBEs  in terms of how many people they employ, 
how  long they have been  in business, and desired training opportunities, among other 
areas. 
 


• Formation  of  a Measurement  and  Tracking  Subcommittee,  which  was  charged  with 
reviewing  the Program’s measurement and  tracking procedures as  they  relate  to  SBE 
utilization goals.  This subcommittee reviewed an extensive amount of data, all of which 
is included in Appendix 3. 
 


• Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities,  and  Threats  (SWOT) Analysis, which  evaluated 
the Program by identifying both the internal and external factors that are favorable and 
unfavorable to the SBO Program achieving its objectives (Appendix 4). 


 
 
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
Disparity Study 
 
Findings 
The Task Force reviewed the existing 2003 City of Charlotte Disparity Study conducted by MGT 
of America. The Task Force found that given the lapse of time and changing demographics, the 
existing  study  needs  to  be  updated  to  reflect  current  population  and  business  activity.  The 
Disparity Study provided quantitative benchmarks reflecting minority/woman availability based 
on  data  from  1998  through  2002.  The  Task  Force  concluded  that  a  new  Disparity  Study  is 
needed  to  provide  similar  benchmarks  based  on  2006  through  2010  data.  The  updated 
Disparity Study will provide the data, analysis, and recommendations as to whether a race and 
gender conscious program is warranted.   
 
The  Task  Force  received  feedback  from  SBEs  and  the  Metrolina  Minority  Contractors 
Association  (MMCA)  in  support of updating  the 2003 Disparity  Study.   Additionally,  the Task 
Force  requested  that City  staff  contact MGT of America  to obtain  a  quote  and proposal  for 
conducting an update to the Disparity Study. 
 
Recommendation 
The Task Force recommends the City update its Disparity Study using a two‐phased approach: 
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• Phase 1.  This phase would compare the utilization of minority and women owned firms 
on City contracts to the availability of these firms  in the relevant market to determine 
whether disparity exists. 


 
• Phase 2.  If disparity is found in Phase 1, Phase 2 would be needed to determine if there 


is  a  legal  basis  to  establish  a  race  and/or  gender  conscious  procurement  program.  
Phase  2  would  include  conducting  public  hearings  and  gathering  anecdotal  data 
regarding  discrimination.  It  would  also  include  an  analysis  of  discrimination  in  the 
private sector on construction related contracts and evaluating the effectiveness of race 
and gender neutral initiatives that have been used in the relevant market area. 
 


The City’s FY11 Budget  includes an appropriation of $310,000  for  the purpose of a Disparity 
Study update. 
 
 
Informal Goal Setting Process 
   
Findings 
A review of SBE Quarterly Utilization Reports revealed that existing Citywide and Key Business 
Unit (KBU)  informal SBE goals do not accurately reflect available SBE opportunities within the 
City and each respective KBU. 
 
The  Task  Force  found  the  recently  increased  Citywide  informal  SBE  utilization  goal  of  12% 
unattainable because it lacked consideration of the following: 
 


1. Data Validation: During Fiscal Year (FY) 2009 City staff spent significant time correcting 
a discrepancy within the City’s internal SBE reporting system. The discrepancy included 
certain transactions not being reported  in previous quarterly reports. This concern was 
highlighted in both the FY2009 SBE Mid‐Year Utilization and Year‐End reports.   
 


2. Availability of Certified SBEs:  For many of the goods, materials, and services procured 
by KBUs,  the nature of  the product  limits  the procurement options.    For example,  in 
many instances, software maintenance is available only from the company that licenses 
the software.  When an equipment component fails, it is often necessary to replace the 
defective  part  with  an  Original  Manufacture  (OEM)  part  to  avoid  invalidating  the 
warranty.   While  these purchases are  calculated as part of  informal  spending dollars, 
they do not present opportunities for the inclusion of SBEs.   
 


3. Competing City Policies – SBO Policy vs. Procurement Policy:   Many KBUs have been 
consolidating  smaller  informal  contracts  into  larger  formal  contracts  to  gain  volume 
pricing  that  helps  reduce  overall  KBU  expenditures.  The  business  decision  to  pool 
contracts often makes it difficult for SBEs to win these formal bid opportunities because 
many SBEs  lack  the  size and economies of  scale  to  render  them  the  low bidder.   The 
practice of pooling smaller informal contracts has also decreased the funds available for 
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informal spending and resulted in fewer dollars available for SBE purchases. Examples of 
this  include  the  formalization  of  individual  janitorial  contracts  into  an  “umbrella” 
janitorial contract. 
 


Recommendation 
Given the City’s emphasis to pool goods and service purchases  into  formal contracts, and the 
limited  availability  of  certified  SBEs  in  meeting  unique  KBU  procurement  needs,  it  is 
recommended that City staff develop a process  for more closely  linking  informal SBE goals to 
SBE availability and KBU opportunities.  The decision to increase Citywide SBE Utilization Goals 
from 10%  in FY09  to 12%  in FY10, accounting  for a 20%  increase,  is not  reflective of existing 
purchasing opportunities.   
 
 
SBE Notification of Informal Opportunities 
 
Findings 
Informal  contracts  fall  into  one  of  two  categories:  (1)  Construction  Contracts  $200,000  and 
under; and (2) Service Contracts $100,000 and under.  Contracts and purchases within the City’s 
informal range do not require public advertisement.  SBE feedback revealed that SBEs are often 
unaware of informal contracting opportunities within the City’s KBUs. 
 
The  Task  Force  also  identified  the  City’s  lack  of  an  enterprise‐wide  central  contracting  and 
procurement  system  as  a  weakness  which  hinders  the  flow  of  communication  of  contract 
opportunities to SBEs.  
 
Recommendation 
The Task Force recommends that staff explore establishing a mechanism for notifying SBEs of 
informal contracting opportunities, specifically for non‐construction contracts between $25,000 
and  $100,000,  and  construction  projects  between  $25,000  and  the  formal  contracting  limit.  
With  increased  SBE  notification  of  informal  contracting  opportunities  the  City  could  also 
potentially see an increase in its informal SBE utilization numbers. 
 
 
Formal Construction Opportunities 
 
Findings 
Construction Contracts Threshold.   The current  formal construction  threshold established by 
the City is set at $200,000.   It is at this $200,000 threshold that the City publicly advertises all 
Construction  contracts.  The  State  of  North  Carolina  however,  has  established  its  formal 
construction threshold at $500,000 (NC G.S 143‐129), and state law allows Charlotte to use the 
$500,000 threshold.   
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The  Metrolina  Minority  Contractors  Association  recommended  increasing  the  formal 
construction threshold to $500,000 to provide SBEs with more opportunity to participate in City 
contracts  as  primes.    Feedback  received  from  SBEs  and  SBO  Liaisons  supports  this 
recommendation. Because NC Statutes require that construction contracts be awarded to the 
lowest responsible bidder, raising the limit would allow the City to reach out to SBEs that may 
not be able  to  compete with  larger  companies  in a public bid  context  (due  to economies of 
scale, and cheaper access to materials, capital, and equipment). 
 
To consider  the potential  impact of  raising  the  threshold,  staff  summarized SBE utilization of 
SBEs as primes and subs on projects awarded  in FY 2009  (Appendix 3).   While that analysis  is 
inconclusive,  the  Task  Force  and  staff  believe  that  the  opportunities  for  increasing  SBE 
utilization as primes warrant raising the formal construction threshold, at least on a trial basis.  
 
The  Task  Force  acknowledged  that  prime  contractors  may  express  concerns  about  bid 
opportunities in the $200,000 to $500,000 range being solicited without public advertisement, 
thus reducing prime contractors bidding opportunities.    
 
SBEs and the Metrolina Minority Contractors Association also requested that the City look to 
increase the level at which it requires a construction bond.  By State statute, construction 
projects require a performance bond if the construction project is estimated to cost the City 
greater than $300,000.  The City currently requires a bond for construction projects expected to 
exceed $300,000. Furthermore, when the total construction contracts awarded for one project 
exceed $300,000, the City is required by statute to get performance and payment bonds for any 
contract on the project that exceeds $50,000. 
 
 
Payment Affidavit.   Contractors are required to report to the City the total dollars paid to each 
SBE on each Contract by providing payment affidavits.  However, the City does not consistently 
tabulate and track payments over the life of a contract to ensure that the total SBE payments 
add up to the total SBE commitments, as adjusted by change orders.    


 
 
Recommendations 
Construction Contracts Threshold.  The Task Force recommends raising the formal construction 
threshold  from $200,000  to $500,000  to  facilitate  the use of SBEs as primes.   The Task Force 
further recommends reviewing this action annually and returning back to the $200,000 formal 
threshold if overall SBE utilization decreases.   
 
Payment Affidavit.   To assist SBO staff with better tracking SBE utilization, the Task Force 
recommends modifying SBO Form 6, known as the Payment Affidavit, to list the amount 
committed to SBEs at the time of bid and the cumulative payments to SBEs, in addition to the 
payments for that particular invoice. 
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Disqualifying Bidders.  The Task Force further recommends that City staff investigate adding a 
provision  to  the  SBO  Policy, which would  state  that  program  violations may  be  grounds  for 
disqualifying a bidder for future bid awards, absent a showing of sufficient corrective action. 
 
 
Certification 
 
Finding 
An  initial  charge  of  the  Task  Force  was  to  determine  whether  the  City’s  SBE  Certification 
Application  was  too  lengthy.    The  Task  Force  posed  that  question  to  certified  SBEs,  who 
responded that the City’s SBE certification process was no more difficult or cumbersome than 
other state and federal certification programs. 
 
During the Task Force’s SWOT analysis of the SBO Program, a concern was identified regarding 
the potential abuse and existence of affiliate relationships.  According to the City’s SBO Policy, 
business enterprises are affiliates of each other when: 
 


• One either directly or indirectly controls or has the power to control the other; 
• A third party or parties controls or has the power to control both; or 
• Other  relationships  between  or  among  the  parties  exist  such  that  affiliation may  be 


found. 
 
To  better  understand  and  address  this  concern  the  Task  Force  reviewed  the  City’s  SBE 
Certification Application, and determined  that  the current Application does not elicit enough 
information to reliably identify affiliate relationships. 
 
Recommendations 
The Task Force recommends the following measures to help deter affiliate situations: 
 


• Edit the SBE Certification Application to include additional questions that will assist SBO 
staff with identifying possible affiliations; 


• Conduct an audit of existing certified SBEs to ascertain if affiliations currently exist; 
• Increase the eligibility requirement for length of business operations from three months 


to twelve months.  
 
 
Marketing and Outreach 
 
Findings 
To  qualify  for  SBE  certification,  a  firm  must meet  the  geographic  restriction  of  having  its 
principle  place  of  business within  the  Charlotte  Regional Area, which  includes  the  following 
Counties: Mecklenburg, Union,  Rowan,  Cabarrus,  Anson,  Lincoln,  York,  and Gaston.   Due  to 
limited  staff  resources,  minimal  outreach  is  conducted  outside  of  Mecklenburg  County.  
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Furthermore,  a  review  of  the  program’s  outreach  efforts  revealed  limited  branding  and 
marketing.   
 
Recommendations 
To  build  program  awareness,  the  Task  Force  recommends  investigating marketing/branding 
opportunities, and  increasing outreach to small businesses throughout the Charlotte Regional 
Area.  Increased outreach could benefit the Program by: 
 


• Increasing  the  number  of  certified  SBEs  in  the  City’s  vendor  database,  specifically  in 
targeted industries, which have identified a lack of certified SBEs 


• Improving the program’s presence outside the City 
• Promoting the program’s benefits and SBE success stories 


 
Furthermore,  the  Task  Force  recommends using  the proposed  small business web portal,  as 
referenced  in  the City’s  Small Business  Strategic Plan,  to provide marketing  and outreach  to 
existing and potential SBEs. 


Additional recommendations include: 


• Developing and  implementing an annual  survey  to determine  stakeholder  satisfaction 
and participation 


• Offering the SBE Certification Application in additional languages 
 
 
Advisory Committee 
 
Findings 
During one of the feedback sessions held by the Task Force, the Metrolina Minority Contractors 
Association suggested the creation of an SBO Advisory Committee. 
 
Recommendations 
Since  the  City  already  has  an  established  Business Advisory  Committee  (BAC),  it  is  the  Task 
Force’s  recommendation  that  the  existing  BAC  add  the  SBO  Program  to  its  charge.  
Furthermore, we  recommend  that  the  BAC  revise  its membership  to  include  representation 
from the prime contractor and SBE community. 
 
 
Development and Training 
 
Findings 
The SBO Program has a strong partnership with many of Charlotte‐Mecklenburg’s public and 
private/non‐profit agencies and organizations that are dedicated to small business 
development and growth. These public and private/non‐profit organizations, which are 
commonly referred to as the Small Business Resource Providers, offer a wide range of services 
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including: training and education programs, access to capital, free business counseling, small 
business advocacy, and networking opportunities, among many others.   
 
Recommendations 
The Task Force  found one of  the greatest values and benefits of  the SBO Program  to be  the 
training  and  development  opportunities  it  offers.    As  such,  it  is  important  to  clearly 
communicate to SBEs that registering as an SBE does not guarantee the SBE work.  The value of 
the program is that owners are able to strengthen their businesses and increase the likelihood 
of being awarded a contract. 
 
A  second  recommendation  is  for  the SBO Program  to  implement a  survey  similar  to  the SBE 
Inventory of Skills Survey (Appendix 2) at the time of SBE certification.  The Survey should elicit 
responses from SBEs that will: (1) assist SBO staff in identifying the SBEs training interests and 
needs; and (2) assist SBO staff in making appropriate referrals to partner organizations.  
 
 


CONCLUSION 
 
This Report represents the efforts of Task Force members who have worked to formulate 
recommendations that would have a substantive impact on small business growth and 
development in the Charlotte Regional Area.  We believe strongly these recommendations will 
help strengthen Small Business Enterprise utilization through the City’s procurement processes.   
 
We thank you for the opportunity to serve on this Task Force and look forward to working 
collaboratively with the City of Charlotte to continue to expand opportunities for growth and 
development of small businesses. 
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APPENDIX 1 
 
MAYOR’S OFFICE 
Media Release      Contact:   Mayor’s Office 
January 26, 2010            (704) 336-4332 
               
 


Mayor Names Small Business Opportunities 
Task Force Appointees 


 
Charlotte, NC (January 26, 2010) Mayor Anthony Foxx named members of his Small Business 
Opportunities Task Force, a City Council approved citizen group that will review the City’s Small Business 
Opportunities Program.   
 
“Today, I announce appointments to the Small Business Opportunities Task Force.  During these 
economic conditions, it is imperative that we support the entrepreneurship and continuity of our small 
business community,” Mayor Foxx said.  “I am confident in the expertise of these Task Force members to 
identify ways to strengthen Small Business Enterprise utilization through the City’s procurement 
processes.  Additionally, I am interested in hearing this group’s thoughts on strategies to promote small 
business growth.”     
 
Michelle Fish, Chief Executive Officer of Integra Staffing & Search, will chair the group.  Julius Chambers, 
Attorney and Founding Partner of Ferguson Stein Chambers Gresham & Sumter, P.A. will serve as co-
chair. 
 
Other members of the Small Business Opportunities Task Force include: 
 


• Bob Bertges, Corporate Properties Director, Wachovia ‘A Wells Fargo Company’ 
• Wesley Carter, Publisher, Working Charlotte 
• Ki-Hyun (Kenny) Chun, Chief Executive Officer, Chun Group, Inc. 
• Bob Hambright, Southeast Division President and Chief Executive Officer, Balfour Beatty 


Construction 
• Laurie Leonard, President, Suite 1000 
• Scott Lilly, Vice President, Lil Associates, Inc. 
• Brandon Lofton, Attorney, Robinson Bradshaw & Hinson, P.A. 
• George McAllister, Regional Director, North Carolina Small Business & Technology Development 


Center 
• Sheila Neisler, Principal, Catalyst Consulting 
• Thomas Price, Attorney, Womble Carlyle Sandridge & Rice, PLLC 
• Louis Romero, President, Network Cabling Systems, Inc. 
• Terry Thorson Cox, President and Chief Executive Officer, Business Innovation and Growth 


Council 
• Keva Walton, Senior Vice President, Member Value, Charlotte Chamber of Commerce 


 
The City’s Small Business Opportunities Program began in 2003, seeking to enhance competition in City 
contracting and promote economic growth and development in the Charlotte Regional Area.  There are 
currently 794 City-certified Small Business Enterprises.   
 
The Charlotte City Council approved the formation of the Small Business Opportunities Task Force on 
December 14, 2009.   
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APPENDIX 2 
 


SBE Inventory of Skills 
 
 


PURPOSE: Our department has received feedback from our SBE’s that they are particularly 
interested in continuing their business education.  We would like to gather some information 
from you that would help us steer you towards the organizations, classes, networking 
opportunities, etc. that could benefit you the most.  We want you to be successful and get the 
maximum benefit from your experience as an SBE.  
 
1. Number of years in business?  Number of years you have been doing business in Charlotte? 
2. Number of employees (not including you)?  ____ Full‐Time    ____ Part‐Time    ____ 


Contract or Temporary Employees 
3. Type of business? 
4. Any professional licenses you hold? 
5. Your educational background (high school, college, trade school)? 
6. Is English your native language?  If no, what is your native language?  _________________ 
7. Are you currently enrolled in any types of classes or learning programs? 
8. Are you currently a member of any trade associations (ex. Associated Builders and 


Contractors)? 
9. Are you currently a member of any business groups or business networking organizations 


(ex. Chamber of Commerce)? 
10. Indicate the top three areas where learning more this year could help your company be 


more successful (put 1, 2, and 3 beside your top choices). 
 


Strategic Planning 
  ____ Creating a business plan 
  ____ Finding a mentor and/or peer group 
 
Sales & Marketing 
  ____ Identifying your target market and ideal clients 
  ____ Marketing your services 
  ____ Creating sales materials 
  ____ Estimating 
  ____ Preparing responses to bid requests 
  ____ Making sales calls and closing prospects 
 
Communication 
  ____ Enhancing English language and writing skills 
 
Technology 
  ____ Learning to use specific software packages (indicate which ones): _________________ 
  ____ Learning to use the Internet and e‐mail 
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  ____ Managing and networking your desktop computers and laptop computers 
  ____ Ensuring computer, data and communication security 


 
Finance 
  ____ Creating cash flow projections and managing cash 
    ____ Collections 
  ____ Accounting 
  ____ Accessing financing 
 
People 
  ____ Hiring employees 
  ____ Managing employees 
  ____ Creating legal HR policies and procedures 
  ____ Choosing vendors 
 
Insurance 
    ____ Securing bonding     
    ____ Understanding and qualifying for other types of business insurance (ex. liability, 
worker’s compensation, errors  and omissions, etc.)  
  
Legal 
    ____ Choosing your legal entity (ex. LLC, S‐Corporation, C‐Corporation, etc.) 
    ____ Designing Client Agreements 
    ____ Negotiating Contracts 
    ____ Writing Independent Contractor Agreements 
    ____ Creating Partnership Agreements 
    ____ Establishing Non‐Compete Agreements 
 
Licenses & Certifications 
 
    ____ Earning a license and/or certification in the following areas: _______________________ 
 
Other 
 
    ____ Is there any other area, which we have not listed, that you would like in your top three:  
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Small Business Opportunity Program  
SBE Inventory of Skills Survey 


Summary of SBE Responses 
 
Executive Summary 
 


In March 2009, under  the direction of  the Mayor’s Small Business Opportunity Task Force,  the Small 
Business Opportunity  (SBO)  Program Office  created  an  anonymous online  survey  to  gather  feedback 
from Small Business Enterprises (SBEs) regarding their inventory of skills. 
 


The survey was posted on Survey Monkey and was open through April 2009 and yielded a response rate 
of approximately 18% (146 responses).  The results of the survey are as follows: 
 


Length of time in business 
 


• 6% of the respondents have been in business one year or less. 
• 24% of the respondents have been in business two to five years. 
• 29% of the respondents have been in business six to ten years. 
• 17% of the respondents have been in business eleven to fifteen years. 
• 12% of the respondents have been in business sixteen to twenty years. 
• 6% of the respondents have been in business twenty‐one to twenty‐five years 
• 6% of the respondents have been in business over twenty‐six years. 


 


Length of time doing business in the Charlotte Regional Area (CRA) 
 


• 5% of the respondents have been doing business in the CRA one year or less 
• 24% of the respondents have been doing business in the CRA two to five years. 
• 27% of the respondents have been doing business in the CRA six to ten years. 
• 18% of the respondents have been doing business in the CRA eleven to fifteen years. 
• 12% of the respondents have been doing business in the CRA sixteen to twenty years. 
• 8% of the respondents have been doing business in the CRA twenty‐one to twenty‐five years. 
• 6% of the respondents have been doing business in the CRA over twenty‐six years. 


 


Number of full‐time employees  
 


• 30% of the respondents have one full‐time employee. 
• 16% of the respondents have two full‐time employees. 
• 9% of the respondents have three full‐time employees. 
• 8% of the respondents have four full‐time employees. 
• 6% of the respondents have five full‐time employees. 
• 18% of the respondents have six to ten full‐time employees. 
• 7% of the respondents have eleven to fifteen full‐time employees. 
• 3% of the respondents have sixteen to twenty full‐time employees. 
• 3% of the respondents have over twenty full‐time employees 


 


Number of part‐time employees 
 


• 52% of the respondents have no part‐time employees. 
• 28% of the respondents have one part‐time employee. 
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• 5% of the respondents have two part‐time employees. 
• 5% of the respondents have three part‐time employees. 
• 1% of the respondents have four part‐time employees. 
• 3% of the respondents have five part‐time employees. 
• 6% of the respondents have six or more part‐time employees. 


 


Number of temporary employees 
 


• 55% of the respondents have no temporary employees. 
• 14% of the respondents have one temporary employee. 
• 10% of the respondents have two temporary employees. 
• 7% of the respondents have three temporary employees. 
• 3% of the respondents have four temporary employees. 
• 5% of the respondents have six to ten temporary employees. 
• 6% of the respondents have eleven or more temporary employees. 


 


Work Category Breakdown 
 


• 35% ‐ Professional Services 
• 34% ‐ Construction 
• 20% ‐ Architectural and Engineering 
• 7% ‐ Other Services (advertising, janitorial, landscape, repair and maintenance, printing, moving, 


specialty finishing, embroidery, freight management, security, staffing, drug testing, insurance) 
• 4% ‐ Goods and Supplies 


 


Highest Level of Education Completed 
 


• 42% ‐ Bachelors Degree 
• 22% ‐ Masters Degree 
• 17% ‐ Community college (certificate program) 
• 17% ‐ High school (diploma or GED) 
• 2% ‐ Trade school (certification) 


 


Native Languages Spoken Other than English 
 


• Spanish; Hindu; Syrian 
 


Membership in a Business Organization or Networking Groups 
 


• 23 respondents are members of the Charlotte Chamber 
• 3 respondents are members of the Latin American Chamber of Commerce 


 


Top Three Areas Where Learning More This Year Could be Helpful to Company Success 
 


• 46% ‐ Marketing Your Services 
• 25% ‐ Preparing responses to bid requests 
• 23% ‐ Making sales calls and closing prospects 


 


Other Statistics 
 


• 83% of the respondents are currently not registered in a training program or class. 
• 45% of the respondents do not have a membership in a trade association. 
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APPENDIX 3 
Data Analysis Summary 


Prepared for SBOP Task Force Measurement & Tracking Subcommittee 


The Small Business Opportunity Program Task Force Subcommittee on Measurements & Tracking requested 
information pertaining to the availability and utilization of Small Business Enterprises (SBEs) within City procurement. 
Staff has compiled and analyzed the data required for Questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, and 8. Staff is working to compile the 
data for the remaining questions. The Subcommittee’s questions posed to staff can be found in the Appendix. 


Availability of SBEs 


This section answers Question #1. Additional details can be found in the Appendix. 


As of April 1, 2010, the City had 803 certified SBEs in the City’s vendor database. Generally speaking, there are: 


• 71 (8.8%) SBEs providing Goods (such as: computers, office supplies, and hardware) 
• 66 (8.2%) SBEs providing Architectural and Engineering Services 
• 89 (11.1%) SBEs providing Building Maintenance & Repair Services 
• 135 (16.8%) SBEs providing General Construction Services 
• 40 (5.0%) SBEs providing Heavy Construction Services 
• 135 (16.8%) SBEs providing Construction Trade Services 
• 98 (12.2%) SBEs providing Consulting, Professional, and Technical Services 
• 17 (2.1%) SBEs providing Environmental Services 
• 62 (7.7%) SBEs providing Grounds Maintenance and Landscaping Services 
• 90 (11.2%) SBEs providing Miscellaneous Services 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


SBE Utilization in FY09 


This section answers Questions #2 and #4. Additional details can be found in the Appendix. 


The table below lists the amount each KBU spent directly with SBEs. Please note the information below does not 
include payments made to SBEs as subcontractors. 


Aviation $1,508,024  Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police $149,410 


Business Support Services $226,618 Charlotte-Mecklenburg Utilities $5,191,228 
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Raising Informal Construction Threshold to $500,000 


This section answers Questions #3 and #8. 


In evaluating the impact of raising the Informal construction threshold from $200,000 to $500,000, staff coordinated 
with Aviation, Engineering, Utilities, and Charlotte Area Transit to identify construction projects awarded by the City 
to prime contractors in FY 2009. Staff analyzed City construction projects that were awarded at $100,000 or 
greater; and those projects that do not require Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) or Minority/Woman Owned 
Business Enterprise (MWBE) participation. Staff’s findings are outlined below. 
  


• Staff identified 73 construction projects totaling $176.8 million awarded to prime contractors in FY09.  
- $9.5 million (5.4%) of the $176.8 million was committed to SBE subcontractors.  


• Eight out of the 73 construction projects were awarded to a SBE as the prime contractor. The eight projects 
totaled $4.8 million.  
- $461,000 of the $4.8 million was committed to SBE subcontractors.  


• Of the 73 construction projects, 19 projects had an award amount between $200,000 and $500,000.  
- The 19 projects totaled $5.9 million. Of this amount $342,832 (5.8%) was committed to SBE 


subcontractors.  
- Three projects were awarded to an SBE as the prime contractor, totaling $1.1 million; of this amount 


$106,725 was committed to SBE subcontractors.  
• If the City had the informal construction threshold set at $500,000 in FY09, and we assumed: 


- Zero change in contracting and awards of projects to SBEs, the amount awarded to SBEs as the prime 
contractor would remain at $1.1 million. 


- If 25% of projects were awarded to SBEs, the amount awarded to SBEs as the prime contractor would 
equal $1.5 million. 


- If 50% of projects were awarded to SBEs, the amount awarded to SBEs as the prime contractor would 
equal $2.9 million. 


 


• Additionally, of the 73 construction projects awarded in FY09, 18% utilized GFEs to meet compliance.  
Number of projects that met the established SBE Goal 46 
Number of projects that met the Good Faith Efforts (GFEs) 10 
Number of projects that received Noncompliance Waivers 4 
Number of projects where SBE goals were not established 13 


 


Appendix: 


Information/actions requested by committee members: 


1. Please provide the number of registered SBE's broken down by work category (we should probably talk about 
the level of specify needed) and ethnicity category.  


2. With respect to informal contracts, please provide the dollars spent by each KBU in each work and ethnicity 
category for FY2009. 


3. For FY 2009, please provide the number of construction contracts between $200,000 and $500,000.  Please 
provide the SBE utilization dollar figure for this group of contracts.  For this same group of contracts, please 
provide estimated SBE utilization (and explain assumptions) if the contracts had been treated as informal 
contracts. 


4. With respect to formal contracts, please provide the SBE utilization for FY2009 by work category and ethnicity 
category (I see that some of this information is in the current report). 


5. For FY 2009, please provide the % of SBE's that received work through the program.  Please provide an 
average participation amount for those SBEs that did receive work.  If possible, please also provide the average 
participation amount for those SBEs by work and ethnicity categories.  We are trying to see how 
concentrated/dispersed the opportunities are in the program (we'd like to see work category utilization and 
we'd also like to know if 10% of SBEs are doing 90% of work). 


6. Please provide the % of SBEs that have received no work at all. 
7. Has the number of registered SBEs been growing or decreasing (do we see trends)? 
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8. For FY 2009, please provide the % of formal contracts that utilized GFEs instead of meeting SBE utilization 
goals. 


9. Do we have a dollar figure for the cost of not having the requested database upgrades? 
10. Please contact MGT and obtain estimates for updating the 2003 Disparity Study. 
 
 
 
 


 


 


   


Certified Small Business Enterprises, per Quarter (2005 - Present) Question # 1, 7


Categorized by Ethnicity


Date # of 
SBEs


Change 
(+/-)


A . %  1 B % H % N % NMF % NMM % All
M/W 's %


01/05/05 548 - 4309 12.72% - - - - - - - - - - - - - -


04/04/05 580 32 5224 11.10% - - - - - - - - - - - - - -


07/01/05 630 50 5756 10.95% - - - - - - - - - - - - - -


09/30/05 662 32 6090 10.87% 16 2.4% 263 39.7% 34 5.1% 9 1.4% 184 27.8% 156 23.6% 506 76.44%


01/18/06 698 36 6542 10.67% 16 2.3% 284 40.7% 35 5.0% 9 1.3% 191 27.4% 163 23.4% 535 76.65%


04/12/06 723 25 6879 10.51% 19 2.6% 292 40.4% 36 5.0% 10 1.4% 196 27.1% 170 23.5% 553 76.49%


07/05/06 695 (28) 7162 9.70% 17 2.4% 276 39.7% 35 5.0% 10 1.4% 190 27.3% 167 24.0% 528 75.97%


10/13/06 654 (41) 7458 8.77% 17 2.6% 265 40.5% 33 5.0% 9 1.4% 171 26.1% 159 24.3% 495 75.69%


01/05/07 622 (32) 7688 8.09% - - - - - - - - - - - - - -


03/30/07 603 (19) 7999 7.54% - - - - - - - - - - - - - -


07/08/07 571 (32) 8366 6.83% - - - - - - - - - - - - - -


10/08/07 579 8 8681 6.67% - - - - - - - - - - - - - -


12/26/07 597 18 8947 6.67% - - - - - - - - - - - - - -


04/03/08 615 18 9280 6.63% 15 2.4% 267 43.4% 36 5.9% 8 1.3% 145 23.6% 143 23.3% 471 76.59%


07/17/08 632 17 9636 6.56% - - - - - - - - - - - - - -


10/22/08 660 28 9931 6.65% - - - - - - - - - - - - - -


01/19/09 689 29 10212 6.75% - - - - - - - - - - - - - -


04/06/09 728 39 10534 6.91% 21 2.9% 284 39.0% 61 8.4% 7 1.0% 167 22.9% 169 23.2% 540 74.18%


07/01/09 753 25 10838 6.95% 23 3.1% 289 38.4% 66 8.8% 7 0.9% 179 23.8% 187 24.8% 564 74.90%


10/15/09 772 19 11188 6.90% 24 3.1% 288 37.3% 66 8.5% 7 0.9% 186 24.1% 198 25.6% 571 73.96%


12/30/09 807 35 11409 7.07% 29 3.6% 300 37.2% 69 8.6% 9 1.1% 190 23.5% 209 25.9% 597 73.98%


04/01/10 805 (2) 11690 6.89% 28 3.5% 290 36.0% 68 8.4% 6 0.7% 193 24.0% 218 27.1% 585 72.67%


07/01/10
10/01/10


1    This represents the percentage of SBEs per Ethnicity as a portion of the overall number of SBEs, for each respective time period


2


# of Total 
Registered 


Vendors


% SBEs of 
All 


Vendors


SBEs by Ethnicity
A=AsianAmerican;   B=AfricanAmerican;   H=Hispanic/Latino;   N=NativeAmerican;   NMF=Non-MinorityFemale;   NMM=Non-MinorityMale


   The spring of 2006 represents the 3rd year anniversary of the SBO Program.   The time periods following represent the first instances of SBE firms seeking recertification.


2
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APPENDIX 4 
SBOP TASK FORCE 


SBO PROGRAM SWOT Analysis 
 


Strengths  Weaknesses 


 


• Customer service 
• SBE Value‐added Incentives for 


development and training  
• Consist enforcement of SBO Policy 
• SBE certification application and process 


consistent with other certification 
programs (sometimes easier)  


• Partnerships with CPCC and other area 
resource providers 


• Geographical span of the program (8 
counties) 


• Comprehensive SBO Policy 


 


• Informal SBE Goals not reflective of 
existing opportunities 


• Seven year old Disparity Study 
• Inadequate data due to outdated financial 


and procurement systems 
• Lack of centralized website for advertising 


City contract opportunities 
• SBEs unaware of informal contract 


opportunities  
• Limited availability of mentors 
• Limited outreach and marketing to entire 


program geography 
• Program accomplishments and SBE 


success stories not promoted 
• Certification application available only in 


English 


Opportunities  Threats 


• Increase consistency in SBO contracting 
procedures across KBUs 


• Leverage private sector Mentor Protégé 
Programs 


• Develop marketing & outreach strategy 
 Increase SBE pool in targeted 
industries 


 Promote program benefits & SBE 
success stories 


 Improve program presence 
outside the City 


• Use proposed small business web portal to 
provide marketing & outreach to existing 
and potential SBEs 


• City currently setting aside funds for new 
financial/procurement system 


• SBE Survey at certification 
• Improved website – ability to put video 


testimonials on the website 
• Improve SBE access to informal contracts 


• Potential abuse through affiliate and pass 
through firms  


• Competing SBO and Procurement Policies 
• Negative program perception 


 Prime abuse of Good Faith Effort 
provisions 


 Lack of program enforcement 
• SBE difficulty with obtaining bonding 
• Current economic conditions 


 Competitive bidding environment 
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Summary of Proposed Affiliate Guidelines 
For SBO Program 


City will consider the following factors in determining whether one business is an 
“Affiliate” of another: 


1. Power to Control.  Power to control exists when: 
One business controls or has the power to control the other, or  


• A third party or parties controls or has the power to control both businesses.    
• 


Examples:   


• Ownership of  majority equity interest, 


• 


 
• Voting control of the board of directors  


Officer with decision making authority 
• r’s Approval rights over key decisions (through charter, by‐laws,  shareholde


agreement or otherwise) 
• Power to prevent a quorum, or to otherwise block action by the board of 


directors or shareholders.   


Does not matter whether control is exercised, so long as power to control exists. 


2. Substantial Financial Dependency.  Will presume that a business  shares an Affiliate 
elationship with one or more other businesses when both of the following conditions 
re 
r
a
 


met:  


• 50% or more of  annual gross revenue over prior 3 years derived from contracts 
with the other businesses, and  


• The businesses have common ownership, common management, common facilities, 
common assets, family relationships or other significant connection.   


Presumption is rebuttable at discretion of SBO Program Manager if applicant shows 
that the connection between the two businesses is minimal, and that applicant is no 
longer at any risk of being financially dependent on the other business. 


3. Other Factors.  City may also find Affiliate relationship based on one or more of the 
ollo
 
f
 


wing: 


• nt or common employees,  Common ownership, c


• 


ommon manageme
• ssets or facilities,  Common equipment, a


• 
Family relationships,  
Physical proximity, or 


• Contractual or other significant relationships  


Example:  For instance, if two Business Enterprises operate from the same property, 
share employees and equipment and have key management officials in common, the 
City may find an Affiliate relationship even if one Business Enterprise derives only a 
small percentage of its income from another.     
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Small Business Opportunity (SBO) Program


Restructuring Government Committee 


April 22, 2009


Mayor’s SBO Program Task Force 
Recommendations 


Economic Development Committee Meeting


March 24, 2011


Overview


• Background


• Progress to date 


• Today’s policy discussion: Affiliates


– Current Policy Definition


– Current Policy Treatment


– Issues


• Proposed Policy and Procedural Solutions


• Next Steps
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Background


• On December 14, 2009, Council approved the  
formation of an SBO Task Force to conduct a review 
of the SBO Policy with a focus on:


– Certification


– Development 


– Compliance 


– Reporting


– Utilization


• On July 26, 2010, the SBO Task Force presented its 
recommendations to Council and the report was 
referred to the ED Committee for discussion.


Progress to Date


Recommendation Focus area Status


Revise Business Advisory Committee Charge Compliance Completed


Update Disparity Study Utilization In Process (7/11)


Improve Informal Goal Setting Process Reporting In Process


Improve Informal Notification  Process Utilization In Process


Revise Payment Affidavit (SBO Form 6) Compliance In Process


Improve Program Marketing and Branding Utilization In Process


Clarify SBO “Affiliate” Policy Compliance Pending 


Raise Formal Construction Contracts Threshold Utilization Pending


Implement SBE Skills & Annual Metrics Survey Development Pending


Explore Adding Bidder Disqualification Policy Compliance Pending
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Current Policy Definition


• Businesses are “affiliates” of each other when:


– One either directly or indirectly controls or has 
the power to control the other;


– A third party or parties controls or has the 
power to control both; or


– Other relationships between or among the 
parties exist such that affiliation may be found.


Understanding Affiliates


• Affiliates may be certified as an SBE


– Staff considers aggregate size of all affiliates in 
determining whether an applicant exceeds SBE 
size threshold


• Primes may receive credit toward SBE goal for 
subcontracting with an affiliate


Understanding Affiliates


Current Policy Treatment
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Issues


1. Lack of clarity about the definition of an 
affiliate


2. Gap in current policy about what happens 
when an affiliate SBE is decertified between 
bid opening and contract award


3. Contracting between affiliates to meet SBE 
Goals


Proposed Solutions


Issue: Lack of clarity about the definition of an 
affiliate


Proposed solutions:


• Further define “affiliate” with regard to:


– Power to Control


– Substantial Financial Dependency


– Other factors


• Revise SBE application to flag potential affiliates 


• Increase length of time in business requirement 
from 3 months to 12 months


– Specific task force recommendation
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Proposed Solutions


Issue: Gap in current policy about what 
happens when an SBE is decertified 
between bid opening and contract 
award


Proposed solution:  


• Allow prime to replace decertified SBE with a 
certified SBE


• Exception: Do not award to prime if SBE 
certification was based on false information 
of which prime had knowledge. 


Proposed Solutions


Issue: Contracting between affiliates to meet SBE 
Goals


Proposed solution:


• Disallow credit toward SBE goal for 
subcontracting with an affiliate
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Next Steps


• Staff proposes that City Manager adopts 
policy changes effective April 1


• Council notification


• Changes to SBE Certification Application 
become effective April 1


• Staff to notify SBEs and Primes of the policy 
changes


• Staff begins audit of current SBEs to identify 
affiliate relationships
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        Local Perspective 


 
National & International 


Business & 
Convention 


 
 


MARCH 2011 
 


ECONOMIC SIGNIFICANCE OF MEETINGS TO THE US ECONOMY 
In February, the Convention Industry Council released a new study conducted by 
PricewaterhouseCoopers titled The Economic Significance of Meetings to the U.S. 
Economy.  The study reveals that the U.S. meetings industry directly supports 1.7 million 
jobs, makes a $106 billion contribution to GDP, generates $263 million in spending, creates 
$60 billion in labor revenue, $14.3 billion in federal tax revenue and $11.3 billion in state and 


local tax revenue. The research quantifies the economic contributions made by the 1.8 million meetings, trade shows, 
conventions, congresses, incentive events and other meetings that take place across the country.  
 
A total of 205 million people, representing domestic and international delegates, exhibitors and organizers attend the 1.8 million 
meetings. Of the 1.8 million meetings, 1.3 million are classified as corporate or business meetings, 270,000 are conventions, 
conferences or congresses, 11,000 are trade shows and 66,000 are incentive meetings. The vast majority of meetings (85 
percent) are conducted at venues with lodging. Meetings generate 250 million overnight stays by 117 million Americans and 5 
million international attendees.   The study was spearheaded by an alliance of 14 member organizations representing the 
collective meetings, travel, exhibitions and events industries in the U.S.  
 


CHARLOTTE AREA LODGING – JANUARY SMITH TRAVEL RESEARCH 
Charlotte area occupancy was 48.9% in January, up 7.5% from January 2010.  That’s the 
market’s best January since 2008 and the 13th consecutive month of occupancy increases. 
By comparison, US occupancy rose 5.8% (47.7%) and NC occupancy rose 6.2% (42.8%) 
from January 2010.  Charlotte area demand rose 9% from January 2010.  That’s the 15th 


straight month of room demand increases in the market.  By comparison, demand rose 7% in the US and 7.8% in NC from 
January 2010. 
 
Charlotte area average daily rate (ADR) was $79.80 in January, up 5.4% from January 2010.  That’s the 7th month in a row the 
market has experienced rate improvements.  By comparison, January rate was up 2.8% in the US ($96.64) and 2.9% in NC 
($74.89). 
 
Charlotte area revenue per available room (RevPAR) was $39.03 in January, up 13.2% compared to January 2010.  That marks 
the 12th consecutive month of RevPAR growth in the market.  By comparison, January RevPAR grew 8.7% in the US ($46.10) 
and 9.3% in NC ($32.07)  
 
MECKLENBURG COUNTY HOSPITALITY TAX COLLECTIONS-- FY11 THROUGH JANUARY 
Mecklenburg County 6% regular occupancy tax collections total $13.1 million through the first half of FY11, up 16% from the 
same time last fiscal year. 
 
Mecklenburg County 2% NASCAR occupancy tax collections total $4.4 million through the first half of FY11, also up 16% 
from the same time last fiscal year. 
 







Mecklenburg County 1% prepared food & beverage tax collections total $11.9 million through the first half of FY11, up 5% 
from the same time last fiscal year. 
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NATIONAL RESTAURANT ASSOCIATION RESAURANT PERFORMANCE INDEX 


        National Leisure  
            & Tourism 


The National Restaurant Association’s Restaurant Performance Index (RPI) stood at 100.2 
in January, down 0.8% from its December level. Despite the decline, January marked the fourth 
time in the last five months that the RPI stood above 100, which signifies expansion in the index 
of key industry indicators. The decline was due to dampened sales and traffic levels as a result 
of extreme weather in some parts of the country.  The index is comprised of measures of the 


current situation and expectations. The Current Situation Index, which measures current trends in four industry indicators 
(same-store sales, traffic, labor and capital expenditures), stood at 98.6 in January – down 1.1% from its December level. This is 
the third consecutive month below 100.  The Expectations Index, which measures restaurant operators’ six-month outlook for 
four industry indicators (same-store sales, employees, capital expenditures and business conditions), stood at 101.8 in January, 
down 0.5% from December’s 45-month high of 102.4. The index stood above the 100 level for the sixth consecutive month, 
which signifies expansion in the forward-looking indicators 
 
AIRPORTS STRIVE TO CREATE ATMOSPHERE OF CITY THEY’RE IN 
Airports want to create an atmosphere of the city they're in and make the airport more of a destination for shoppers and diners.  
Many travelers have noticed, and say the quality of food at U.S. airport restaurants is much better than it was 10 years ago. At 
USA TODAY's request, Frommer's Travel Guides named its 10 best U.S. airport restaurants. They picked places that serve 
food you'd eat even if you weren't trapped.  Guidebook publisher Frommer's says these are the best 10 restaurants at U.S. 
airports: Atlanta, One Flew South (Terminal E); Baltimore, Obrycki's (Gate B-11); Boston, Legal Sea Foods (Terminal A); 
Chicago O’Hare, Tortas Frontera (Terminal 1); New York –JFK, Deep Blue Sushi (Terminal 5); New York – LaGuardia, Custom 
Burgers by Pat LaFrieda (Delta Terminal); Los Angeles, Encounter at LAX (center of airport before security); Minneapolis, Ike's 
Food and Cocktails (Concourse E), Raleigh, N.C., 42nd Street Oyster Bar (Terminal 2); and Seattle, Ivar's (central terminal).  


 
GAS PRICES COULD SLOW RECOVERY 
Gasoline prices rose almost 20 cents a gallon in the past week, or 6%, to a national average 
$3.368 per gallon according to AAA. That's the most ever for this time of year, when prices are 
typically low. And with unrest in the Middle East and North Africa lifting the price of crude oil to 
the $100-a-barrel range, analysts say pump prices are likely headed higher.   Analysts and 


               Economy 
 


economists worry that by lowering profits for businesses and reducing disposable income for drivers, high gasoline prices could 
slow the recovering economy.  Over a year, analysts estimate, oil at $100 a barrel would reduce U.S. economic growth by 0.2 or 
0.3 of a percentage point. Rather than grow an estimated 3.7% this year, the economy would expand 3.4% or 3.5%. That would 
likely mean less hiring and higher unemployment. Source:  USA TODAY. 


 
FEBRUARY 2011 VOCUS 


                  Media 
 


During the month of February, Vocus identified 6,048 news items on key words tracked by the 
CRVA.  By category, Democratic National Convention led the way with 38% of the mentions, 
followed by NASCAR Hall of Fame (22%), Time Warner Cable Arena (7%), Charlotte Sports 
(4%) and Charlotte Hotels (4%).  By media type, most items occurred via Online Consumer 


Site (36%), followed by Online News & Business Site (23%), Television Program (16%), Newspaper (8%) and Wire Service 
(4%).  A total of 71% of February’s news clips took place outside of the Charlotte region. 
 


  
  
  
    


 
• Mecklenburg County Tax Office 
• National Restaurant Association 
• PricewaterhouseCoopers 
• Smith Travel Research 
• The Conference Board 
• The TAP Report 
• Travel Smart News 
• USA TODAY 
• US Department of Labor 
• Visit Charlotte/CRVA 
• Vocus 
 
Michael Applegate, CDME 
Director of Research, CRVA 
michael.applegate@crva.com 
 
 


  
SSoouurrcceess  ffoorr  tthhiiss  PPuubblliiccaattiioonn  


 
• Barometer Summary (p. 1&2)  
• Hospitality Industry Statistical      
  Report (p. 3) 
• Definite Bookings (p. 4) 
• Pace Report (p. 5) 
• Charlotte Convention Center    
  Tradeshow & Convention Booking    
  Outlook (p. 6) 
• Hospitality Industry Sales  
  Activities (p. 7) 
• Lost Business Report (p. 8) 
• Occupancy Tax Collections (p. 9) 
• Prepared F&B Tax Collections and       
  The Economy (p. 10) 
 
 
 


  
IInnssiiddee  TThhiiss  RReeppoorrtt  



http://content.usatoday.com/topics/topic/Places,+Geography/Regions/Middle+East

http://content.usatoday.com/topics/topic/Places,+Geography/Regions/Africa
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HHOOSSPPIITTAALLIITTYY  IINNDDUUSSTTRRYY  SSTTAATTIISSTTIICCAALL  RREEPPOORRTT    
FFeebbrruuaarryy  22001111  


Source: Smith Travel Research-Stats lag by one month Comp Set includes: Tampa, Atlanta, Indianapolis, Baltimore, Minneapolis, St. Louis, 
Greensboro, Raleigh, Cincinnati, Columbus, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh and Nashville 


Charlotte Market Lodging Production 
 Charlotte 


Market 
North 


Carolina 
Competitive 


Set 
United 
States 


Top 
25 


January 2011 Occupancy % 48.9 42.8 47.4 47.7 55.5 
% Change 7.5 6.2 7.1 5.8 5.4 
January 2011 ADR $ 79.80 74.89 85.76 96.64 114.58 
% Change 5.4 2.9 2.5 2.8 3.4 
January 2011 RevPAR $ 39.03 32.07 41.01 46.10 63.61 
% Change 13.2 9.3 9.8 8.7 9.0 
2011 YTD Occupancy % 48.9 42.8 47.4 47.7 55.5 
% Change 7.5 6.2 7.1 5.8 5.4 
2011 YTD ADR $ 79.80 74.89 85.76 96.64 114.58 
% Change 5.4 2.9 2.5 2.8 3.4 
2011 YTD RevPAR $ 39.03 32.07 41.01 46.10 63.61 
% Change 13.2 9.3 9.8 8.7 9.0 


 


     Source: Charlotte Douglas International Airport-Stats lag by one month 


Charlotte Douglas International Airport Aviation Production 
 Month of January % Chg from Jan. ‘10 2011 YTD YTD % Chg from ‘10 


Passenger Enplanements 1,454,259 9% 1,454,259 9% 
Passenger Deplanements 1,472,438 10% 1,472,438 10% 


 


Visit Charlotte Definite Room Night Production 
 Month of  


February 
Change from  


February 2010 
FY 2011 


YTD 
YTD Chg (%)  


from FY10 
Total Room Night Production 160,897 130,288 402,002 157,848 (65%) 
Visitor Economic Development ($) 135,811,932 117,353,252 299,172,298 108,644,544 (57%) 
Number of Definite Bookings 120 73 263 43 (20%) 
Average Size of Definite Bookings 1,341 690 1,529 419 (38%) 
Total Attendance 261,533 197,243 593,588 93,590 (19%) 
Convention Center GSF Booked 2,240,000 1,740,000 14,900,000 5,120,000 (52%) 


 
Visit Charlotte Lead Room Night Production 


 Month of  
February 


Change from 
February 2010 


FY 2011 
YTD 


YTD Chg (%)  
from FY10 


Total Room Night Production 119,972 32,516 672,019 -93,069 (-12%) 
Number of Lead Bookings 140 48 547 76 (16%) 
Average Size of Lead Bookings 857 -94 1,229 -395 (-24%) 


 


Visit Charlotte Housing Bureau Production 
 Month of February FY 2011 YTD YTD% Chg from FY10 


Total Reservations Produced 1,183 6,785 85% 
Total Room Nights Produced 5,840 25,720 319% 







  


Visit Charlotte Leisure Tourism Production 
 Month of February FY 2011 YTD YTD % Chg from FY10 
Ad Inquiries (+Travelocity clicks, etc.) 62,716 201,760 53% 
Visitor Center Walk-In Traffic 2,913 26,473 47% 
Call Center Inquiries 531 3,896 -2% 
Web Site Official Visitors Guide Requests (+ views) 5,160 16,195 -15% 
Emails/Letters/Faxes 29 179 -9% 
Total Visitor Inquiries 71,349 248,503 43% 
Visit Charlotte Web Site Visitors (Google ) 90,027 693,379 -0.6% 
Motor Coach Group Bookings (Passengers) 313 3,282 21% 
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DDEEFFIINNIITTEE  BBOOOOKKIINNGGSS  
FFeebbrruuaarryy  22001111  


 


                                                                              CChhaarrlloottttee CCoonnvveennttiioonn CCeenntteerr 
 
 
Group Name 


 
Meeting 


Type 


 
Event 
Date 


 
 


Days 


Exhibit 
Gross 
Sq Ft 


Total 
Room  
Nights 


 
 


Attend 


Visitor 
Econ. Dev. 


($) 
Democratic National 
Committee Convention Aug ‘12 6 2,240,000 75,612 40,000 75,360,000 


Total 2,240,000 75,612 40,000 75,360,000


CCoonnffeerreennccee SSaalleess 
 
 
Group Name 


 
Event 
Date 


 
 


Days 


Total 
Room 
Nights Attendance 


Visitor Econ. 
Dev. ($) 


Sanford Area Chamber of Commerce Feb ‘11 1 16 16 5,024 
NAES Corporation Feb ‘11 2 60 20 12,560 
Joerns Healthcare Feb ‘11 1 0 12 3,768 
Carolina Scholastic Sports Association  
(23 events) ® Multiple 2 avg. 7,760 36,870 9,881,160 


Top Gun Sports (35 events) ® Multiple 2 avg. 31,118 77,430 20,751,240 







 


Crystal Carolina Sports (38 events) ® Multiple 2 avg.  42,990 99,750 26,733,000 
TOF Ministries Mar ‘11 1 0 50 15,700 
Pella Windows & Doors Mar’ 11 2 30 15 9,420 
General Reinsurance Mar ‘ 11 1 75 80 25,120 
Associated Builders and Contractors Mar ‘11 1 30 60 18,840 
NC Retired Government Employees Assoc. Apr ‘11 1 0 350 109,900 
Brooks Bell Interactive Apr ‘11 2 40 1,000 628,000 
NC Chiropractic Association (4 events) Multiple 1 avg. 0 160 50,240 
Hotels For Hope Jun ‘11 2 20 100 62,800 
Skinner Family Reunion Jul ‘11 2 30 70 43,960 
Bolden Family Reunion Sep ‘11 3 93 100 94,200 
Hannon/Iwanusa Wedding Room Block Sep ‘11 2 53 250 157,000 
Tan Son Nhut Association Oct ‘11 3 150 200 188,400 
Stick With Us Lacrosse (3 events) Multiple 2 avg. 2,210 4,700 1,259,600 
Amateur Athletic Union Track & Field ® Jun ‘11 2 250 1,500 402,000 
Total  85,285 221,533 60,451,932 
 
GRAND TOTAL 160,897 261,533 135,811,932 


 
 
Sports & Leisure Spending DKS&A 2007 Charlotte Update (attendance x $134 x # days) 
Convention & Conference Spending 2005 DMAI ExPact Study (attendance x $314 x # days) 
® Repeat Business 
 


Eight Year Dynamic Room Night Pace Report  
(As of 2/1/11) Trends Analysis Projections, LLC 
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 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total
Charlotte 
Definite 
Room Nights  


230,446 171,812 109,365 95,691 13,483 0 5,937 0 626,734 


Pace Target 263,103 161,009 99,071 60,891 33,644 14,993 7,009 2,244 641,964 
Pace 
Percentage 88% 107% 110% 157% 40% 0% 85% 0% 98% 


Tentative 
Room Nights 94,898 157,659 105,746 76,896 62,627 50,219 3,525 18,730 570,273 


Consumption 
Benchmark 329,546 329,546 329,546 329,546 329,546 329,546 329,546 329,546 2,636,368


Peer Set 
Pace 
Percentage  


92% 88% 89% 90% 129% 116% 100% 267% 95% 


Peer Set Data includes Charlotte, Baltimore, Louisville, Pittsburgh and Tampa 
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CChhaarrlloottttee  CCoonnvveennttiioonn  CCeenntteerr  
TTrraaddeesshhooww  &&  CCoonnvveennttiioonn  BBooookkiinngg  OOuuttllooookk  


((AAss  ooff  22//22//1111))  
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CChhaarrlloottttee  CCoonnvveennttiioonn  CCeenntteerr  
TTrraaddeesshhooww  &&  CCoonnvveennttiioonn  BBooookkiinngg  OOuuttllooookk  


((AAss  ooff  22//22//1111))  
  


Fiscal Year 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Definite Bookings 24 30 27 23 24 18 15 7


Tentative 
Bookings 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 2
Subtotal 24 30 27 23 24 19 17 9


         
Definite 


Target 20 21 26 30 33 25* 34* 36*
Variance 4 9 1 -7 -9 -6 -17 -27


    **new goal beginning FY11    
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HHOOSSPPIITTAALLIITTYY  IINNDDUUSSTTRRYY  SSAALLEESS  AACCTTIIVVIITTIIEESS    
FFeebbrruuaarryy  22001111  


  
 
 


 
 


  


SSiittee  VViissiittss  
GGrroouupp  NNaammee  VVeennuuee  TToottaall  RRoooomm  


NNiigghhttss  
TToottaall  


AAtttteennddaannccee 
 
DEFINITES 


   


National Association of Free Will Baptists (Jul ’11) CCC 4,580 7,000 
AE Ventures (Jun ’11) CCC 2,860 6,000 
 
TENTATIVES 


   


Airline Transport Association (Sep ’11) Hotel 425 150 
The Washington Center (Aug ’12) Hotel 1,205 275 
Church of Christ (Sep ’12) Hotel 1,100 400 
Ford Retractable Club (Jul ’13) Hotel 525 300 
Society on Music Theory (Nov ’13) Hotel 605 400 
American Bar Association  TBD TBD TBD 
Campus Crusade for Christ TBD TBD TBD 


  
TTrraaddee  SShhoowwss && EEvveennttss ((aatttteennddeedd bbyy ssttaaffff))  


EEvveenntt  NNaammee  LLooccaattiioonn 
Association Executives of North Carolina Raleigh, NC 
Canadian Sales Mission Toronto, Montreal 
Destination Marketing Association of North Carolina Concord, NC 
Destination Showcase Washington, DC 
Meetings Industry Council of Colorado Denver, CO 
Meeting Professionals International Potomac Chapter National Harbor, MD 
Meeting Professionals International Showcase Dallas, TX 
North Carolina Travel Industry Council  Raleigh, NC 
Professional Convention Management Association Washington, DC 
Sales Calls Colorado 
Travel South Atlanta, GA 
US Pentathlon World Cup Palm Springs, CA 
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 Visit Charlotte Pace vs. Demand Comparison – Lost Business 
(As of 2/1/11)Trends Analysis Projections, LLC 


 Visit Charlotte Pace vs. Demand Comparison – Lost Business 
(As of 2/1/11)Trends Analysis Projections, LLC 


 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total
Charlotte 
Definite 
Room Nights  


230,446 171,812 109,365 95,691 13,483 0 5,937 0 626,734 


Pace Target 263,103 161,009 99,071 60,891 33,644 14,993 7,009 2,244 641,964 
Pace 
Percentage 88% 107% 110% 157% 40% 0% 85% 0% 98% 


Total 
Demand 
Room Nights 


838,969 742,271 480,136 357,321 215,741 140,924 54,464 51,292 2,886,118 


Lost Room 
Nights 608,523 575,459 370,771 261,630 202,258 140,924 48,527 51,292 2,259,384 


Conversion 
Percentage  27% 23% 23% 27% 6% 0% 11% 0% 22% 


Peer Set 
Conversion 
Percentage 


24% 20% 21% 21% 25% 25% 17% 20% 22% 


Peer Set Data includes Charlotte, Baltimore, Louisville, Pittsburgh and Tampa 
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TTHHEE  EECCOONNOOMMYY  
JJaannuuaarryy  22001111  


 
  


    
22001100 


  
22001111 


  
%% CChhaannggee 


 
Consumer Confidence Index 
 


 
56.5 


 
64.8 


 
14.7% 


 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) 
 


 
216.687 


 
220.223 


 
1.6% 


 
Unemployment Rate  
 


- National 
 
- State 


 
- Local 


 
 


 
 
 


9.7 
 


11.4 
 


12.8 
 
 


 
 
 


9.0 
 


Available 3/10/11 
 


Available 3/18/11 
 
 


 
 
 


-7.2% 
 


NA 
 


NA 
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M E M O R A N D U M 


FROM THE 
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 


 
 
DATE:  March 10, 2011 
TO: Economic Development Committee Members    
FROM:  Stephanie C. Kelly, CMC, City Clerk 
SUBJECT:  Privatization Competition Advisory Committee Annual  Report  
 
The attached report of the Privatization/Competition Advisory Committee is being sent 
to you pursuant to the Resolution related to Boards and Commissions adopted by City 
Council at the November 23, 2009 meeting.  This resolution requires annual reports 
from City Council Boards and Commissions to be distributed by the City Clerk to both 
City Council and to the appropriate Committee for review.  This report is also being sent 
to the Restructuring Government Committee. 
 
If you have questions or comments for the boards, please convey those to staff support 
for a response and/or follow-up. 
 


 







Privatization/Competition Advisory Committee 
March 2011 


 
 
To: Mayor and City Council 
 
From: Trent Gustafson, Chair, Privatization / Competition Advisory Committee 
   
Subject: Periodic Review of Privatization / Competition Advisory Committee 
 
 
 
The Privatization / Competition Advisory Committee is submitting this report for the period 
from March 1, 2010 to March 1, 2011. 


 
Establishment: 
On November 22, 1993, the Charlotte City Council established the Privatization / Competition 
Advisory Committee.  The committee began holding regular meetings in March of 1994. 


 
Charge to the Committee: 
 
The Committee shall monitor the progress of the City in implementing services contracting and 
asset management, recommend services and assets to be considered for competition and 
privatization, and will advise on ways to improve current contracted services with service 
delivery problems.  
 
• The Committee shall assist and advise the City on issues in implementing the goals and 


processes adopted by City Council of services contracting and asset management.  This 
may include review of requests for proposal, cost comparison methodologies, bid 
processes, etc. 


 
• The Committee shall be an advisor to both the City Council and the City Manager on 


matters regarding privatization and competition, in general.  They will review the existing 
legal system for contracting and may develop and recommend local legislation to modify 
such systems. 


 
• The Committee shall be a resource regarding concerns about the fairness of any bidding 


processes.  As a result, they may be asked to review bid proceedings and hear grievances 
from parties involved. 


 
• The Committee will prepare an annual report to City Council. 


 
Members, Meeting Schedules and Attendance Requirements: 
 
The Committee was initially composed of nine (9) members.  The Committee was expanded to 
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eleven (11) members by Council action on November 25, 1996. 
 
The members shall be appointed as follows: 
 
• One (1) chairperson appointed by the Mayor from the body of the Committee; 
• Two (2) members by the Mayor; 
• Eight (8) members by the Charlotte City Council. 
 
The Committee should be comprised of individuals knowledgeable about management, 
accounting, human resources, marketing and customer service.  Representative skills may 
include some or all of the following: work management and specifications, cost accounting, 
customer relations, performance measurement and analysis, employee relations, quality 
assurance, asset divestment, and procurement and bidding processes. 
 
Committee members shall serve two year staggered terms, each member being limited to two 
consecutive terms. 
 
The Committee meets once a month with numerous sub-committee and special meetings held on 
an as needed basis throughout the year. 
 
The committee currently has one Mayoral appointment unfilled; all City Council appointments 
are current. 
 
Managed Competition Events  
 


• At the request of the City Manager, the Committee developed a report listing possible 
revenue opportunities for the City. Several of the ideas in the report are being 
implemented or currently being studied by City staff. 


• The Mayor’s Efficient and Effective Government Task Force had PCAC representation 
from its Chairman, Trent Gustafson. The task force noted the achievements of managed 
competition and privatization in their final report to City Council. 


• PCAC was heavily involved in the transition of Solid Waste Services to citywide garbage 
collection and the outsourcing of recycling to a private provider. The committee was also 
an observer of the procurement process to bid rollout containers for recycling.  


• The committee undertook an extensive review of all City policies, and procedures related 
to managed competition and optimization activities. All documents related to the 
committee were reviewed and discussed by committee members and City staff. 


• The findings for all benchmark activities on the FY2010 competition plan were presented 
to the committee. 


• New five-year competition plans are completed every year by all Key Business Units in 
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September. The Committee continues to seek new and innovative ideas for managed 
competition and/or privatization. 


 
Opportunities and Challenges 


• The committee has five new members beginning in March of 2011. Transitioning these 
new members and getting them involved in productive activities will be a priority. 


• Members are encouraged to actively research new ideas and best practices in public and 
private sectors for possible adoption by the City. The PCAC must continue to challenge 
itself to keep abreast of new ideas and innovative methods of service delivery in all areas 
of the City and communicate these ideas to City staff. 


• Encourage KBU staff to utilize managed competition in areas previously unexplored. 
Solid Waste has been a mainstay of the program for many years; the committee views the 
suspension of Solid Waste from competition as an opportunity to focus on previously 
unexplored service delivery areas of the City. The committee will actively look for 
additional non-traditional services to recommend for consideration to Key Business 
Executives for possible privatization and managed competition. 


• The Committee is willing and able to assist the City Manager and City Council with 
special projects or bid reviews for specialized services. Our charge calls for the 
Committee to be a resource regarding concerns about the fairness of any of bidding 
processes.  As a result, the Committee may be asked to review bid proceedings and make 
statements regarding the integrity of these processes. We would welcome the opportunity 
to be utilized in this way by City Council. 


• The PCAC is very interested in the success of the Work and Asset Management project 
and the replacement of the City’s aging Financial System. The committee is very 
supportive of staff’s efforts to better understand where money is spent, track assets 
throughout the City and strengthen the ability of staff to schedule preventive maintenance 
on all types of City assets. The PCAC charge includes asset management responsibilities 
and although most of the committee’s efforts to date have focused on real property other 
assets types are just as important. At this point in time analysis of non-real estate assets 
citywide is difficult for the City to undertake due to a general lack of data for analysis. 


• With the economic downturn, there has been an increase in requests internationally and 
from other United States municipalities to speak with PCAC members and City staff 
about our managed competition program. Charlotte definitely has one of the most mature 
managed competition programs in the nation. 


• Committee members have developed strong and positive relationships with each Key 
Business Executive and his/her respective staff to understand services provided to the 
public and the challenges faced by each Key Business. 
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Recommendations for City Council Consideration: 
 
No changes are recommended in the make-up of the membership of the Committee or in the 
method of appointing members. 
 
Redefining of Charge: 
 
The charge of the Committee from City Council is specific and clear; no redefining of the charge 
is needed or desired at this time. 
 
In closing, the committee requests Council’s consideration to work on special projects as City 
Council may see fit to assign the committee. With a membership of business leaders from a 
variety of disciplines the PCAC has the potential to address a variety of issues. 
 
 
Enclosures:  FY2011-FY2015 Five-Year Plan 
   PCAC Membership Listing 
 
cc:   Curt Walton, City Manager 
   PCAC Members 







Competition Plan
FY2011 ‐ 2015


Fiscal_Year KBU Project_Type Service Employees Annual_Cost
All Years Human Resources Benchmark HR Cost per Municipal Employee 32.75 ‐$                        
All Years Human Resources Benchmark Ratio of HR Staff to 100 Municipal Employees 32.75 ‐$                        
All Years Police Benchmark Emergency Communications 128 6,572,923.81$      
All Years Police Benchmark Police Services Performance Measures 2240.5 190,661,186.20$  
All Years Solid Waste Benchmark Residential Refuse, Yard Waste and Bulky Item Collection 173 19,940,392.00$    
All Years Budget Benchmark Tax Rate Comparison ‐ Top 7 NC Cities 0 ‐$                        
All Years Budget Benchmark Institute of Government benchmarking project 0 ‐$                        
All Years Solid Waste Contract Out Multi‐Family & Public Facilities Refuse, Recycling and Bulky Item Collection 0 2,500,000.00$      
All Years Solid Waste Contract Out Single Stream Residential Recycling Collection  0 3,511,242.00$      
All Years Solid Waste Contract Out Rollout Cart Service and Maintenance 0 922,734.00$         
FY2011 Fire Benchmark Fire Response Time 1044 ‐$                        
FY2011 Fire Benchmark Investigator Workload / Clearance Rate 8 ‐$                        
FY2011 Finance Benchmark Inspector Workload / State Mandated Inspections 30 ‐$                        
FY2011 Fire Benchmark Inspector Workload / State Mandated Inspections 30 ‐$                        
FY2011 Budget Business Analysis Business Process Improvements (Clarity) 0 ‐$                        
FY2011 Transportation Business Analysis Street Maintenance ‐ Entire Division 220 6,000,000.00$      
FY2011 Transportation Business Analysis Transportation Operations ‐ Signs 15 200,000.00$         
FY2011 Utilities Business Analysis Catawba River Pumping Station – Energy mgmt, staffing & maintenance 6 1,900,000.00$      
FY2011 Utilities Business Analysis Customer Service Division – Water bill check reads & high bill inspections 125 6,800,000.00$      
FY2012 Business Support Services Benchmark Equipment Maintenance Services 122 17,163,538.00$    
FY2012 Finance Benchmark Payment Processing 11 598,450.00$         
FY2012 Utilities Benchmark Laboratory Services 35 3,913,000.00$      
FY2012 Transportation Business Analysis Transportation Operations ‐ Pavement Markings 20 350,000.00$         
FY2012 Utilities Business Analysis Field Operations – Sewer line cleaning 39 1,800,000.00$      
FY2012 Utilities Business Analysis Residuals Management 2 5,000,000.00$      
FY2013 Utilities Benchmark Sugar Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant – ISO 14001 Certification 12 2,500,000.00$      
FY2014 Utilities Benchmark Lee S.Dukes Water Plant – ISO 14001 Certification 8 1,900,000.00$      
FY2014 Solid Waste Contract Out Refuse Truck Lubrications 0 200,000.00$         
FY2015 Utilities Benchmark Customer Service Division 125 6,800,000.00$      
FY2015 Utilities Benchmark Franklin Water Plant – ISO 14001 Certification 25 4,306,000.00$      
FY2015 Charlotte Area Transit System Contract Out Commuter Rail Operations (North Line)  20 ‐$                        
FY2015 Charlotte Area Transit System Contract Out Commuter Rail Maintenance (North Line)  10 ‐$                        







PCAC Members as of 03/01/2011


Member Name Home Address Mobile Phone Home Phone Employer Business Address Business Phone E‐mail Fax Term Beginning Date Term Expiration


Bokhari, Tariq
3631 Annlin Avenue
Charlotte, NC 28209 704‐ 704‐650‐9958 Wachovia Corporation


301 S. College Street
Charlotte, NC 28288 704‐715‐8251 tariq.bokhari@wellsfargo.com 704‐374‐6249 12/4/2009 3/1/2010


Brown, Christopher
5618 McAlpine Farm Road
Charlotte, NC 28226 980‐252‐0275 704‐540‐0038 Bank of America / Merrill Lynch


214 North Tryon 
Street
NC1‐027‐14‐01
Charlotte, NC 28226 980‐386‐2524 christopher.n.brown@baml.com 980‐386‐2524 3/2/2011 3/2/2013


Faulkner, Rodney
1839 Lela Avenue
Charlotte, NC 28208 704‐777‐0507 704‐777‐0507 Legacy Real Estate Advisors, LLC


1001 Elizabeth 
Avenue Ste 1D
Charlotte, NC 28204 704‐373‐1800 rfaulkner@legacycre.com 704‐377‐3888 3/2/2011 3/1/2013


Gottehrer, Kevin
818 Museum Drive
Charlotte, NC 28207 704‐277‐0781 704‐277‐0781 Parker Poe Adams & Bernstein, LLP


401 S. Tryon Street
Suite 3000
Charlotte, NC 28202 704‐335‐9532 kbg@parkerpoe.com 704‐335‐9724 3/2/2011 3/1/2013


Gustafson, Trent
2006 Dilworth Road East
Charlotte, NC 28203 704‐953‐3104 704‐377‐5414 Percival McGuire Commercial Real Estate


301 South McDowell 
Street
Suite 1200
Charlotte, NC 28204 704‐632‐1013 tgustafson@pmcre.com 704‐333‐8633 3/1/2008 3/1/2012


Hurlburt, Paul
6826 Wolf Run Drive
Charlotte, NC 28277 703‐965‐1836 704‐969‐5596 Wells Fargo Funds Management, LLC


401 South Tryon 
Street
Charlotte, NC 28288 704‐383‐1844 phurlburt@wellsfargo.com 704‐383‐1454 3/2/2011 3/1/2013


Monroe, Charles "Chuck"
3101 Wickersham Road
Charlotte, NC 28211 704‐ 704‐ Hunton & Williams LLP


101 South Tryon 
Street
Suite 3500
Charlotte, NC 28280 704‐378‐4758 cmonroe@hunton.com 704‐ 6/18/2010 3/1/2012


Monroe, Erik
6413 Forest Pond Drive
Charlotte, NC 28262 704‐430‐5247 704‐430‐5247 Charlotte Housing Authority


1301 South Blvd.
Charlotte, NC 28203
  704‐762‐1887 erikmonroe@gmail.com None 3/2/2011 3/1/2013


Pollan, Thomas
751 Edgehill Road
Charlotte, NC 28207 704‐231‐2995 704‐ Pollan Enterprises, LLC 704‐333‐0240 Thomas.Pollan@Privatus.com 704‐ 6/18/2010 3/1/2011


Smith, Edward L. II
6808 Wandering Creek Drive
Charlotte, NC 28216 704‐280‐4816 Bank of America


900 West Trade 
Street
Charlotte, NC 28255 980‐683‐8354 edwardcrlgbls@aol.com 3/2/2010 3/2/2012





		March 24th

		March 24, 2011 Agenda

		Mayor's Letter on YouthED3-24-11

		Youth OverviewED3-24-11

		Housing Trust Fund Board CM CoalitionED3-24-11

		YouthInfo.ED3-24-11

		SBO Task Force Findings and Reccomendations Report - FINAL

		SBOAffiliate Definition OutlineED3-24-11

		SBO PresentationED3-24-11

		March 2011 Barometer Report

		Charlotte

		January 2011 Occupancy %

		% Change

		January 2011 ADR $

		% Change

		January 2011 RevPAR $

		% Change

		Month of January

		% Chg from Jan. ‘10

		2011 YTD





		Passenger Enplanements

		Total Room Night Production

		Visitor Economic Development ($)

		Month of 

		February

		Change from



		Total Room Night Production

		Month of February



		Total Reservations Produced

		Month of February

		62,716

		201,760

		2,913

		26,473

		531

		3,896

		5,160

		16,195

		29

		179

		71,349

		248,503

		90,027

		                                       Charlotte Convention Center

		Nights



		Attend







		PCACMemo3-24-11

		PCACReport3-24-11

		Opportunities and Challenges



		PCACFiveYearPlanED3-24-11

		PCACMembersED3-24-11






 
 


 


Charlotte City Council 


Environment Committee
Meeting Summary for March 28, 2011


 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 


 


COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS   
 
I. Subject: Tree Canopy Goal and Investment Strategy 


Action: None 
 
II. Subject: Focus Area Communications  
 Action: None 
 
III.     Subject: Citizens Advisory Committee on the Environment 


Action:  None 
  


IV. Subject: Next Meeting 
   Monday, April 25 at 3:45 p.m. in Room CH-14 
   


COMMITTEE INFORMATION  
 
Present:  Edwin Peacock, Nancy Carter, Jason Burgess, Andy Dulin, David 


Howard 
Time:   3:45 p.m. to 5:05 p.m. 
 


ATTACHMENTS 
1. Agenda Package 
2. Handout:  Tree Canopy Goal and Tree Canopy Investment Strategy 
3. Handout:  EPCC Structure 
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DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS    
 
 


Committee Discussion: 
 
Committee Chair Edwin Peacock welcomed everyone to the meeting and asked those around 
the table to introduce themselves.  He then turned the meeting over to Assistant City 
Manager Julie Burch.   
 
I. Tree Canopy Goal and Investment Strategy 
 
Ms. Burch stated that we will have an update from staff on some research they are doing and 
working toward a recommendation to you on the Tree Canopy Goal.  She said there is no 
action needed today and she then turned it over to Gina Shell. 
 
Ms. Shell thanked the Committee for having them and said this is a status update for today.  
They have done a good deal of research and we’ve also encountered some challenges so we 
will be talking about both of those during this presentation.  At the table are some very large 
notebooks that reflect some of the material that we’ve received from other cities.  She stated 
that they would like to keep those as staff resources, but would love for the Committee to 
look through the items.  Ms. Shell, Tom Johnson, and Don McSween all reviewed the “Tree 
Canopy Goal and Tree Canopy Investment Strategy” presentation (copy attached). 
 
Dulin: Are you Engineering or Arborist staff? 
 
McSween:  We are both. 
 
Johnson:  I work in Land Development and Don works in Landscape Management.  
 
Dulin:  So, that 18 in-house staff actually works for Engineering. 
 
McSween:  And Landscape Management. It doesn’t include the staff for Land Development.  
 
Peacock:  Regarding the “Possible Elements of Strategy” slide, I think we should comment 
on what we are seeing here if you want to get any comments or feedback on what the other 
cities have done about their process.  
 
Shell:  The other cities have a little bit of everything we talked about.  They talk about how to 
address their challenges of public funds with private funds.  They talk about street trees and 
public properties.  Many of them run the parks because they own the parks.  In our case, the 
parks are not ours so we would have a question about how we feel about planting on county, 
school or state properties.  There would be incentivizing on older commercial property too.  
 
Peacock:  I particularly like the last one which is property planting and preservation being 
incentivized.  I know you had a previous slide that referenced some cities trying to 
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here is 


r 


looks and 


e LIDAR, that is a $50,000 state expenditure? 


e state.  The $50,000 would be for 
e third party to do the classification and the analysis for it.   


budget to be able to pay for it?   


ow we had $21 per tree and 2,200 
to $700,000 don’t match. 


ree was if you take 180,000 street trees and incorporate every 
ollar we spend on street tree maintenance, divide it and it comes out that we spend, of our 


trees do we touch per year, catalog per year, or 
rtilize per year?  


s cataloging, around 9,000 per year.  As for pruning, somewhere around 
,000 to 5,000 and the removal is 200 to 300 per year.  


y you are touching. 


nd that gives 
ou our basic annual cycle, although some areas we will prune every three to five years just 


s 7% tree coverage downtown, Chattanooga has 15% tree coverage 
owntown and Charlotte was 16%.  It just stands to reason to me that we are built out 


loped.  
 on 


said before that stuff is going to start happening.  It was a healthy tree with no sign of failure 
and it literally decided it was done and came down.  They are going to start to domino down 
on us.  


incentivize that.  I also liked when you were talking about the Light Detection and Ranging
(LIDAR).  How many trees do we have?  How much tree canopy could we have? W
tree planting possible?  Where is the best tree planting preference right now?  I also like 
some reference you all were talking about as far as different zones in the City.  I would prefe
to see it broken out and I have always talked about being able to show a district 
representative how many trees they have.  It might be unique in Charlotte with our district 
system of seven different districts and it would help to break down how the City 
where the most tree canopy losses exist.  I think we saw that in one of the American Forest 
reports.   
 
Dulin:  Th
 
Shell:  No, the LIDAR coverage you will get free from th
th
 
Dulin:  If the state doesn’t pick that up, do we have that in our 
 
Shell:  We would need to find the money to pay for it.   
 
Dulin:  How many trees did we plant for $700,000?  I sh
in
 
McSween:  No, the $21 per t
d
180,000 trees, $21 per tree every year.  
 
Dulin:  How many of the 180,000 street 
fe
 
McSween:  As far a
4
 
Dulin:  Your real number there then should be how man
 
McSween:  Basically, you could take 4,000 to 5,000, divide it into 180,000 a
y
out of necessity. 
 
Dulin:  Seattle ha
d
downtown and there aren’t all that many spaces for trees down there because it is deve
So, there is more tree canopy in the suburbs.  I had asked you about a tree that fell over
Queens Road West last week.  One of those big beautiful trees and it just fell over and I’ve 
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n 


w the mushrooms around the base.  That tree had not shown any evidence of those 
ushrooms. There is no equipment or technology right now that can analyze that root system 


arter:  D.C. has an interesting emphasis on urban development of tree canopy and I 
ogical, but for us I think heat islands would be 


ally important, particularly potential right-of-ways and other entities such as railroads.  I’m 
ike to negotiate that.  If there are businesses 


at are looking at offsetting environmental costs then perhaps concentrating there might give 
 


bout 
r 


.  


arter:  I would put more emphasis on the centers because I think they are more of a heat 


 Preservation Policy and part of that had to do with 
evelopers using payment in lieu option and I’m wondering how that plays into any of these 


hnson:  Certainly, we think the changes we made in the Tree Ordinance three months ago 
e now 


em slightly.   


Shell:  In terms of mitigation funds that we might receive from the ordinance, we hope this 
strategy would help to guide our use of those funds to purchase and protect it.  
 


 
McSween:  Basically, what happened with that tree is it had root rot disease that moved in o
the root system underneath the tree.  It still had enough vigorous roots to be able to have a 
canopy to it.  The only means we have of identifying trees with root rot problems are when 
they sho
m
under the ground.  
 
Dulin:  That is interesting feedback to me.  
 
(Councilmember Burgess and Howard arrived) 
 
C
understand it is built out, so perhaps this is l
re
not sure that is a viable possibility, but I would l
th
an interesting balance.  Look to coordinate with our own internal departments such as
CMPD.  We can also look at using holly trees and I think that could get our small business 
owners some effort.  I am very concerned about stream restoration, water quality, etc. and I 
hope that we are going to have a workshop on it.  I would love to see you all there to 
comment on trees because the idea of clear cutting an area and then coming back in is 
disturbing.  I would like to see minimal impact and best practices. So, I am concerned a
that and I have had some response on that and I’m very grateful.  Also, we should look at ou
canker worm focus to see if we are building up an escrow for spraying cycle.  The urban 
residential zones, what kind of circle is that?  Is it citywide area or Center City? 
 
Shell:  I tend to think of that more as the corridors, the residential and central urban corridors
I try to translate everything back into the framework that we are trying to use and our 
corridors are already well treed.   
 
C
island and that’s what I’m concerned about.   
 
Howard:  I wonder about the Tree
d
scenarios and how we plan to take advantage of those to help the tree canopy?   
 
Jo
is going to affect that number, so as we make the assumption of what our categories ar
and apply them to un-built parcels, they wouldn’t show that 15% increase that we wrote in 
the new ordinance, but we think that it would affect those numbers and elevate th
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oward:  How do you do that?  All they are doing right now is paying taxes on it.  


oward:  I just thought that needs to be flushed out a little bit more.  I had a chance to go out 
all whips in the ground.  Is that what 


e are using, the small ones that eventually grow up or are we talking about full trees? 


cSween:  When we are doing street tree planting we plant full trees, three inch caliper 


t of the ground.  In the 
orm water projects, they are going in because they are talking about large areas that they 


e use 
e full trees.  Places where the public would interact the most, commercial uses, and places 


 of 


g in front of 
eir house, if you planted a whip you would be getting a lot of talk.   Storm water will do a 


he 


eacock:  Going back to Page 9, Data Analysis Remaining slide, I think it would be critical 


n district by district as it builds out and 
ow you see it.  I assume you’d interact with the Planning Department on that.  When you 


show this next slide in the future, I would like for you to show Charlotte to the right.  When 
you show the average in each City, I’d like to see where Charlotte stands in each one of 
those; suburban, urban and central business districts.  Do you know those off the top of your 


Howard:  The other question I have was about the commercial areas.  We are talking about 
an old K-Mart and the incentives to go in and break up the parking and put planting beds in.  
Are we talking about the edges of the properties where they have nothing or what do you 
have in mind? 
 
Johnson:  I think it would be all of those things. 
 
H
 
Johnson:  Maybe if we could fit this in with some of the façade improvement grants that we 
have or any other ideas you have, we could fit that into the puzzle.   
 
H
and see a stream restoration and I saw you guys put sm
w
 
M
trees.  They can be 12 to14 feet tall.  We couldn’t plant the whips along the street because it 
would be easy for someone to come along and just pull them right ou
st
are trying to reforest and using the whips is the most economical way to do it.  
 
Howard:  That is obviously what I’m thinking about, being very specific about where w
th
where we are trying to get the canopy going seems like using the whips would make a lot
sense because they grow fairly fast and I’m sure they are a lot cheaper than the full trees.   
 
McSween:  We try to balance the land use, the particular use we are trying to achieve, and 
how fast we can get it.  Of course, when people are involved and you are plantin
th
mix.  They will do some large and some whips.  It depends on where they are planting.   
 
Burgess:  If you have a street tree that is 70 years old and it falls down, or if it dies and you 
have to take it down, do you grind the stump also? 
 
McSween:  Yes sir, always.  The contract always involves removing the tree and grinding t
stump, then the planting of the tree might be as long as a year later, but pretty much 
immediately the next planting season.   
 
P
at the next meeting for you to show us more graphics on the build out.  It would be nice to 
have slides of the overall cities and then break it dow
h
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f my head, but I will say this not the average for the 
reas east of the Mississippi. This is American Forest’s recommendation.  


w 


but at the end of the day if you could show us that graph of where we are going to 
uild out to and we need to plant accordingly as Don was saying.  We are looking at trees we 


 in Possible 
lements of Strategy slide is I would like to hear more about how you plan on using the Tree 


 
 
s 


some 


 


cSween:  In their yard? 


f 
.  The last big windstorm we had, something like 50% of the trees we had to cut out of 


e street came from private property.  


Dulin:  Regarding the incentivizing trees in parking lots, one of the things we worked on in 
the Tree Ordinance was moving from 60 feet to 40 feet in the parking lots.  We have large 
parking lots like Eastland Mall coming up that is going to have to have trees every 40 feet.  I 


head? 
 
Johnson:  I don’t know that off the top o
a
 
Peacock:  Go back to your Possible Elements of Strategy on page 16, what is the overall 
formula?  I don’t know how the Committee feels, but we’ve spent a lot of time on formulas 
and how we came up with the 15% tree save.  I think we need to steer away from the word 
“formula” as much as we can and have something simple like, where do we need trees and 
where do we have trees available.  The formula behind it makes it sound so wooden in ho
we go about things. We’ve got to get away from that.  I don’t know which cities have done it 
better, 
b
are planting for 40 to 50 years, so what we are planting is just as important as where we are 
planting and how long that lifeline would be.  The other component missing
E
Advisory Committee and how we are uniquely using that group to help with education, 
awareness and encouragement.  I know that they seek partners, but we already have some so
I am just curious as to how we are using them.  Also, another comment on how we go about
funding this.  It seems like it gets right up to where a study is needed and then we are alway
trying to find the money for this.  I don’t know if we can streamline that or if there is some 
way that other cities do it.  I also really like the incentivized planting in parking lots and 
commercial areas.   
 
Carter:  We have some efforts in Raleigh that may be comparative to what we are trying to 
do.  Is there any lobbying going on? 
 
McSween:  Dana Fenton has been working on that.  Also, the League of Municipalities, 
private citizens in Charlotte, and interest groups like the Sierra Club have been lobbying as 
well. 
 
Carter:  If a citizen cuts down a tree is there any way that we can encourage them to replace
that tree? 
 
M
 
Carter:  Yes. 
 
McSween:  Only through education and trying to encourage people to take care of the trees 
they have.  Prune them on some kind of regular basis, have them inspected and those types o
things
th
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terested in how you want us to help the developer pay for those.   


r this discussion. Let’s move on to the Focus Area Communication 
em. 


. Focus Area Communications


am very in
 
Peacock:  Thank you all fo
it
 
II  


d on the webpage and we are starting out with the 
nvironment.  I just wanted to give you a sense of where we are coming from.  Right now, 


ge 


asy read for 
itizens, media and stakeholders to find information.  In addition, if people want to see the 


aries, which I believe Councilmember Mitchell used in his District meeting this past 
eekend on all the focus areas.  To the right, we will now have all of the videos created 


it will also include Council’s last discussion on Queen 
ity Limits about the environment.  Everything is more accurate and more topical.  Then 


 


 


cMillan: We are still using charmeck.org for citizen’s requests and information.   


Dulin:  Great. 
 
Peacock:  This is great.  Thank you all very much.  We’ll move onto our next agenda item. 


 
Kim McMillan, Corporate Communications, stated that they’ve been working on the 
campaign called Front and Center, which is to bring the Focus Areas front and center on the 
website.  The focus areas are highlighte
E
our current page is very text heavy and it needs more structure.  What we are proposing is a 
new look and feel for all of the focus areas, and I will take you there quickly (shows webpa
on the screen).  This will be called The Environment, it will not just include focus area work, 
but it will include each of the initiatives and highlights within so it is a very e
c
full blown Focus Area Plan, they can find it below the link.  We are also creating two-page 
summ
w
specifically for our focus areas and 
C
there will be a section to know who to contact and when the meetings will be with the
corresponding agendas.  Then finally, there will be a resources and outreach section with a 
complete list of accomplishments. 
  
Dulin:  Where are telephone numbers in case somebody gets on there and gets a little 
frustrated? 
 
McMillan:  It links right to you in your e-mail.  
 
Dulin:  How about staff or if you have a problem, who do you call? 
 
McMillan:  (showed where the contact information was located) 
 
Howard:  What about minutes? 
 
McMillan:  They will be added.  We can launch this immediately and will be sharing it with
all the other Council Committees. 
 
Dulin:  Are we still using charmeck.gov? 
 
M
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III. Citizens Advisory Committee on the Environment 
 
Burch:  The Council had referred this to Restructuring Government and I understand last 
ight that they re-referred it to the Environment Committee.  We have pulled together this n


discussion guide (copy attached) and Council member Peacock had this idea initially and you 
ay want to actually open up this conversation with what you had in mind.   


ttees that touch on the environment and I think the most 
portant point is how we define the environment, what do we specifically want this 


e directly related to how staff is going to be able to 
repare and align you all to be able to serve them and how do we want to use this group for 


rent 
ommittees that we have.  I think it is 37 different Citizen Advisory Committees.  As 


ers, it is important to know the ones we value the most, how they help us and 
dvise us, and how we use them.  I think we all know that some of them are used more than 


.  
lie, for Keep Charlotte Beautiful and Keep Mecklenburg Beautiful you said that those two 


t 
e 


ent 
p is 


erencing handout, copy attached


m
 
Peacock:  We have a lot of Commi
im
Committee charged with that is going to b
p
feedback and input?  I think as a Council member, I have to look at the various diffe
C
Council memb
a
the others and we have citizens that are very eager to be a part of some of those Committees
Ju
Committees are going to report to each other, right?  
 
Burch:  Each of those Committees is now sending a liaison to each other’s meetings.   
 
Peacock:  Storm Water, Tree Advisory and Waste Management Advisory Board, those are 
the ones that touch the Environmental area. 
 
Howard:  I see the other one on here is Environment Policy Coordinating Council and as par
of the Planning Commission, I sat on that Board and it is environmental policies for th
entire County.  
 
Burch:  Heidi Pruess and I had a little conversation about that after the discussion guide w
out and that is exactly correct.  In fact, Heidi can come up and introduce what this grou
about.  
 
Heidi Pruss:  The Environmental Policy Coordinating Council was developed by the 
Mecklenburg County Board of Commissioners in 2003 and the basic intent was to have the 
Chairperson of the individual Committees shown (ref ) make 


p one body that coordinates with each other to look at any gaps between all the Committees.  


 
sh that is more regional.  Is it more important to 


s to have the task force with the focused issues or is it more important to have an advisory 


Advisory group was great and they really helped us and I’m not sure we would have come 
out with the policy we have if we had not had them.  Are we closing the door on them by 
having this new body? 


u
They report back to the Board of County Commissioners with a bi-annual report.   
 
Carter:  There are some other points that I’m not hearing.  The Charlotte Mecklenburg Storm
Water Conservation had an environmental pu
u
group?  I want to be most efficient and get the most out of our investment. The Tree 
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 been talking about this since 2007, but I didn’t realize just how much 
verlay was out there.  I think more than anything, we have a lot of subject matter around 


el, but I think we may have one called the Environmental Cabinet, right?   


g 
udgetary resources, so what we are trying to do is not recreate work that you all are already 


  


oward:  Another scenario is making this [EPCC] a City/County Committee.  After sitting 
rs 


mittees 


hannon Binns:  First of all, it is important and I like the idea of increasing communication 
 other 


 
k 


nses.  I think it is important that we 
reate a structure that can look at these issues from multiple points of view.   


 
now and the next meeting? 
 
Burch:  We will put this on your agenda if you would like and we need some guidance from 


 
Peacock:  I have
o
here regarding the environment.  I’m certainly not wed to this, but I think this will help us as 
we work toward figuring out how it will work.  We may want to create our own little spoke 
and whe
 
Burch:  That is primarily internal staff, although we have invited CMS, COG, and 
Mecklenburg County to sit at the table.  All of it is at staff level and primarily making sure 
we implement the Council’s Focus Area Plan.   
 
Peacock:  We are working under the assumption that we have to work off of existin
b
doing.  Is there some gap that we are missing right now?  Is there some gap that would help 
coordinate the County and City that staff is already using internally? Now we have Rob 
Phocas in the position of thinking about this full time. 
 
Burch:  Rob’s number one job is overseeing the implementation of the Energy Block Grant.
That is something we are very mindful of, in terms of his staff time.  
 
H
on this for two years, you really have all the players and you could add some more Chai
from some of the Committees that are not listed.  It could be something where we just join 
hands together, so we are not duplicating services and we could do joint appointments to it.  
 
Carter:  Could we let this mull for a little bit?   
 
Peacock:  Oh, of course.  Mr. Binns, do you have any information on Citizen’s Com
you’ve seen around the country that works? 
 
S
between existing bodies and that is one of the things I put in my memo to you all.  The
thing I was suggesting is that would transcend the different categories.  A lot of times we are 
stuck in the silos where we all look at an issue and we all see the hole in the environment and
we really need a venue where we can look at these when they cross the boundaries.  I thin
there is a role for a Committee to look through all the le
c
 
Carter:  Could we hear from Centralina Council of Government? 
 
COG Representative:  We need to connect activities and have a better way to plug in.   
 
Peacock:  Staff do you have anything you want the Committee to be thinking about between
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bout it today, so if you have questions or information requests on this topic between now 
n together and do that for you.  


 


urch: We will put this on the April 25  agenda along with trees.  


. Next Meeting


you about what additional information you might need.  You haven’t had much time to think 
a
and the next meeting, we can put that informatio
 
Howard:  I would like to see if you think there is any benefit in combining our efforts with 
the process that is already in place.  
 
Peacock:  We would like to hear from you all and what your opinions are because you all are
the ones that are with the County and the City and are interacting very heavily with the 
Committees.  
 
Pruess:  Most occasions we have a challenge of getting citizens to apply to become part of 
one of these Committees.  To add another Committee is stressing for staff resources. 
 


thB
 
IV  


onday, April  25, 2011 at 3:45 p.m. in Room CH-14. 


. m.  


 
M
 
Meeting Adjourned at 5:05 p
 







 
Environment Committee 


Monday, March 28, 2011 at 3:45 p.m. 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center 


Room 280 
 
Committee Members: Edwin Peacock, Chair 


Nancy Carter, Vice Chair 
Jason Burgess 
Andy Dulin 
David Howard 


 
Staff Resources:  Julie Burch 
  


AGENDA 
 


 
I. Tree Canopy Goal and Investment Strategy 


Staff Resources:  Gina Shell and Tom Johnson, Engineering and Property Management 
 
Staff will provide an update on development of the goal and strategy. No action is 
requested.   
 


II. Citizens Advisory Committee on the Environment 
Staff Resources:  Julie Burch and Rob Phocas, City Manager’s Office 
 
Council referred this item to the Environment Committee on March 21.  Staff has 
prepared the attached discussion guide for Committee use. 
Attachment:  Discussion Guide.doc 
 


III. Focus Area Communications 
Staff Resource:  Kim McMillan, Corporate Communications 
 
As part of the City’s effort to engage and keep citizens informed, Corporate 
Communications & Marketing has developed dedicated focus area pages on 
charlottenc.gov to better highlight Council’s Focus Area Plans, Committee meetings and 
agendas,  focus area accomplishments, and resources.  Each Focus Area page provides a 
centralized resource for the community, media and stakeholders.  The first page to be 
completed is the Environment Focus Area. 
 


IV. Next Meeting 


Monday, April 25 at 3:45 p.m. in Room CH-14 
 
 
Distribution:             Mayor/City Council             Curt Walton, City Manager               Leadership Team   


   
   


  


                                 Mac McCarley                      Stephanie Kelly                                 Environmental Cabinet 







Environment Committee 
  Discussion Guide   


March 28, 2011 
 


 
Council Referral:    Establishing a Citizens’ Advisory Committee for the Environment 
 


Action requested:   Staff seeks direction about additional information needed and next steps for 
Committee consideration of establishing a new citizens’ advisory committee for the 
Environment. 


Staff Resources:     Julie Burch, Assistant City Manager 
Rob Phocas, Energy and Sustainability Manager 


 


Background: 


On November 22, 2010, the Council concurred with the request of Councilmember Peacock to refer 
the  matter  of  establishing  a  citizens’  advisory  committee  for  the  Environment  to  the  Council 
Restructuring Government Committee for discussion.  On March 21, 2011, Council approved moving 
the referral to the Environment Committee for review and recommendation. 


Discussion: 


The Committee may wish to consider the following factors and questions in its discussion about 
possibly establishing a new citizens’ advisory committee for the Environment: 


I. Role and charge of a new committee 


A new citizens’ advisory committee for the Environment could provide the Mayor and City 
Council with input, advice and recommendations related to City environmental matters.   


  Questions for discussion:    


  What would be the goal or charge to the committee?   For the purpose of the charge, how 
  would “environment” be defined?    


It will be important to have a clear definition and understanding of “environment” for a new 
committee’s charge and scope of work in advising the City Council.  The change will impact size, 
composition, staff support and relationship to other citizen’s advisory committees. 


Would any of the work of the existing, environment‐related Committees be folded into the 
charge of a new citizens’ committee?   Would a new committee replace any of the existing 
Committees?  







There are several existing City Council‐appointed Committees which are charged with 
responsibilities that are or could be related to Environment.  These committees include:  
Charlotte Mecklenburg Planning Commission; Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Utilities (CMU) Advisory 
Committee; Keep Charlotte Beautiful; Storm Water Services Advisory Committee; Tree Advisory 
Commission; and Waste Management Advisory Board.    


The Planning Commission is also comprised of appointees from the County Commission and 
School Board. The CMU Advisory Committee and Waste Management Advisory Committee are 
also comprised of members appointed by the Mecklenburg Board of Commissioners.  The Storm 
Water Services Advisory Board is composed of representatives appointed by the City Council, 
the County Commission and by a northern and southern town.  


Since environment matters are often not limited to City geographic boundaries, what would 
the relationship of a new committee be to Mecklenburg County?    


The County has defined statutory responsibilities for certain environmental functions and has 
established citizen committees related to these responsibilities, including:  Air Quality 
Commission; Groundwater Advisory Committee; and Parks and Recreation Commission.  There 
is also a Keep Mecklenburg Beautiful Committee.   


II. Size and composition of a new committee 


Questions for discussion: 


How large would a new committee be?    
What representation would be included on a new committee?    


Some examples of possible categories of representation:  environmental interest groups, 
neighborhoods, business, economic development interests, energy‐related industry. 


III. City staff support and budgetary resources for a new committee 


The establishment of a new citizens’ advisory committee for the Environment would set 
expectations that committee recommendations would be adopted by Council and implemented 
successfully by staff.   


A new committee would require dedicated staff support.  The level of direct staff support 
required would depend on the charge and scope of the committee, size, establishment of any 
sub‐committees, and frequency of meetings.  Specific areas of support could include preparing 
information reports, conducting new research, developing staff recommendations, making 
annual reports to the Council and handling meeting logistics.   


Key Business staff commitment would also be necessary to support the committee in at least 
some of the areas listed above and to implement advisory committee recommendations once 


Page | 2  
 







Page | 3  
 


adopted by the Council.  Additional financial commitments beyond staff support might be 
necessary depending on the recommended action.     


Support for a new committee would need to be identified through new or reallocated resources. 
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Tree Canopy Goal 
and 


Tree Canopy Investment StrategyTree Canopy Investment Strategy


Presentation to 
Council Environment Committee


March 28, 2011


Environment Focus Area Plan


Measure: Maintain a significant and healthy 
t  tree canopy.


FY11 Target: Adopt an overall tree canopy goal 
for Charlotte -


- and measure the effectiveness of 
the newly revised tree ordinance in 
meeting the goal.
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Presentation Outline


Goal of Presentation:  Describe status of staff research and 
analysis toward tree canopy goal-setting 
and development of investment strategy


I.    Linkages to Other Charlotte Policies & Documents


II.  Tree Canopy Data: Status and Goal-Setting Considerations


III. What Are Other Cities Doing?


IV. Information about Charlotte’s Current Programs


V.  Determining Goals & Strategies


VII. Path Forward


Definitions


Tree Canopy Goal
Total tree canopy coverage which the City aspires to retain, 
expressed as a percentage of land within the City limits.


• May include sub-goals by geographic area or category.


Tree Canopy Investment Strategy
A strategy to guide public investment decisions aimed at preserving 
Charlotte’s tree canopy.


• Aligned with Council interests and policies• Aligned with Council interests and policies
• Offering guidance regarding locations for tree planting
• Available to partner organizations and citizens as information 
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Definitions:
Tree Canopy Investment Strategy


Strategy will be used to guide:


• City Tree Planting Program• City Tree Planting Program


• Tree Management & Planting During City Projects 


• Tree Management & Planting at City Facilities


• Use of Tree Ordinance Fee-in-Lieu Revenue


• City partnerships for tree canopy preservation (Mecklenburg 
Park & Rec, Catawba Lands Conservancy, CMS, non-profits, 
etc.)


Policy Linkages:
Environment Focus Area Plan


“Charlotte will become a national leader in 


environmental and energy sustainability, 


preserving our natural resources while balancing 


growth with sound fiscal policy.” 
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Policy Linkages: 
Centers, Corridors, & Wedges 


Growth Framework


• “ . . . Charlotte will continue to be one of the most livable Cities 
in the country, with a vibrant economy, a thriving natural 


i t   di  l ti  d  lit  tl k ”environment, a diverse population and a cosmopolitan outlook.”


• Guiding Principle #4 - A healthy and flourishing tree canopy: 
The City’s tree canopy is an integral part of Charlotte’s 
identity. It also contributes to the City’s environmental quality, 
livability and economic viability. 


Because trees are a renewable resource, the City should seek , y
not only to maintain as much of the existing canopy as is 
feasible, but also to replant when trees are removed, and 
plan ahead for replacement as trees are lost due to age or 
other factors.


Policy Linkages: 
Centers, Corridors, & Wedges 


Growth Framework


Wedges


• A priority area for preservation of Charlotte’s natural 
tree canopy


• Should include extensive vegetation and trees


• Land-intensive environmental mitigation measures 
should be focused in Wedges instead of Activity Centers 
and Growth Corridors, whenever possible
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Policy Linkages:
General Development Policies


• Incorporate trees into the design of residential areas, retail-
oriented mixed-multi-use centers, and transit station areas


Environment GDPs


• 1.e:  Target environmentally sensitive areas when acquiring land 
for public protection. 


• 3.b:  Minimize impacts to the City’s tree canopy to allow it to 
flourish and to be a healthy and viable part of our environment.   y p


• POLICY 4.c: Ensure that public projects are designed and 
constructed to minimize environmental impacts.


Policy Linkages:
Area Plans


• Many include specific recommendations reflecting 
resident’s interest in public tree planting or preservation:p p g p


– Street trees


– Trees to help define park space


– Trees to help define neighborhood entryways


• Plans also may include recommendations to:


– Preserve and enhance parks, greenways, open spaces


– Acquire floodplain areas or land for parks/open space


– Pursue conservation easements


– Encourage habitat protection







4/18/2011


6


Policy Linkages:
Urban Street Design Guidelines


• “Charlotte’s tree-lined streets have long symbolized our 
City’s beauty and quality of life.”


• Offers guidance about using trees appropriately for different 
types of streets


– local streets – provide planting strips and street trees aimed 
at pedestrian comfort, traffic calming, neighborhood livability


– main streets – use sidewalk amenity zone for trees


avenues provide 8’ planting strip and large maturing trees– avenues – provide 8’ planting strip and large maturing trees


– boulevards – provide 8’ planting strips and medians for large 
maturing trees


Policy Linkages:
Summary


• Tree Canopy as Element of Charlotte’s Identity
• Charlotte can continue to be a leader in this area


• Tree Canopy as Key Natural Asset
• Indicator of a Sustainable Quality of Life; “livability”
• Calls for good planning, fiscal attention
• Wedges as priority area for large maturing tree canopy
• Tree preservation and planting can support multiple urban goals


• Tree Canopy as Urban Design Feature
• Sense of place• Sense of place
• Aesthetic implications
• Functional implications
• Social implications (value to neighborhood, pedestrians, etc.)
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Current Canopy 
Data:


Urban Ecosystem 
Analysis 2008


Charlotte   46%
Mecklenburg County 50%


Canopy Data Comparisons: 
Tree Canopy Reported by Others


Charlotte’s Tree Canopy,  46%, compared to Virginia cities


Charlotte: 46%


• Also see chart provided listing other cities, not included in PowerPoint
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Centers, Corridors, Wedges
Current Tree Canopy Data


City-Only ETJ-Only City + ETJ


TOTAL 
CANOPY 46% 63% 50%


Centers 32% 53% 35%


Corridors 39% 55% 42%


Wedges 51% 66% 54%


Center City 16% 16%


2008 Tree Canopy Data
by Zoning Classification 


(Largest Categories & Urban)


Zoning Classification % Tree Canopy 
City Only


% Tree Canopy 
ETJ Only


% Tree Canopy
City + ETJ


BUSINESS 26% 43% 27%


COMMERCIAL CENTER 19% 71% 30%


HEAVY INDUSTRIAL 28% 39% 29%


LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 37% 48% 39%


INSTITUTIONAL 50% 63% 51%


Interstate ROW 26% 25% 25%


MIXED USE RESIDENTIAL 38% 63% 47%


MULTI‐FAMILY 41% 56% 42%MULTI‐FAMILY 41% 56% 42%


SINGLE FAMILY 55% 70% 58%


TRANSIT ORIENTED 19% N/A 19%


UPTOWN MIXED USE 9% N/A 9%


URBAN RESIDENTIAL 33% N/A 33%


TOTAL 46% 63% 50%
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Data Analysis Remaining


What tree canopy can be expected if future 


d l t “b ild  t” d “fill  i ” ith th   development “builds out” and “fills in” with the same 


characteristics of currently developed land?


– Our approach: Assume that vacant parcels developed in 


the future will maintain the average amount of tree 


l l d l h dcanopy as similarly zoned parcels have today.


– Look at patterns City-wide and by each Center, Corridor, 


and Wedge


American Forests Recommendations 
for Setting Canopy Goals


For Metropolitan Areas East of the Mississippip pp


Average tree cover counting all zones 40% 


Suburban residential zones 50% 


Urban residential zones 25% 


Central business districts 15%
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Possible Approaches to 
Goal-Setting


Seattle’s Approach
• Considered American Forest’s recommendations and benchmarked 


with other cities
• Considered land use mix in Seattle and other City land use goals • Considered land-use mix in Seattle and other City land-use goals 


(desired density, freight mobility, etc.)
• Considered canopy cover and planting opportunities
• Defined goals for each land-use type (see excerpt below) and factor 


% of total land base for city-wide goal
• Consulted with partners, public


Land Use Category Current Cover 30-Year Cover Goal


Single-Family 18% 31%


Multi-Family 13% 20%


Downtown Seattle 9% 12%


Industrial 8% 10%


Commercial/Mixed Use 8% 15%


Citywide 18% 30%


Possible Approach to Goal-
Setting for Charlotte


• Consider American Forest’s recommendations and benchmark with 
other cities 
– Charlotte has an above-average tree canopy for an urban area
– Sounding board attendees desired a “realistic” goalSounding board attendees desired a realistic  goal


• Considered City land-use goals for land use and growth 
– Centers, Corridors & Wedges Growth Framework


• Considered canopy cover and planting/preservation opportunities
• Defined goals for each geographic type and factor % of total land 


base for city-wide goal
• Consult with partners, public


Geographic Category Current Cover ??-Year Cover Goal


Centers 32% TBD


Corridors 39% TBD


Wedges 51% TBD


Center City 16% TBD


Citywide 46% TBD
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Other Cities:
U.S. Conference of Mayors Survey


2008 survey of 135 cities


• 95% have ordinance(s) governing tree management• 95% have ordinance(s) governing tree management


• 72% have certified arborists on staff; another 25% 
contract for certified arborist expertise


• 70% maintain an inventory of publicly-owned trees (55% 
of these inventories is up-to-date)


• 17% have mapped their total (public & private) tree 
canopy


Other Cities:
U.S. Conference of Mayors Survey


2008 survey of 135 cities


• 47% have a stated goal of increasing their tree canopy (this 
does not necessarily mean they have set a % goal)


• Another 24% have a tree canopy initiative of some type


• 84% consider their tree-related activities related to overall 
sustainability or climate protection efforts; 38% of cities who 
have adopted a sustainability or climate protection strategy 
address tree canopy in their goals
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Other Cities:
U.S. Conference of Mayors Survey


Tactics Reported


• Improve tree management and maintenance on public properties, 
parks  etc ; hire arborist expertiseparks, etc.; hire arborist expertise


• Fill all empty planting spaces in public right-of-way; eliminate tree 
vacancies


• Increase staff training efforts – to avoid damage to trees by other 
maintenance/repair staff


• Foster collaboration between urban foresters/arborists and 
engineers to save trees within capital improvement projects


• Replant on city-owned properties with the largest species that can 
be accommodated


• Protection by ordinance


• Pest or blight control programs (Dutch Elm inoculations, Gypsy 
Moth spray)


Other Cities:
U.S. Conference of Mayors Survey


Tactics Reported


• “One-for-one” to “three for one” replacement of trees removedO e o o e to t ee o o e ep ace e t o t ees e o ed


• Specific # of plantings, such as:
– 2000/year
– 5000 over 5 years
– 100,000 by 2010


• Chattanooga’s “Take Root” Initiative – to increase canopy in the 
Central Business District from 7% to 15%


• Strategically target certain corridors, gateways, and neighborhoods


• Ask residents to pay whole or partial cost of trees for neighborhoods


• Place granite tribute markers by large trees along main street made 
possible by private donations 
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Other Cities:
U.S. Conference of Mayors Survey


Tactics Reported


• Initiate “Citizen Forester” education and awareness effort


• Annual tree sale and giveaway – City provides seeds to a school 
where students grow trees and sell them at an annual festival


• Clean and plant on vacant and abandoned parcels


• Hold monthly meetings aimed at coordinating activities of local & 
state government entities, non-profits, private tree service providers 
etc., in areas of education, outreach, planning, plant materials 
purchases, research, fundraising


Other Cities:
The Big 4 U.S. Cities


• New York City: MillionTreesNYC Initiative (part of PlaNYC)
– Public/private effort to plant and maintain 1 million trees
– View urban forest as a most valuable environmental asset and 


critical to making NYC a 21st Century cityg y y


• Los Angeles: Million Trees LA Initiative
– Public/private effort to plant 1 million trees
– View urban forest as natural utility and critical to making LA a 


sustainable and livable city in the 21st Century


• Chicago
– Largest employer of arborists in U.S.
– Chicago Trees Initiative (part of Chicago’s Climate Action Plan) is g (p g )


public/private effort to significantly expand canopy over 30 years


• Houston: Million Trees + Houston (part of framework for 
creating a sustainable city)
– 5-year public/private initiative
– Achieved 120,000 trees in one year
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Other Cities: 
Cities With Tree City USA Designation


• Tree program 
expenditure of at 
least $2 per capita least $2 per capita 
is required.


• National average 
expenditure among 
3400 Tree Cities in 
2008 was $7.65


• Charlotte’s FY11
budget =
$5.08 per capita


FY11 Charlotte Tree Program Budgets


• Total Operating & Capital:  $3.9 million
• “About $21/street tree”
• 18 in-house staff & numerous contracts


C t  f C it l B d t• Components of Capital Budget
– Tree Planting Contracts: $700,000


• 2200 trees planted FY11
• “Repair & Replace” approach


– Systematic Pruning Contracts: $360,000
• City prunes 4000+ trees per year, based on inventory information 


and inspection


– Tree Removal Contracts: $1 million
• City removes 300 – 400 trees/year


– Cankerworm Program: $175,000


– Tree Inventory: $40,000
• 148,000 trees currently inventories of estimated total 180,000
• An additional 9000 trees are inventoried/year
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Tree Program: Importance of 
Good Tree Lifecycle Decisions


• Planting: Right Tree, Right Place
– Select right tree for size of planting area
– Proximity of utilities, signs, corners, larger shade trees etc.
– Optimal benefits of shade, energy reduction potential, etc.
– Adhere to standards to increase likelihood of survival 


(Tree Care Industry Association, American National Standards Institute)


– City cost to purchase and plant a tree by contract: $300 - $500


• New Tree Establishment Phase
– Pruned at least twice in the first 5 – 8 years
– Match type of care to site challenges
– Good care in the establishment phase reduces later costs and promotes long 


tree life


– City cost to prune a tree by contract: $225 - $275City cost to prune a tree by contract: $225 $275


• Training for those working near trees and tree roots 
– City Street Maintenance, Utilities, Storm Water staff


• Inventory and Regular Inspections
– 148,000 currently inventoried; adding 9000/year, at contract cost of $40,000


• Removals
– 300 – 400/year at contract cost of $2000 - $2500 each for large tree


Other Cities:
Various Strategy Models


• Knoxville Street Tree Master Plan
– Detailed Street Tree Inventory & Analysis
– Describes Detailed Planting Targets By Corridor and By Neighborhood


• Miami Public Awareness Campaign• Miami Public Awareness Campaign
– Recovery from Hurricane Damage
– Public Service Announcements
– Website with email update options
– Community Forester education and info kits for citizens
– Urban Canopy Program for developers with incentives available


• Wilmington, Delaware Priority Planting Index
– Formula-driven planting strategy


• Population density
• Tree stocking level in open space areas
• Trees per capita


• Richmond Green Infrastructure Approach
– Tree strategy is part of a larger effort to assess, maintain, and 


increase green assets
– Plan at the city, area, neighborhood, and project levels
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Possible Elements of Strategy


• Street Tree Planting/Preservation
– Establish decision criteria to select areas for street tree planting
– Leverage design and installation in CIP areas to extend planting beyond 


project areaproject area


• Stream Buffer Planting/Preservation
— Establish decision criteria to select areas for buffer planting


• Public Property Planting/Preservation
– Plant at City facilities as space is available, particularly if there is space for 


large trees
– Utilize ordinance-derived mitigation funds to purchase lands for conservation 
– Plant at County/CMS facilities and parks? State properties?


• Private Property Planting/Preservation
– Incorporate neighborhood tree planting into CIP outreach efforts
– Expand matching grants for neighborhoods?
– Incentivize planting in parking lots of established commercial areas?


Possible Elements of Strategy


• Establish an overall formula for spreading tree planting across 
these categories? (eg., at least xx% of annual funding toward street 
trees, or at least xx% of funding for corridors??)


St t i  i ht diff  i  C t   C id   W d• Strategies might differ in Centers or Corridors or Wedges


• Education, Awareness, & Encouragement
– Seek partners 
– Innovative, minimal investment,                         partnership with 


schools?


• Coordination of Effort Public/Private
– Short term: coordination meetingsShort term: coordination meetings


(note current Knight Foundation meetings)
– Long term: Urban Forest Management Plan


• Measurement of Progress
– Regular tree canopy assessments
– Annual goals that reflect adherence to                                           


strategies (# trees, distribution, etc.)
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Cost of 2008 Canopy Study


• Total cost of 2008 Study by American Forests: $172 500• Total cost of 2008 Study by American Forests: $172,500
– Cost to City: $50,000


– Raw data: Funded by Mecklenburg County
$30,000


– Classification of data and analysis, rights to use CityGreen
software: software: 


• Grants and in-kind donations $82,500
• City-funded portion $50,000


Costs of Future Canopy Studies


• Other assessment approaches are available


• Predominant in our research is USDA Urban Tree Canopy 
(UTC) Assessment Approach: Cost estimate <$50,000(UTC) Assessment Approach: Cost estimate <$50,000


– Raw data: Free, via state-gathered LIDAR 
We expect new LIDAR about every 5 years


– Classification of data and analysis: <$50,000


– Often conducted by a University/non-profit/agency in partnership 
with USDA


Analysis aims to help communities answer two questions:Analysis aims to help communities answer two questions:
1. How much tree canopy do I have? 
2. How much tree canopy could I have? 


a) Where is tree planting possible (where is there space)?
b) Where is the best potential (where will trees be protected and 


provide ecological benefit)?
c) Where is tree planting preferable? (where do trees add aesthetic and 


social value)?
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Path Forward


April: Complete Data Analysis and Draft Goals & Strategies


April - May: Feedback from Citizens via Sounding Board Meetings
Feedback from Environment Committee 


May – June: Finalize Committee Recommendations


June July: Present Committee Recommendations to CouncilJune – July: Present Committee Recommendations to Council


Sounding Board
Issues for Discussion


• Approach to setting goal and sub-goals
• How much of a “stretch” goal is appropriate?


S b l  d fi d b  C t  C id  W d ? • Sub-goals defined by Centers, Corridors, Wedges? 
Other geographies?


• Uses of City funds: 
• Planting on public property 
• Planting on private property?
• Protection through easement or land conservation?g


• Trees & Other Urban Infrastructure


• Effective Partnerships and Leveraging
• Citizen Awareness and Education
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Sounding Board
Comments


Approach to setting goal and sub-goals


• Use detail and analysis to understand the future impact of 
lcurrent planting


• Retain as much canopy as possible and analyze effectively 
so that today’s planting effectively creates future canopy


• Set a realistic goal


• Consider a goal based on population rather than total 
geography coveredgeography covered


• Consider sub-goals related to specific land uses such as 
parks, streams, greenways


• Consider environmental and social value of trees


Sounding Board
Comments


Uses of City Funds


• Important to get more trees on public land and along 
streets


• Consider ways to incentivize planting on private property 
(matching grants, reduced fees)


• Planting on private property could have an advantage in 
that property owner could have maintenance responsibility


• More trees at schools; also partner with schools for • More trees at schools; also partner with schools for 
education, awareness, and neighborhood involvement


• Consider more tree planting to strengthen neighborhoods


• Partner with schools, neighborhoods, Public Tree Fund, etc. 
to support more planting events such as Creek ReLeaf
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Sounding Board
Comments


Trees & Other Urban Infrastructure


• Ordinances and USDG work against trees (i.e., developers 
required to install detention pond or BMP which requires required to install detention pond or BMP which requires 
removal of trees; wider planting strips and sidewalks require 
more tree removal)


• Can parking lot space requirements be reduced in favor of 
trees?


• Duke Energy allows planting small maturing trees under 
power lines– this is a good example power lines this is a good example 


• Share utility trenching; Educate utilities to protect tree roots


• Think differently about which trees to plant near sidewalks; 
rather than planting smaller trees, plant the big ones and 
remove them when they get too large


Sounding Board
Comments


Partnerships & Leveraging


• Partner with schools; reach the children and their parents will 
receive the materials


• Partner with homeowners’ associations 


• Utilize a volunteer corps or speakers bureau to supplement 
staff efforts in education, awareness, and planting


• Partner with CPCC – tree workshop series, Clean & Green


• City needs to take a role in educating citizens about value of • City needs to take a role in educating citizens about value of 
trees and tree maintenance; also to make them aware that 
funds are limited and majority of trees are planted by citizens 
and development


• Consider grant writing to expand funds available


• Sponsor an annual tree event/celebration
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Ideas Gathered from 
City and County  Staff


• Look for opportunities where dollars can be leveraged, 
including in the areas where the City already has Capital 
Improvement ProjectsImprovement Projects


• Prioritize areas for planting where benefits are greatest, such 
as riparian buffers, greenways, and wildlife corridors


• Survey all existing environmental features and look for 
overlaps


• Coordinate with future land use plans


Urban Ecosystem Analysis: 
American Forest Implementation 


Recommendations 


• Adopt an overall tree canopy goal and sub-goals.


• Manage and preserve canopy by anticipating impacts Manage and preserve canopy by anticipating impacts 
of growth and planning appropriately.


• Identify areas for reforestation


• Budget adequately to both maintain existing canopy 
and to plant trees throughout Charlotte


f h l f h• Increase awareness of the value of the tree canopy 
and engage citizens in environmental improvement 
efforts like tree planting ( . . . through media, schools, 
NC Big Sweep, Charlotte Public Tree fund . . .)
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Path Forward: Analyses Will 
Inform Goal-Setting and Strategy


Examples


• Further study of Centers, Corridors, & Wedges


• Projection of tree canopy in “fully built out” Charlotte


• Estimation of street miles not adequately treed


• Relationship of canopy to population growth


• Leverage opportunities in upcoming CIP’s


Opportunities to add trees to various public properties (City  • Opportunities to add trees to various public properties (City, 
County, Schools, Colleges, Universities)


• Opportunities to conserve treed lands through conservation


• Relationship of tree canopy status and needs to 
environmentally sensitive areas


Path Forward: Anticipated 
Elements of Staff Recommendation


• Citywide tree canopy goal and sub-goals related to 
t t i  histrategic geographies


• Guidance that reflects Council goals and interests 
(environmental goals, neighborhood goals, economic 
goals)


• Tactics that leverage resources including funding, public 
properties, partnerships, volunteers


• Decision criteria that help benefit the tree canopy, support 
l d l d d flrelated goals, and avoid conflicts


• Locational criteria to include environmental and 
neighborhood benefits and greatest likelihood of long-term 
protection of trees
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COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS   
 
 


I. Subject:    Four Year Terms for Mayor and Council 
      Action: Made a motion to edit the RCA 


 
II. Subject:  Human Services Strategic Process 


Action:   Made a motion to take no action on this item  
 


  


COMMITTEE INFORMATION   
 
 Present:  Warren Cooksey, Patrick Cannon, Patsy Kinsey, and James Mitchell 
 Absent:  Warren Turner 


Others Present: Edwin Peacock    
 Time:   12:05 p.m. to 12:55 p.m. 
 


ATTACHMENTS   
 


1. Agenda 
2. Scheduling Options for a Charter Amendment Referendum in 2011.doc 
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DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS  
 
Chairman Cooksey said he wanted to make sure everyone was aware that agenda item number 2 
is no longer on the agenda, as Council shifted that over from Restructuring Government 
Committee to the Environment Committee on Monday.  He asked everyone in the room to 
introduce themselves.   
 
I. Evaluation of Four Year Terms for the Mayor and City Council 
 
Chairman Cooksey said you have before you the current draft of the recommended action from 
this Committee for Council; however, there is going to be a few adjustments.  He then turned it 
over to Assistant City Manager Eric Campbell.  Mr. Campbell stated that this is a continuation 
from the Committee action that was taken regarding four-year terms for Mayor and City Council.  
The Committee asked that we come back to discuss the scheduling process so we could clarify 
the action that would be needed from the proposed amendment.  You also have in front of you 
the actual agenda item for Monday night. We did put in the RCA that the Committee would be 
meeting today and amendments may be forthcoming for this agenda item.  Whatever decisions 
the Committee make today, will be addressed in the Council-Manager Memo with a revised 
agenda item.   
 
Hagemann:  I have placed in front of each one of you a one page document, entitled “Scheduling 
Options for a Charter Amendment Referendum in 2011” (copy attached).  This is a slightly 
revised version of what was sent out in your packet.  We found a typo on a date and also 
suggested that I include the stuff at the very top, which are the statutory requirements that drive 
the schedule.  There are three separate steps that Council would have to take.  They would have 
to adopt a Resolution of Intent and call a public hearing.  Then the Council would have to hold a 
public hearing and at a subsequent meeting, Council would be authorized to adopt an ordinance, 
make the Charter Amendment changing terms either subject to or not subject to a referendum at 
your discretion.  That is what the parameters are on that.  I have given you some information 
regarding key election dates; when filing opens, the date of the Primary and the General 
Election, and then I’ve laid out a number of options, using your current meeting schedule, of 
how you could accomplish those three steps within that statutory framework.  As you will see, 
there are a lot of different connotations to that.  The first set is options that would arrive at a 
referendum on November 8 General Election.  Below that is a set of options that would put it on 
the ballot at the Primary. I had mentioned at the last meeting about a Special Election, which is 
allowed.  There is a blackout. It can’t be held within 30 days of another election and that would 
preclude a Special Election between the Primary and the General.  I will be happy to explain or 
provide additional information on any of those options.   
 
Cooksey:  Another question that has come up fairly recently about some of these are cost 
numbers.  Did we get what it would cost to do a Special Election or what the City’s cost is for a 
Primary and General? 
 
Hagemann:  We did.  I got in touch with Michael Dickerson with the Board of Elections and 
asked him several questions.  I asked him if there is an incremental cost if the referendum is 
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added to either the Primary or General and the answer is no.  I asked him what would be the 
charge of a Special Election, and he said it would cost between $350,000 and $400,000.  One of 
the things I found out from him is that the City, through the Shared Programs Inter Local 
Agreement with the County, shares the cost of all elections 40/60.  We pay 40% and the County 
pays 60%.  What I’m not 100% clear on, is if Michael’s estimate is what it would cost the City or 
whether that is the cost of the total election.  
 
Cannon:  I could be wrong, but I don’t think we would be going in that direction anyway.  I 
wouldn’t ask the Attorney to do any more research on that.  
 
Hagemann:  As a point of information, Michael reminded me that the last time there has been a 
Special Election was the referendum on the bundling.  He also reminded me that the Hornets 
actually paid for the cost of that Special Election.  That was part of the deal.   
 
Cooksey:  Last month, we did go ahead and vote to move forward with a Citizen Advisory 
Committee recommendation.  The nine organizations listed were pretty clear in everyone’s mind.  
The issue was having a couple of people appointed by names.  Suggestions to this Committee 
that voted in favor of last month were Ted Arrington and Luther Moore.  Subsequent research 
has learned that Ted Arrington would be very expensive to get because there would be airfare 
from Arizona.  I think, without objection, we must re-open the subject of who a couple of named 
members would be and another advantage of that is that with the named members, you pick 
them, they are the ones who serve as the co-chairs and we can provide them a point of 
leadership, while still maintaining the organizational general membership.   
 
Mitchell:  I would recommend that we remove Ted Arrington and Luther Moore and replace 
them with Mayor Richard Vinroot and Mayor Harvey Gantt.  Both of these gentlemen have 
agreed to co-chair the Citizen’s Advisory Committee and I think it gives great balance. I would 
like to put that in a motion if there is no objection that the two co-chairs would be Richard 
Vinroot and Harvey Gantt. 
 
Cannon:  I think one of the directions we happened to be headed into the last time we had this 
discussion was whether or not we wanted to pursue people who were independents.  In this case, 
obviously we have party affiliations involved, which would still give us the kind of balance I 
think is needed.  This is a little bit different scenario in that we’ve had two former serving 
Mayors of this City, who in my opinion, were moderate in their ability to lead this community in 
the direction of where it is today.  I think we would still come with a balanced approach to give 
us the kind of feedback and information we need in the capacity that I think Mr. Mitchell is 
suggesting.   
 
Motion was made by Councilmember Mitchell, seconded by Councilmember Cannon, to remove 
Ted Arrington and Luther Moore as co-chairs of the Citizen’s Advisory Committee and replace 
with Richard Vinroot and Harvey Gantt as co-chairs of the Citizen’s Advisory Committee.  
(Motion passed unanimously) 
 
Cooksey:  Another point in favor of this idea is that it addresses Councilmember Peacock’s 
concern about making sure we have some voice of experience in service on there.  We don’t 
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know for certain that the organizations listed would refuse that, but this means we have the 
balance, yet their partisanship is part of the election and they have the experience.  Without 
objection we will roll that recommendation into the previously adopted motion.  We appreciate 
Mayors Gantt and Vinroot being willing to serve and we will add that to our recommendation to 
Council.  Another issue that needs some clarification is the timing for the Committee.  When 
would it get started and when would we need to get the report out?  
 
Mitchell:  Based on the options of the referendum, especially look at the November 8 date, I 
know most would say the day of the initial meeting and if we stick to that I think the June 13 
timeframe would be very appropriate to have this Committee report back to the City Council.  I 
don’t know if we would like to change the language and instead of saying 60 days, be more 
direct and say, “June 13, 2011 to report back to Council.”  In my conversation with the two co-
chairs, they made it clear that a short window works better with their schedules.  If no one has 
any objection, I would like to say June 13, 2011.  
 
Kinsey: For the November 8 General Election? 
 
Mitchell:  Right. 
 
Cooksey:  If the Committee recommendation was four-year terms and the Council wants to go 
along with that, then it would seem that the most appropriate election schedule would be non-
special.  Having it by June 13 would give Council the greatest amount of flexibility within the 
timeframe allotted to decide on the Resolution of Intent.  
 
Cannon:  I think I was looking at May 23 or June 13 for Resolution of Intent, which speaks to if 
there is a referendum on the September 13 Primary.  That would be an option as well.  Move 
forward on June 27 with the Public Hearing and then adopt the ordinance on July 25.   
 
Cooksey:  That is the timeline, but it presupposes (a) that the Committee would recommend four-
year terms and (b) that Council would immediately, on the same night, have on their agenda the 
Resolution of Intent to move forward for the September 13 Primary.   
 
Kinsey:  I think it is confusing.   
 
Cooksey:  The suggestion before us is to charge the Citizen’s Committee to report to Council at 
the June 13 Business Meeting.  If it reports at the June 13 Business Meeting, looking at the 
calendar for the September 13 Primary, then June 13 is the latest that the Council could adopt the 
Resolution of Intent.  If the desire is to hold open the September 13 Primary as an option then we 
have to charge the Committee to report to us earlier than June 13.  
 
Kinsey:  That is what I thought, but that is not what I’m hearing. 
 
Cooksey:  Since we are charging the Committee to report to us by June 13, it wipes out the 
Primary option and leaves us only with the General Election or a Special Election after the 
General Election.  
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Cannon:  Has there been any thought as to whether we wanted to have the Advisory Committee 
report to us before hand?  If we did want to have the referendum at the September 13 Primary, 
what dates would we be looking at?  Right now, what we are doing is compressing it so much.  
April is here, May is 5 weeks away and I wouldn’t want to put the Advisory Committee into a 
hurry-up offense mode.   
 
Cooksey:  The original recommendation from last month was a 60 day study with Council 
Action on March 28 to get the Committee constituted, which makes early June the earliest that 
they could report.  Furthermore, if I recall from earlier Committee discussions, this matter was 
not considered to be something that would require a lot of in-depth discussion.  It was like a two 
or three meeting kind of project because of all the research that has already been collected by the 
Attorney’s Office.  A 60-day window would be more than adequate for this group to convene, 
get to know one another, get to know the issues, talk it through and then make the 
recommendation.   
 
Mitchell:  On the third option, for the September 13 Primary, they report May 23 or June 13.  So, 
they give us a report on June 13 at the Dinner Briefing.  Will we have to be on the agenda that 
night or would the schedule be to set the public hearing for June?  What needs to happen if we 
can keep that option going? 
 
Hagemann:  My office interpreted your rules and if an item is on the agenda you can take some 
action that is anyway related to that item.  If you put on your Dinner Briefing a report from the 
Committee, the Council could take some vote related to four-year terms and technically, you 
could vote that same night on a Resolution of Intent.  I believe, if I’m interpreting Mr. Cooksey’s 
point, you would have not had any time to digest the report, but legally and technically you could 
act that night to start the process if they reported to you on the June 13.   The one thing I’m 
cautioning you a little bit about is we have to publish a notice of public hearing at least 10 days 
before the public hearing.  Since the public hearing would be June 27, we would have to publish 
notice by the June 17.  I’m not sure of the lead time with the Observer.   
 
Mitchell:  What I don’t want to do is make so many exceptions before the Committee actually 
meets.  I’m trying to keep my options open with the Primary and the General Election. 
 
Cannon:  I will go back to the comment I made earlier about a hurry-up offense.  I’m not heavily 
in favor of that, but I wouldn’t want it to be a situation where we received the report on that day 
and Council and Mayor hadn’t really had an opportunity to digest what they received.  I would 
suggest that we go ahead with the idea of keeping it where it is for the referendum for November 
8 and maybe looking at the option of the June 13 or June 27 Resolution of Intent, with a July 25 
Public Hearing, and August 22 adopting an ordinance.   
 
Cooksey:  May I suggest that the wording for the charge to the Committee, say that we go with 
the Council’s first Business Meeting in June in case something happens that disrupts the June 13 


date?   
 
Mitchell:  You are trying to say if for some reason we don’t have a meeting?  
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Cooksey:  Yes, instead of a certain date just say the first Business Meeting in June, which would 
be June 13, if all goes 99% as planned.  
 
Kinsey:  Even if something happened on June 13 it would roll over to the next Business Meeting.  
 
Mitchell:  I don’t know about that. 
 
Cooksey:  Then stay with June 13.  Okay, so we have rolled in a couple of amendments here.   
Keeping the 9 organizations, stating that former Mayors Harvey Gantt and Richard Vinroot are 
the co-chairs, change the charge to have the report to City Council at its June 13 Business 
Meeting, and try to discuss a no later than first meeting date.  When the organizations are 
contacted you might want to say because (a) they’ve got to make the appointments and (b) 
everyone has got to communicate to find out what their schedule works out for a meeting date, 
which they will have to have pretty quickly.  Do we want to leave that to Mayors Gantt and 
Vinroot to coordinate or do we want to provide when we actually expect this Committee to get 
rolling?   
 
Mitchell:  When is this coming before Council to vote on this? 
 
Campbell:  Monday, March 28.   One of the things we talked about was the possibility of an 
internal date for us of April 11.  It could be an internal target date for us to contact the 
organizations and have a meeting date scheduled not later than April 11.   
 
Hagemann:  My notes indicate that we were going to ask the organizations to make the 
appointments no later than April 11, not the first meeting.  
 
Campbell: Yes, that’s right, but we would have the Committee established by April 11.  
 
Hagemann:  That is two weeks from Monday.  
 
Cooksey:  The other open issue would be the fact that we can’t really compel any of these 
organizations to send a designee. Would the Committee like to put in the motion a provision of 
how many of these organizations would need to respond with membership for the Committee to 
be active?  Would all nine have to send somebody before this Committee could meet or would it 
be satisfactory for seven of them or five of them? 
 
Kinsey:  Five with the chairs would make seven.  
 
Cooksey:  The motion should then, without objection, include wording that says the Committee 
requires seven members, including the co-chairs, to constitute a quorum of the Committee. 
 
Mitchell:  I don’t like the word “quorum”.  I would say seven to constitute the Committee. 
 
Cooksey:  A minimum of five of the organizations would have to respond to constitute a quorum 
of the Committee.  If it is only seven it is four and if it is eight it is five.  The quorum is still 
going to be a majority of the participating members.  
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Mitchell:  The only thing I struggle with is the word “quorum”.   
 
Cooksey:  This is a question for Mr. Hagemann then.  What is the default provision for defining 
quorum? 
 
Hagemann:  Unless some other number is fixed as a quorum, the default would be a 
mathematical majority. Mr. Chairman, what you just described would in fact be, absent some 
other rule, the requirement for quorum. 
 
Cooksey:  Is there any further discussion on requiring that at least seven of the listed participants 
respond positively in order for the Committee to move forward. 
 
Kinsey:  That would be 5 members including the co-chairs. 
 
Cooksey:  Procedurally, would it be best if we did a re-vote on the full recommendation to 
Council or would the Committee’s unanimous consent to amend the previous action be sufficient 
for what we did? 
 
Hagemann:  I think what you’ve done is adequate in terms of guidance to staff to rewrite the 
RCA.  There is one technical thing I would like to see the Committee give us direction on and 
that is how do these organizations make their appointments? 
 
Mitchell:  We used the same process for the Business Advisory Committee in Economic 
Development and we just asked.  Staff called the Chairman of each of the organizations and said 
“can you send a representative?”  It seemed to work and it takes us out, so it is less political.  
 
Cooksey:  Do you want the President or the Chair of the board of the organization to make these 
appointments?  The Chamber is a little different. 
 
Mitchell:  We could do Board because I see Bob Morgan making an appointment, but the rest of 
the organizations might just have the Presidents.  
 
Kinsey:  President or Chair is fine.  
 
Cannon:  The way you have it written now the President or the Chair makes the 
recommendation, but can the President or the Chair make the recommendation of themselves?  
 
Cooksey:  Another way to put that, what if we direct that we are asking for service from each of 
these nine groups by the Chairman or the Chairman’s designee?  What we did with the Business 
Advisory Committee was to simply rubber stamp the organization’s recommendation to us.  That 
step won’t be in this one, so if we say Chairman or the Chairman’s designee that should cover 
that.  We are asking that the Chairman or the Chairman’s designee serve on this Citizen’s 
Advisory Committee, co-chaired by Mayors Gantt and Vinroot, and report back to Council by 
June 13 on the question of should the members of the Charlotte City Council serve 4-year terms.  
We could say Chairman/President and leave it to them to figure out which one.  (Committee 
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members agreed) 
 
Cooksey:  We have by unanimous consent of the Committee, amended the action from last 
month.  Please let the RCA still reflect that I was a no vote on the overall action.  When we get to 
this on Monday, I’m going to turn it over to Mr. Mitchell, unless the Vice Chair would like to do 
it.   
 
Cannon:  I think it is more than appropriate for anyone who leads the charge on something to 
represent that, so I’m going to yield to the NLC President.   
 
Cooksey:  Is there any further discussion on this item before we move to the next one? (None 
heard) 
 
II.         Human Services Strategic Process  
 
Campbell:  Back in April Commissioner Dan Murray came to the Council Workshop with a 
proposal for a joint venture to work on a Human Services Strategic Plan.  Subsequently, Mr. 
Murray left the Commission and we have not heard anything else about the effort from the 
County.  Since Council referred this to the Restructuring Government Committee, the Chair 
asked that we put this on the agenda so we can officially and properly dispose of it because there 
is no specific recommendation on it.  
 
Cooksey:  I did ask the Assistant to the County Manager what kind of energy was around this 
proposal and honestly I did not get a response.  Does anyone on the Committee care to discuss 
this issue or make a suggestion about our response? 
 
Mitchell:  I missed the presentation, but I don’t know how this fits in. 
 
Cooksey:  What is your pleasure as to what we should do to bring it to some sort of conclusion? 
 
Campbell:  We have, as a precedent, the model of choosing to recommend no action to Council 
at this time. 
 
Mitchell:  Based on your feedback, I make a recommendation that we take no action on this item 
at this time. 
 
Cannon:  Second.  (Motion passed unanimously)  
 
Mitchell:  What was this about? 
 
Campbell:  There was a brief effort to try to get an agreement between the County, the City and 
the non-profits around creating a Human Services Comprehensive Plan and look at what steps 
we need to take as a community from a Human Services perspective.  It was to bring everybody 
to the table to develop it.  At that time, I think Commissioner Murray was trying to get the City 
to say we would participate in the effort.  After his presentation, it was referred to the Committee 
and then nothing happened after that.   
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Mitchell:  He presented this at a Dinner Briefing?  
 
Campbell:  Yes. 
 
Cooksey:  There was a slide near the end that is called Next Steps, where it had question marks 
for Charlotte towns, schedules for education, and process for a couple of other groups. There 
being no County staff assigned to this task at the moment, there is nothing really to encourage us 
to work with them.  That is why I think the motion is absolutely appropriate and if the County 
wants to come back with it then we can address it then.  
 
Peacock:  I asked Pat Mumford about the Committee they were forming for the homeless 
because a lot of what they are addressing is people with multiple needs and what Commissioner 
Murray’s spirit was trying to get to was one ID card.  You could track it and follow it to see if 
they were using City services for this or that.  It sounded to me like something that Pat would 
take up with the County.  I like the context of what it is talking about, which is giving people an 
ID card so they are not just circling the door of services and they don’t know where to go.   
 
Kinsey:  It was a well thought out presentation and in a perfect world we probably could work on 
it and do something with it, but right now we have an economic situation.  I really do think it was 
aimed at having the City take over some of their duties.  I don’t think it was a bad idea, I just 
don’t think right now is the time.  Obviously, the County doesn’t either because they are doing 
less with it than we are.  They may not have brought it to a Committee.  
 
Peacock:  I would love to have talked to Commissioner Murray.  Is there another model of it 
somewhere in the country where they are tracking someone?  What families have you got using 
services from the County?  I think what he is trying to get to is we have people who are going to 
the hospital, to DSS, to the County services, people in alcohol rehab centers, and people who are 
using multiple services, but those agencies probably don’t see they are using each other. 
 
Cooksey:  If there is no further business we are adjourned.  
 
The next meeting will be on April 28th  
 
Meeting adjourned at 12:55 p.m.  
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Committee Members:  Warren Cooksey, Chair 
    Patrick Cannon, Vice Chair 
    Patsy Kinsey     
    James Mitchell 
    Warren Turner 
     
Staff Resource:  Eric D. Campbell 


 
AGENDA 


 
 


I. Four Year Terms for the Mayor and City Council 
Staff Resources: Mac McCarley & Bob Hagemann 
Per the Committee’s request, staff will review and discuss scheduling options 
for a potential charter amendment referendum in 2011. 
Attachment:  1. Referendum Options.doc 
 


II. Citizen’s Advisory Committee for the Environment 
Staff Resource: Julie Burch & Rob Phocas 
At the November 22, 2010 City Council meeting, a referral was approved for 
the Committee to review the formation of a Citizen’s Advisory Committee for 
the Environment.  Staff will facilitate a discussion on the issue.  No decisions 
or recommendations are requested at this meeting. 
Attachment:  2. Discussion Outline.doc 
 


III. Human Services Strategic Process 
Staff Resource: Eric Campbell 
At the May 3, 2010 City Council workshop, Board of County Commissioner 
Dan Murray requested City Council’s endorsement of a Human Services 
Strategic Process.  The item was referred to the Restructuring Government 
Committee for review.  No decisions or recommendations are requested. 
Attachment:  3. Human Services Strategic Process.ppt 
 


 
Attachments:  For Information Only 
Char-Meck Public Access Corporation Annual Report 
Fireman’s Relief Fund Board of Trustees Annual Report 
Privatization Competition Advisory Committee Annual Report 
 


 
Next Meeting:  Thursday, April 28; 12:00 – 1:30 pm, Room 280 


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


 Mac McCarley      Bob Hagemann   Rob Phocas 
 







Scheduling Options for a  
Charter Amendment Referendum in 2011 


 
 
2011 Election Dates and Deadlines 
 
July 29 – Filing Opens 
August 12 – Filing Closes 
September 13 – Primary Election 
November 8 – General Election 
 
Referendum at November 8 General Election - Options 
 
May 23 or June 13 – Resolution of Intent  June 13 or June 27 – Resolution of Intent 
June 27 – Public Hearing    July 25 – Public Hearing 
Aug 22 – Adopt Ordinance    Aug 22 – Adopt Ordinance 
 
June 13 or June 27 – Resolution of Intent  July 25 – Resolution of Intent 
July 25 – Public Hearing    Aug 22 – Public Hearing 
Sept 12 – Adopt Ordinance    Sept 12 – Adopt Ordinance 
 
 
Referendum at September 13 Primary - Options 
 
Mar 28, Apr 11 or 25 – Resolution of Intent  Apr 11, 25, or May 9 – Resolution of Intent 
May 9 – Public Hearing    May 23 – Public Hearing 
June 27 – Adopt Ordinance    June 27 – Adopt Ordinance 
 
May 9 or May 23 – Resolution of Intent  May 9 or May 23 – Resolution of Intent 
June 13 – Public Hearing    June 13 Public Hearing 
June 27 – Adopt Ordinance    July 25 – Adopt Ordinance 
 
May 23 or June 27 – Resolution of Intent 
June 27 – Public Hearing 
July 25 – Adopt Ordinance 
 
 
Special Election – Options 
 
A special election may not be held between the Primary and General Election or within 30 days 
of either election.  So December 8 is the earliest a special election could be held.  Dates for the 
resolution of intent, public hearing, and adoption of the ordinance would be determined by 
working backwards from the date of the referendum.  







Restructuring Government Committee 
  Discussion Guide   


March 24, 2011 
 


 
Council Referral:    Establishing a Citizens’ Advisory Committee for the Environment 
 


Action requested:   Staff seeks direction about additional information needed and next steps for 
Committee consideration of establishing a new citizens’ advisory committee for the 
Environment. 


Staff Resources:     Julie Burch, Assistant City Manager 
Rob Phocas, Energy and Sustainability Manager 


 


Background: 


On November 22, 2010, the Council concurred with the request of Councilmember Peacock to refer 
the  matter  of  establishing  a  citizens’  advisory  committee  for  the  Environment  to  the  Council 
Restructuring Government Committee for discussion.   


Discussion: 


The Committee may wish to consider the following factors and questions in its discussion about 
possibly establishing a new citizens’ advisory committee for the Environment: 


I. Role and charge of a new committee 


A new citizens’ advisory committee for the Environment could provide the Mayor and City 
Council with input, advice and recommendations related to City environmental matters.   


  Questions for discussion:    


  What would be the goal or charge to the committee?   For the purpose of the charge, how 
  would “environment” be defined?    


It will be important to have a clear definition and understanding of “environment” for a new 
committee’s charge and scope of work in advising the City Council.  The change will impact size, 
composition, staff support and relationship to other citizen’s advisory committees. 


Would any of the work of the existing, environment‐related Committees be folded into the 
charge of a new citizens’ committee?   Would a new committee replace any of the existing 
Committees?  







There are several existing City Council‐appointed Committees which are charged with 
responsibilities that are or could be related to Environment.  These committees include:  
Charlotte Mecklenburg Planning Commission; Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Utilities (CMU) Advisory 
Committee; Keep Charlotte Beautiful; Storm Water Services Advisory Committee; Tree Advisory 
Commission; and Waste Management Advisory Board.    


The Planning Commission is also comprised of appointees from the County Commission and 
School Board. The CMU Advisory Committee and Waste Management Advisory Committee are 
also comprised of members appointed by the Mecklenburg Board of Commissioners.  The Storm 
Water Services Advisory Board is composed of representatives appointed by the City Council, 
the County Commission and by a northern and southern town.  


Since environment matters are often not limited to City geographic boundaries, what would 
the relationship of a new committee be to Mecklenburg County?    


The County has defined statutory responsibilities for certain environmental functions and has 
established citizen committees related to these responsibilities, including:  Air Quality 
Commission; Groundwater Advisory Committee; and Parks and Recreation Commission.  There 
is also a separate Keep Mecklenburg Beautiful Committee.   


II. Size and composition of a new committee 


Questions for discussion: 


How large would a new committee be?    
What representation would be included on a new committee?    


Some examples of possible categories of representation:  environmental interest groups, 
neighborhoods, business, economic development interests, energy‐related industry. 


III. City staff support and budgetary resources for a new committee 


The establishment of a new citizens’ advisory committee for the Environment would set 
expectations that committee recommendations would be adopted by Council and implemented 
successfully by staff.   


A new committee would require dedicated staff support.  The level of direct staff support 
required would depend on the charge and scope of the committee, size, establishment of any 
sub‐committees, and frequency of meetings.  Specific areas of support could include preparing 
information reports, conducting new research, developing staff recommendations, making 
annual reports to the Council and handling meeting logistics.   


Key Business staff commitment would also be necessary to support the committee in at least 
some of the areas listed above and to implement advisory committee recommendations once 
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adopted by the Council.  Additional financial commitments beyond staff support might be 
necessary depending on the recommended action.     


Support for a new committee would need to be identified through new or reallocated resources. 


 


 



































   
    


 
M E M O R A N D U M 


FROM THE 
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 


 
 
DATE:  February 21, 2011 
TO: Restructuring Government Committee Members    
FROM:  Stephanie C. Kelly, CMC, City Clerk 
SUBJECT:  Charlotte Mecklenburg Public Access Corporation Annual  
   Report  
 
The attached report of the Charlotte Mecklenburg Public Access Corporation is being 
sent to you pursuant to the Resolution related to Boards and Commissions adopted by 
City Council at the November 23, 2009 meeting.  This resolution requires annual reports 
from City Council Boards and Commissions to be distributed by the City Clerk to both 
City Council and to the appropriate Committee for review.   
 
If you have questions or comments for the boards, please convey those to staff support 
for a response and/or follow-up. 
 


 







 
 


 


 


CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 


PUBLIC ACCESS CORPORATION 


 
ANNUAL REPORT 


 
2009-2010 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







OUR MISSION 
 
Charlotte Mecklenburg Public Access Corporation (CMPAC) was created to manage and operate 
ACCESS 21 on the Time Warner Cable system in Charlotte and Mecklenburg County.   
 
Our mission is to provide facilities and education that welcome and accommodate individuals to 
create and submit programming that expresses diverse opinions, talents, activities, and interests 
in the Charlotte metropolitan area through non-commercial open access television. 
 
The facilities and services of ACCESS 21 are available for use by residents of Mecklenburg 
County, North Carolina, on a first-come, first-considered, non-discriminatory basis upon the 
filing of an appropriate request and consistent with the availability of time periods on ACCESS 
21 at the time and for the duration requested.   
 
CMPAC will not exercise control over content of a program except as described in the 
regulations.  However, CMPAC reserves the right to preview any program prior to cablecast to 
ensure that ACCESS 21 transmits a reasonable level of technical quality and permitted content.   
 
All CMPAC programs must be produced and/or submitted by a Mecklenburg County resident. 


 


 


 


CMPAC STAFF 
 


John A. Rocco  
Executive Director 


  


Robert Cassidy  
Studio Coordinator  


 


James C. Rossi, Jr.  
Operations Manager  


 


Brian Federal 
Studio Coordinator  


Bren Long  
Technology Coordinator 


 


Scott Smith 
Studio Coordinator 


 
 
  
 
 


 
 







CMPAC BOARD Of DIRECTORS 
 


Red Davies 
President  


CMPAC Producer 


 


George Cochran 
CPCC 


 
 


George McCausland 
Vice-President  


CRIS 


 


Chris Emanuel 
Mayoral Appointment 


 


Harvey Cohen 
Secretary 


City Council Appointee  


 


Sue Korenstein 
Goodwill of the Southern Piedment  


 


Randy Kivett 
Treasurer  


CMPAC Producer  


 


Linda Matney 
City Council Appointee  


 


  


 
Jay Rao 
The Rao Group 
 


 


 
Kevin Wardlaw 
WCNC, City Apointment 
 


 
It is with great appreciation that the Board would like to express its thanks to Sue Korenstein and 
Kevin Wardlaw whose terms ended in June.  Sue and Kevin served on the CMPAC board from 
2004-2010 and contributed a great deal to the success of the organization during their tenure. 
Harvey Cohen, who served on the Board from 2008-2010, also deserves recognition for his 
service to CMPAC.  The Board wishes all three of these outstanding individuals much success in 
all their future endeavors.  
 
 







FROM THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 


Positive change continued to be the focus of CMPAC over the past year.  Improvements in 


technology and training helped to keep the organization moving forward and providing more 


efficient and responsive service to our membership.  


 


In January 2010, a second Final Cut Pro editing system was installed.  This second system allowed for 


easier training of producers and made the latest editing technology more readily available.  With only 


one analog editing system still functioning, staff continues to encourage producers to learn non-linear 


editing.  All analog editing will be phased out once the remaining system is no longer functioning.  


 


In addition, a new state-of-the-art video switcher was purchased and installed in Control Room A 


replacing the outdated equipment which had been in service since CMPAC moved into the facility in 


2000.  Plans are also in place for the purchase of tapeless, computer based, digital recording capabilities 


which will allow producers to record programs directly to DVD, or to their own hard drive for later non-


linear editing.  This tapeless environment will also allow for programs to be transferred directly from the 


control room to the automated playback system, or to a Final Cut Pro editing suite. New High Definition 


capable cameras for Studio A are planned to be purchased sometime in 2011.  


 


CMPAC also has had continuing success with our internship program which allows students to 


gain valuable experience in their quest for a successful career in video.  Students from such 


notable universities as Western Carolina University, North Carolina A&T, UNC Wilmington and 


Johnson C Smith University have served in the CMPAC internship program. Moreover, the 


spring of 2010 saw CMPAC’s first ever high school intern.  


  


Interest in producing programming on Access 21 continues to be strong.  Over the past year 


422 individuals attended orientation while 163 new members registered to take classes.  The 


program schedule continues to grow, averaging approximately 160 programs per quarter.  


 


Over the next year we hope to continue to increase the services we provide to our members, 


improve our technology and advance the organization's position in our community.  CMPAC 


enjoys strong support from members of Charlotte City Council and we intend to work with 


them, City administration and the community at large to insure that Access 21 continues to be 


the one place in Charlotte Mecklenburg where all citizens, regardless of gender, race, ethnicity, 


religion, disability, sexual orientation, political affiliation or economic status, can have their 


voices heard, disseminate information and share their talents with their neighbors.  







CMPAC FACILITY USAGE 
 


STUDIOS 
 


MONTH  TOTAL 
STUDIO 


A 
SESSIONS  


% 
USAGE  


TOTAL 
STUDIO B 
SESSIONS  


% 
USAGE  


TOTAL 
STUDIO 


SESSIONS  


COMBINED 
% USAGE  


July  35 49% 36 50% 71 49% 
August  31 42% 41 56% 72 49% 


September  29 41% 19 27% 48 34% 
October  37 49% 47 62% 84 55% 


November  24 38% 24 38% 48 38% 
December  20 35% 19 33% 39 34% 
January  34 52% 35 54% 69 53% 


February 28 43% 34 52% 62 48% 
March  35 45% 29 38% 64 42% 
April 34 49% 38 55% 72 52% 
May 30 43% 27 39% 57 41% 


June 33 45% 36 49% 69 47% 
TOTAL  370 44% 385 46% 755 45% 


       
 


 
EDITING SUITES 


 
MONTH  ANALOG 


EDIT 
SESSIONS 


% 
USAGE  


FINAL 
CUT PRO 
SESSIONS 


%USA
GE  


TOTAL 
EDIT 


SESSIONS  


COMBINED 
% USAGE  


July 57 80% 32 45% 89 63% 


August  43 59% 34 47% 77 53% 
September  35 49% 43 61% 78 55% 


October  38 50% 35 46% 73 51% 
November  41 65% 32 51% 73 54% 
December  31 54% 33 58% 64 56% 
January  33 51% 43 66% 76 58% 
February  31 47% 38 58% 69 53% 


March  36 47% 68 44% 104 45% 
April  24 35% 54 39% 78 38% 
May  27 39% 43 31% 70 33% 
June  28 38% 59 40% 87 39% 


TOTAL  424 51% 514 46% 938 48% 
       


 
 







Series Programming Data 
 
The following charts illustrate the number of CMPAC series programs between July 2009 and 
June 2010 by program category. 
          
           
           


  Summer '09 Fall '09 Winter '10 Spring '10 TOTAL '09-'10 


Category # % # % # % # % # % 


Religious 79 54% 75 55% 70 53% 80 58% 304 55% 


Informational 15 10% 12 9% 11 8% 12 9% 50 9% 


Arts & Entertainment 37 25% 36 26% 39 29% 32 23% 144 26% 


Public Affairs 6 4% 6 4% 5 4% 5 4% 22 4% 


Foreign Language 3 2% 2 1% 3 2% 3 2% 11 2% 


Sports 5 3% 5 4% 4 3% 4 3% 18 3% 


Children’s 1 1% 1 1% 1 1% 1 1% 4 1% 


TOTAL 146 100% 137 100% 133 100% 137 100% 553 100% 


 
 


Series By Category


Religious


Informational


Arts & Entertainment


Public Affairs


Foreign Language


Sports


Childrens


 







Episodes Programming Data 
 
The following charts illustrate the number of CMPAC total program episodes cablecast between 
July 2009 and June 2010 by program category. 
          
           


           


  Summer '09 Fall '09 Winter '10 Spring '10 TOTAL '09-'10 


Category # % # % # % # % # % 


Religious 747 64% 698 62% 689 60% 759 63% 2893 62% 


Informational 91 8% 80 7% 70 6% 109 9% 350 8% 


Arts & Entertainment 236 20% 252 22% 286 25% 229 19% 1003 21% 


Public Affairs 40 3% 45 4% 38 3% 45 4% 168 4% 


Foreign Language 34 3% 27 2% 25 2% 31 3% 117 2% 


Sports 24 2% 22 2% 27 2% 26 2% 99 2% 


Children’s 2 0% 1 0% 8 1% 9 1% 20 <1% 


TOTAL 1174 100% 1125 100% 1143 100% 1208 100% 4650 100% 


 
 


Episodes By Category


Religious


Informational


Arts & Entertainment


Public Affairs


Foreign Language


Sports


Childrens


 
 
 







Charlotte Mecklenburg Public Access Corporation  
 


Statement of Activities – Modified Cash Basis 
Years Ended June 30, 2010, with prior year comparative totals  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
               Year Ended June 30,  
 
                2010          2009  
SUPPORT AND REVENUE  
 
 Public access fees  $ 534,627 471,219 
 Other operating revenue  8,949 15,094  
 Interest income             711         2,483  
 


Total Support and Revenue      544,287     488,796   
 
 
EXPENSES  
 
 Salaries and wages  211,208 209,753 
 Depreciation and amortization expense  46,533 65,741  
 Payroll taxes and benefits  45,630 40,911   
 Interest expense  39,451 40,462 
 Occupancy  16,354 11,945 
 Utilities  18,285 17,577   
 Insurance  10,304 10,458 
 Contracted services  14,150 14,634 
 Supplies  8,666 9,093  
 Production  3,839 1,839   
 Internet expense  2,680 2,655  
 Equipment lease  4,212 3,943 
 Postage          2,667 2,105  
 Travel and meals  2,564 3,220 
 Promotions           723           647       
   


 Total Expenses     427,266     434,983 


 
CHANGE IN NET ASSETS  117,021 53,813             
 
NET ASSETS, BEGINNING     487,605    433,792 
 
NET ASSETS, ENDING  $    604,626  $    487,605 







CMPAC Program Series 
 
Religious Programs 
 
Abundant Living 
Ambassador for Jesus Christ 
Apostle Bailey 
Believer’s Blessing Broadcast 
Beyond Today 
Blow the Trumpets 
The Body of Christ 
Bringing Hope to Life 
The Camp Meeting Hour 
Change the World Church 
Christ Harvest Church 
Church in the Lord Jesus 
Church of Philadelphia 
Come and Dine Ministries 
Dare to Out Do Yourself 
Decision for Life 
Deliverance Gospel & 
Evangelical Ministries 
EBC Charlotte Presents 
Eckankar 
Encouragement for Today 
Encouraging Testimonies 
Endure 
Evelyn Pennington 
Faith Soldiers Word 
Ministries 
First Baptist Church – 
Charlotte 
Full of Heart Ministry 
Giving an Answer 
God’s Word Brings Our 
Healing 


Gospel Spotlight 
Grace and Truth Ministries 
A Healing Touch 
Hear O’ Israel 
Hidden Truth 
Hour of Destiny 
The House of Israel 
I Believe 
ITN 
It’s in the Word 
It’s Your Time with Crystill 
Jesus Be Glorified 
Kingdom Moments 
Knowing God 
Landmark Baptist Church 
Life Through the Word 
Light of the World 
Lord God IV 
Mark 16:15 
Mind of Christ 
The Missing Link 
Moments of Empowerment 
Mount Zion Church of God 
Muhammad & Friends 
Muhammad Says 
Nation of Islam 
NBCC Ministries 
New Creation 
Oracle of God Ministries 
Ordered By God 
Pastor Ricks 
The Path of Life Ministry 


Path of Righteousness 
Praising Place 
A Prepared People 
Pritchard Memorial Baptist 
Church 
Restoring the World 
The Revealed Word 
Sacred Life Connections 
Simmons Worldwide 
Spencer United Methodist 
Church 
Spirit of the Word Church 
Spiritual Journey 
Spiritual Lifelines 
Testimony 
Throne of His Glory 
Times of Refreshing 
Truth to Live By 
Turning It Around Ministry 
Turning Point 
Unity of Charlotte 
Vessels of Honor 
Victorious Living 
The Victory Revival Hour 
Voice of the King 
Way of Holiness 
What Is Islam? 
Whispering Hope Ministries 
The Whole Truth 
Wisdom From Above 
Words of Freedom 
Word of Hope 


 
Foreign Language Programs 
 
El Camino A La Vida Eterna 
El Cristiano 


Hora De Actuar 
Tiempo De Restauracion 


 
Children’s Programs 
 
Carolina Kid News 
What’s Up, Grandpa? 







Arts & Entertainment Programs 
 
Abran Presents: New Game 
All Time Favz 
American Heroes 
Atmani 
The Bag Lady 
Below the Line with George 
Peroulas 
The Box 
Carolina Entertainment 
Carolina Exposed TV 
Carolina’s Haunted Places 
Certified By Jerome 
The Chocolate Box 
The Claywright Workshop 
Da Crowe’s Nest Show 
Eddie Dunlap Variety Show 
Eve’s Orbit 
Faith Outreach Southern 
Gospel 
Floyd Strother Comedy 
Connection 


Fresh Squeezed Tunes 
Global Soul Groove 
Good News 
Hair & Nail Video Magazine 
HETV 
Image Tree 
Jim Duckworth & Friends 
Linker’s Leftovers 
Marilynn Fairchild’s Art 
Insight 
Miles Live Art 
The Modern Renaissance 
Man 
Ms. Pecan & More 
Entertainment 
The Naked Truth 
N-Orbit 
Nothing But Drums 
Pop Cuisine 
Queen City Talents 


Real Americans with Butch & 
Skeeter 
The Samuel Wallace Gospel 
Show 
Scotty’s Drive-in Theater 
Shorty’s Corner 
Sodun Presents 
Spike Spillberg Presents 
Street Critic TV 
Success Café 
The Takeover 
Talk With Janeece 
Things That Make You Go 
Hmmm… 
The Time Is Now 
Up Next 
What Singles Want 
Whitmire’s Variety Show 
Z-Axis 


 
Informational & Educational Programs 
 
22Tango Show 
Ageing With Attitude 
A Better You 
Caregiving 101 
Choosing Well 
Debbie Millwater Presents 
The Debra Kennedy Show 
The Dreadlock Artist 
Everything Must Change 


The John McEntyre Show 
Keeping You in the Know 
The Kellie Talley Show 
Let’s Get Going! 
Looking Your Best 
Outside the Box 
Pathways 
Real Estate Investing 
School Me TV 


The Single Parent 
The Soap Box: Reel Talk for 
Real People 
Successful Living 
Talk With Janeece 
Thoughts Within the Mind 
True American History 
Wellness, Wholeness, 
Holiness 


 
Public Affairs Programs 
 
Democracy & Demagoguery 
Inside Charlotte 


The Jamie Strong Show 
Second Chance 


Speak Out Charlotte 
Views with Joyce Waddell 


 
Sports & Fitness Programs 
 
Belinda’s Inspirational 
Fitness Show 
Charlotte Sports Today 


Inside Char Meck Youth 
Football 
Racing Around Carolina 


Roller Derby! 
Xtreme Sports Conditioning 
Show







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG PUBLIC ACCESS CORPORATION 
613 Calvert Street 


Charlotte, NC 28208 
704-377-8988 







   
    


 
M E M O R A N D U M 


FROM THE 
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 


 
 
DATE:  February 25, 2011 
TO: Restructuring Government Committee Members    
FROM:  Stephanie C. Kelly, CMC, City Clerk 
SUBJECT:  Firemen’s Relief Fund Board of Trustees Annual Report  
 
The attached report of the Firemen’s Relief Fund Board of Trustees is being sent to you 
pursuant to the Resolution related to Boards and Commissions adopted by City Council 
at the November 23, 2009 meeting.  This resolution requires annual reports from City 
Council Boards and Commissions to be distributed by the City Clerk to both City Council 
and to the appropriate Committee for review.   
 
If you have questions or comments for the boards, please convey those to staff support 
for a response and/or follow-up. 
 


 







         C H A R L O T T E  F I R E  D E P A R T M E N T


 


 
 


 
Captain David Newell  


Fire Stat ion 13 
4337 Glenwood Dr.  


Char lo t te ,  NC 28208 
704.399.4710 


 


 
 
 


To:  Members of City Council 
From: Captain Newell/ Charlotte Fireman’s Relief Fund  
Date: February 23, 2011    
Subject:  Report to the City Clerk/ Information about the Relief Fund 
 
 
This is a Local Board that works directly for the State Firemen's Association.  
  
It was not formed by council action, nor does it get any money from council or have a 
budget. However, City council and the Mayor are required under NCGS 58-84-30 to provide two 
appointees to the board.  
  
The initial Legislation that formed the Fireman's Relief Fund was passed in 1907.  The board 
formed in 1950 by result of North Carolina General Statutes, has five members with two 
members appointed by Mayor/City Council.  
  
Each year the city clerk or city finance officer must file a certificate of eligibility with the 
Insurance Commissioner, (Report of Fire Conditions) prior to October 31st. 
  
All requests for the local Relief Fund Board must be approved by the State Firemen's 
Association. 
 
The Charlotte Fireman’s Relief Fund acts upon request to assist members of the Charlotte Fire 
Department when such a request is made.  Great care and thought are taken on an individual 
basis to review each situation and provide monetary assistance if so warranted. During the last 
reporting period, which runs from July 1st until June 30th of each year, the board elected to assist 
4 individuals dealing with difficult life issues up to and including the death of a spouse from a 
long battle with cancer. 
 
During the same time period, six widows or beneficiaries of previous Charlotte Firefighters were 
assisted with a monetary contribution. As approved by the state, life insurance is purchased for 
active as well as retired firefighters. 
 
  







   
    


 
M E M O R A N D U M 


FROM THE 
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 


 
 
DATE:  March 10, 2011 
TO: Restructuring Government Committee Members    
FROM:  Stephanie C. Kelly, CMC, City Clerk 
SUBJECT:  Privatization Competition Advisory Committee Annual  Report  
 
The attached report of the Privatization/Competition Advisory Committee is being sent 
to you pursuant to the Resolution related to Boards and Commissions adopted by City 
Council at the November 23, 2009 meeting.  This resolution requires annual reports 
from City Council Boards and Commissions to be distributed by the City Clerk to both 
City Council and to the appropriate Committee for review.  This report is also being sent 
to the Economic Development Committee. 
 
If you have questions or comments for the boards, please convey those to staff support 
for a response and/or follow-up. 
 


 







Privatization/Competition Advisory Committee 
March 2011 


 
 
To: Mayor and City Council 
 
From: Trent Gustafson, Chair, Privatization / Competition Advisory Committee 
   
Subject: Periodic Review of Privatization / Competition Advisory Committee 
 
 
 
The Privatization / Competition Advisory Committee is submitting this report for the period 
from March 1, 2010 to March 1, 2011. 


 
Establishment: 
On November 22, 1993, the Charlotte City Council established the Privatization / Competition 
Advisory Committee.  The committee began holding regular meetings in March of 1994. 


 
Charge to the Committee: 
 
The Committee shall monitor the progress of the City in implementing services contracting and 
asset management, recommend services and assets to be considered for competition and 
privatization, and will advise on ways to improve current contracted services with service 
delivery problems.  
 
• The Committee shall assist and advise the City on issues in implementing the goals and 


processes adopted by City Council of services contracting and asset management.  This 
may include review of requests for proposal, cost comparison methodologies, bid 
processes, etc. 


 
• The Committee shall be an advisor to both the City Council and the City Manager on 


matters regarding privatization and competition, in general.  They will review the existing 
legal system for contracting and may develop and recommend local legislation to modify 
such systems. 


 
• The Committee shall be a resource regarding concerns about the fairness of any bidding 


processes.  As a result, they may be asked to review bid proceedings and hear grievances 
from parties involved. 


 
• The Committee will prepare an annual report to City Council. 


 
Members, Meeting Schedules and Attendance Requirements: 
 
The Committee was initially composed of nine (9) members.  The Committee was expanded to 
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eleven (11) members by Council action on November 25, 1996. 
 
The members shall be appointed as follows: 
 
• One (1) chairperson appointed by the Mayor from the body of the Committee; 
• Two (2) members by the Mayor; 
• Eight (8) members by the Charlotte City Council. 
 
The Committee should be comprised of individuals knowledgeable about management, 
accounting, human resources, marketing and customer service.  Representative skills may 
include some or all of the following: work management and specifications, cost accounting, 
customer relations, performance measurement and analysis, employee relations, quality 
assurance, asset divestment, and procurement and bidding processes. 
 
Committee members shall serve two year staggered terms, each member being limited to two 
consecutive terms. 
 
The Committee meets once a month with numerous sub-committee and special meetings held on 
an as needed basis throughout the year. 
 
The committee currently has one Mayoral appointment unfilled; all City Council appointments 
are current. 
 
Managed Competition Events  
 


• At the request of the City Manager, the Committee developed a report listing possible 
revenue opportunities for the City. Several of the ideas in the report are being 
implemented or currently being studied by City staff. 


• The Mayor’s Efficient and Effective Government Task Force had PCAC representation 
from its Chairman, Trent Gustafson. The task force noted the achievements of managed 
competition and privatization in their final report to City Council. 


• PCAC was heavily involved in the transition of Solid Waste Services to citywide garbage 
collection and the outsourcing of recycling to a private provider. The committee was also 
an observer of the procurement process to bid rollout containers for recycling.  


• The committee undertook an extensive review of all City policies, and procedures related 
to managed competition and optimization activities. All documents related to the 
committee were reviewed and discussed by committee members and City staff. 


• The findings for all benchmark activities on the FY2010 competition plan were presented 
to the committee. 


• New five-year competition plans are completed every year by all Key Business Units in 
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September. The Committee continues to seek new and innovative ideas for managed 
competition and/or privatization. 


 
Opportunities and Challenges 


• The committee has five new members beginning in March of 2011. Transitioning these 
new members and getting them involved in productive activities will be a priority. 


• Members are encouraged to actively research new ideas and best practices in public and 
private sectors for possible adoption by the City. The PCAC must continue to challenge 
itself to keep abreast of new ideas and innovative methods of service delivery in all areas 
of the City and communicate these ideas to City staff. 


• Encourage KBU staff to utilize managed competition in areas previously unexplored. 
Solid Waste has been a mainstay of the program for many years; the committee views the 
suspension of Solid Waste from competition as an opportunity to focus on previously 
unexplored service delivery areas of the City. The committee will actively look for 
additional non-traditional services to recommend for consideration to Key Business 
Executives for possible privatization and managed competition. 


• The Committee is willing and able to assist the City Manager and City Council with 
special projects or bid reviews for specialized services. Our charge calls for the 
Committee to be a resource regarding concerns about the fairness of any of bidding 
processes.  As a result, the Committee may be asked to review bid proceedings and make 
statements regarding the integrity of these processes. We would welcome the opportunity 
to be utilized in this way by City Council. 


• The PCAC is very interested in the success of the Work and Asset Management project 
and the replacement of the City’s aging Financial System. The committee is very 
supportive of staff’s efforts to better understand where money is spent, track assets 
throughout the City and strengthen the ability of staff to schedule preventive maintenance 
on all types of City assets. The PCAC charge includes asset management responsibilities 
and although most of the committee’s efforts to date have focused on real property other 
assets types are just as important. At this point in time analysis of non-real estate assets 
citywide is difficult for the City to undertake due to a general lack of data for analysis. 


• With the economic downturn, there has been an increase in requests internationally and 
from other United States municipalities to speak with PCAC members and City staff 
about our managed competition program. Charlotte definitely has one of the most mature 
managed competition programs in the nation. 


• Committee members have developed strong and positive relationships with each Key 
Business Executive and his/her respective staff to understand services provided to the 
public and the challenges faced by each Key Business. 
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Recommendations for City Council Consideration: 
 
No changes are recommended in the make-up of the membership of the Committee or in the 
method of appointing members. 
 
Redefining of Charge: 
 
The charge of the Committee from City Council is specific and clear; no redefining of the charge 
is needed or desired at this time. 
 
In closing, the committee requests Council’s consideration to work on special projects as City 
Council may see fit to assign the committee. With a membership of business leaders from a 
variety of disciplines the PCAC has the potential to address a variety of issues. 
 
 
Enclosures:  FY2011-FY2015 Five-Year Plan 
   PCAC Membership Listing 
 
cc:   Curt Walton, City Manager 
   PCAC Members 







Competition Plan
FY2011 ‐ 2015


Fiscal_Year KBU Project_Type Service Employees Annual_Cost
All Years Human Resources Benchmark HR Cost per Municipal Employee 32.75 ‐$                        
All Years Human Resources Benchmark Ratio of HR Staff to 100 Municipal Employees 32.75 ‐$                        
All Years Police Benchmark Emergency Communications 128 6,572,923.81$      
All Years Police Benchmark Police Services Performance Measures 2240.5 190,661,186.20$  
All Years Solid Waste Benchmark Residential Refuse, Yard Waste and Bulky Item Collection 173 19,940,392.00$    
All Years Budget Benchmark Tax Rate Comparison ‐ Top 7 NC Cities 0 ‐$                        
All Years Budget Benchmark Institute of Government benchmarking project 0 ‐$                        
All Years Solid Waste Contract Out Multi‐Family & Public Facilities Refuse, Recycling and Bulky Item Collection 0 2,500,000.00$      
All Years Solid Waste Contract Out Single Stream Residential Recycling Collection  0 3,511,242.00$      
All Years Solid Waste Contract Out Rollout Cart Service and Maintenance 0 922,734.00$         
FY2011 Fire Benchmark Fire Response Time 1044 ‐$                        
FY2011 Fire Benchmark Investigator Workload / Clearance Rate 8 ‐$                        
FY2011 Finance Benchmark Inspector Workload / State Mandated Inspections 30 ‐$                        
FY2011 Fire Benchmark Inspector Workload / State Mandated Inspections 30 ‐$                        
FY2011 Budget Business Analysis Business Process Improvements (Clarity) 0 ‐$                        
FY2011 Transportation Business Analysis Street Maintenance ‐ Entire Division 220 6,000,000.00$      
FY2011 Transportation Business Analysis Transportation Operations ‐ Signs 15 200,000.00$         
FY2011 Utilities Business Analysis Catawba River Pumping Station – Energy mgmt, staffing & maintenance 6 1,900,000.00$      
FY2011 Utilities Business Analysis Customer Service Division – Water bill check reads & high bill inspections 125 6,800,000.00$      
FY2012 Business Support Services Benchmark Equipment Maintenance Services 122 17,163,538.00$    
FY2012 Finance Benchmark Payment Processing 11 598,450.00$         
FY2012 Utilities Benchmark Laboratory Services 35 3,913,000.00$      
FY2012 Transportation Business Analysis Transportation Operations ‐ Pavement Markings 20 350,000.00$         
FY2012 Utilities Business Analysis Field Operations – Sewer line cleaning 39 1,800,000.00$      
FY2012 Utilities Business Analysis Residuals Management 2 5,000,000.00$      
FY2013 Utilities Benchmark Sugar Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant – ISO 14001 Certification 12 2,500,000.00$      
FY2014 Utilities Benchmark Lee S.Dukes Water Plant – ISO 14001 Certification 8 1,900,000.00$      
FY2014 Solid Waste Contract Out Refuse Truck Lubrications 0 200,000.00$         
FY2015 Utilities Benchmark Customer Service Division 125 6,800,000.00$      
FY2015 Utilities Benchmark Franklin Water Plant – ISO 14001 Certification 25 4,306,000.00$      
FY2015 Charlotte Area Transit System Contract Out Commuter Rail Operations (North Line)  20 ‐$                        
FY2015 Charlotte Area Transit System Contract Out Commuter Rail Maintenance (North Line)  10 ‐$                        







PCAC Members as of 03/01/2011


Member Name Home Address Mobile Phone Home Phone Employer Business Address Business Phone E‐mail Fax Term Beginning Date Term Expiration


Bokhari, Tariq
3631 Annlin Avenue
Charlotte, NC 28209 704‐ 704‐650‐9958 Wachovia Corporation


301 S. College Street
Charlotte, NC 28288 704‐715‐8251 tariq.bokhari@wellsfargo.com 704‐374‐6249 12/4/2009 3/1/2010


Brown, Christopher
5618 McAlpine Farm Road
Charlotte, NC 28226 980‐252‐0275 704‐540‐0038 Bank of America / Merrill Lynch


214 North Tryon 
Street
NC1‐027‐14‐01
Charlotte, NC 28226 980‐386‐2524 christopher.n.brown@baml.com 980‐386‐2524 3/2/2011 3/2/2013


Faulkner, Rodney
1839 Lela Avenue
Charlotte, NC 28208 704‐777‐0507 704‐777‐0507 Legacy Real Estate Advisors, LLC


1001 Elizabeth 
Avenue Ste 1D
Charlotte, NC 28204 704‐373‐1800 rfaulkner@legacycre.com 704‐377‐3888 3/2/2011 3/1/2013


Gottehrer, Kevin
818 Museum Drive
Charlotte, NC 28207 704‐277‐0781 704‐277‐0781 Parker Poe Adams & Bernstein, LLP


401 S. Tryon Street
Suite 3000
Charlotte, NC 28202 704‐335‐9532 kbg@parkerpoe.com 704‐335‐9724 3/2/2011 3/1/2013


Gustafson, Trent
2006 Dilworth Road East
Charlotte, NC 28203 704‐953‐3104 704‐377‐5414 Percival McGuire Commercial Real Estate


301 South McDowell 
Street
Suite 1200
Charlotte, NC 28204 704‐632‐1013 tgustafson@pmcre.com 704‐333‐8633 3/1/2008 3/1/2012


Hurlburt, Paul
6826 Wolf Run Drive
Charlotte, NC 28277 703‐965‐1836 704‐969‐5596 Wells Fargo Funds Management, LLC


401 South Tryon 
Street
Charlotte, NC 28288 704‐383‐1844 phurlburt@wellsfargo.com 704‐383‐1454 3/2/2011 3/1/2013


Monroe, Charles "Chuck"
3101 Wickersham Road
Charlotte, NC 28211 704‐ 704‐ Hunton & Williams LLP


101 South Tryon 
Street
Suite 3500
Charlotte, NC 28280 704‐378‐4758 cmonroe@hunton.com 704‐ 6/18/2010 3/1/2012


Monroe, Erik
6413 Forest Pond Drive
Charlotte, NC 28262 704‐430‐5247 704‐430‐5247 Charlotte Housing Authority


1301 South Blvd.
Charlotte, NC 28203
  704‐762‐1887 erikmonroe@gmail.com None 3/2/2011 3/1/2013


Pollan, Thomas
751 Edgehill Road
Charlotte, NC 28207 704‐231‐2995 704‐ Pollan Enterprises, LLC 704‐333‐0240 Thomas.Pollan@Privatus.com 704‐ 6/18/2010 3/1/2011


Smith, Edward L. II
6808 Wandering Creek Drive
Charlotte, NC 28216 704‐280‐4816 Bank of America


900 West Trade 
Street
Charlotte, NC 28255 980‐683‐8354 edwardcrlgbls@aol.com 3/2/2010 3/2/2012
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