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INFORMATION: 
Special Transportation Service Nearing Capacity 
Staff Resource:  Pete Wallace, CATS, 704‐336‐3860, pwallace@charlottenc.gov  
 
Charlotte Area Transit System (CATS) Special Transportation Service (STS) has reached record 
ridership levels and is nearing its capacity of available service.  A high volume of applications 
are being received at STS due to changes and resource constraints at local human service 
agencies and providers.  Each potential new consumer must fill out a STS application, 
participate in an in‐person interview and undergo a functional assessment if necessary. Many 
former transportation clients of the local human services agencies are now certified as eligible 
to ride STS. 
 
The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) mandates that STS provide door‐to‐door transit 
services within three‐quarters of a mile of all local fixed‐route bus routes for individuals with 
disabilities certified as eligible according to the ADA. The ADA also requires that STS operate on 
the same days and during the same hours as normal CATS local bus service. As capacity allows, 
STS also offers service beyond ADA requirements throughout Charlotte's city limits, as well as 
the towns of Matthews and Pineville. 
 
STS II service provides supplemental door‐to‐door transit service in Cornelius, Davidson, 
Huntersville, Mint Hill and the unincorporated areas of Mecklenburg County. Since STS II is not 
required under the ADA, it operates as capacity allows with limited hours and has a higher fare 
than regular STS service. 
 
Currently, STS schedules approximately 1,150 daily rides.  Ninety‐three percent of these rides 
now fall within the federal ADA mandate. Since this number of riders has risen dramatically, STS 
customers who live outside of the ADA mandated service may not be able to schedule rides as 
often as before.  This may lead to frustration by some customers living in Charlotte, Matthews, 
Pineville and in the STS II areas. 
 
STS strives to provide outstanding customer service and transportation each day, and must do 
so while meeting federal requirements.     
 
Solid Waste Services Annexation Communication 
Staff Resource:  Victoria Johnson, Solid Waste Services, 704‐336‐3410, 
vjohnson@charlottenc.gov   
 
Prior to annexation, Solid Waste Services sends information to customers in the annexation 
areas on collection services, item preparation guidelines and new collection day.   
 
This year the communication will begin on May 18 when a pre‐recorded message from Deputy 
Director Michelle Moore will be sent to all annexation residents via the Charlotte‐
Mecklenburg’s GeoNotification system.  The message will welcome annexation residents to 
Charlotte and provide important dates to remember:   
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• Monday, May 23 – Welcome packets will be sent to residents' homes.  The packets will 
include new collection day and item preparation information. 


• Monday, June 6 – The cart vendor will begin delivering garbage and recycling rollout 
carts. Additional collection service information will be attached to the rollout carts. 


• Monday, July 4 – Collection services begin for annexation residents. 
 
Other pieces of the communication process include: 
 


• Print and online advertisements – Print and web ads will include information on when 
annexation residents can expect delivery of their new carts, who to call if carts don’t 
arrive as scheduled and what services Solid Waste offers.  


• Pre‐annexation community meetings – Staff will attend community meetings within the 
annexation areas to provide residents with additional information regarding annexation 
and services provided by Solid Waste. 


• Annexation website – Residents can go to http://curbit.charlottenc.gov and click the 
Getting Annexed link to get more information on annexation. The annexation site also 
includes a link to the GeoPortal system, which will provide customers with their new 
collection day.   
 


City Source Tells Stories of Citizen Service 
Staff Resource: Sherry Bauer, Corporate Communications & Marketing, 704‐336‐2459, 
sbauer@charlottenc.gov 
 
City Source is the City of Charlotte’s unique 30‐minute program for citizens to learn about the 
City’s services as well as how its employees serve the community. The program airs the first and 
third Thursday of each month at 7 p.m. on Cable 16 (Time Warner Cable), AT&T U‐verse and is 
streamed LIVE online at www.charlottenc.gov.  
 
The May 19 edition looks at a partnership between CFD and CMS to help high school students 
learn what it takes to be a Charlotte fire fighter.  Citizens will also see how underground 
cameras are used in the Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Utilities Department, information on The 
Center for Employment Services, how City government is working to safeguard the 
environment, and more! A promotional flyer advertising the episode is attached below. 
 
This information is also promoted in CMail, the City’s electronic newsletter emailed to more 
than 1,100 subscribers and distributed by City departments whose services, programs and 
employees are featured in an upcoming episode.  
 
Included in Council packets are several other promotional items advertising City Source (SEE 
TABLE OF CONTENTS ON LEFT). 
 


ATTACHMENTS (SEE TABLE OF CONTENTS ON LEFT): 
 
April 6 Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Summary 
 
April 25 Environment Committee Summary 
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Your Best Source for Government News and Information  


CMS Students and Fire 


In a partnership with the Fire Dept.,   
CMS Students learn about arson 


investigation and what it takes to be a 
Charlotte fire fighter. 


  
 


What’s Going On Down Under? 
Employees at Charlotte-Mecklenburg Utilities show us 


how cameras are used underground.   Find out what 
these cameras are looking for, and why. 


 
 


CHA Today—Affordable Housing Update 
Reporter Jennifer Gallman from CHA Today learns how 


the Center For Employment Services is helping citizens in 


West Charlotte with their job search.  
 


 
Who was at the Neighborhood Symposium? 


People from all over Charlotte came out to the 
Neighborhood Symposium this year.  Find out who was 


there and what it was all about. 
  


 
City Council Environment Focus Area 


City Government is working to safeguard the 
environment at the Charlotte Clean & Green Event. 


 


1st and 3rd Thursdays  


7:00pm on the GOV Channel  
(Cable 16, Time Warner Cable and AT&TUverse) 


Click on icons to access  
social media. 


You can also watch episodes  


LIVE online at www.charlottenc.gov.  


City Source helps you connect to the government news and information you need.  


The show offers a unique look at our City services and employees.  
Here are stories in the next episode... 


Episode 
Premieres  


May 
19th 



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

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

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

http://twitter.com/charlottencgov

http://www.charlottenc.gov






 
 


 


Charlotte City Council 


Environment Committee
Meeting Summary for April 25, 2011


 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 


 


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


Action: None 
 
II. Subject: Next Meeting  
   Monday, May 23 at 2:30 p.m. in Room 280 
   (Please note change in meeting time.) 
 


COMMITTEE INFORMATION  
 
Present: Edwin Peacock, Nancy Carter, Jason Burgess, and Andy Dulin  
Absent: David Howard 
Time:   3:45 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
 


ATTACHMENTS 
1. Agenda Package 
2. Handout:  Tree Canopy Goal and Investment Strategy Presentation 
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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 the only item on today’s agenda is continuing the development of 
the Tree Investment Strategy and our Tree Canopy goals.  Gina Shell and Tom Johnson 
will give you an update on that.  We anticipate that we may be ready to ask you to at least 
consider preliminary recommendations at your next meeting in May.  We are anxious to 
get some feedback from you about what staff has done to this point and also talk about 
the next steps.  Now I will turn it over to Gina Shell.  
 
Gina Shell:  We have quite a few slides to work through, but we will be fine if you stop 
us to ask questions when you need to.  Ms. Shell read through and reviewed the “Tree 
Canopy Goal and Tree canopy Investment Strategy” presentation (copy attached).  
 
Peacock:  Regarding Seattle’s approach, do we not break down the categories like they 
did? 
 
Shell:  For this analysis, we’ve looked at in terms of Centers, Corridors and Wedges. 
 
Peacock:  You are using our categories and not their categories? 
 
Shell: Correct.   
 
Dulin:  Why aren’t we factoring in the $710,000 we are spending this year on tree 
planting?  
 
Peacock:  What is the standard level of planting?  You are saying the increased levels are 
not factored in right now. What is the constant? 
 
Shell:  We didn’t assume any additional planting.  That was one of those things we know 
will increase, but we didn’t factor it in here.   
 
Peacock:  Why wouldn’t you?  We are always adding new trees.  That is part of our 
program.  
 
Shell:  It is and we could attempt to refine the model and incorporate that in.  What we 
would say right now is if we continue to plant at the rate that we’ve planted this year, it 
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. 


e voting and you all are the ones who did the work.  It is hard work and it is good work. 


like you are trying to show us the build-out around us.  This will be 
e most conservative scenario if we never plant a tree again.   


 showing us “Armageddon” for trees, right? 


 if some of our 
urrently developed parcels might change to a zoning in which they would lose trees.  


rts? 


 year.  We could start to 
corporate that in and talk about how many of that sort of planting it would take to 


n 


eline then 
ou probably are always going to fail in the future.   


ome credit for trying to put these 
ees back.  My back is full of arrows from people who don’t think I like trees.   


sity 
esearch Park) and “Q” (South Park).  Is it that you have more capacity of trees 


Park doesn’t change much is there is not 
 lot of undeveloped or vacant property.  


p.m.] 
 


 areas, do we look at the infill or do we 
concentrate on the wedges?  There are several recommendations going around in my 
head and I’m not sure what it is going to affect.  
 
Shell:  We talked about some of that and some of the strategies we will get to and it is 


would be about 4 to 5 years before we would plant enough to increase the canopy by 1%
 
Dulin:  I don’t know why you would excuse that data that leaves out the work.  We did 
th
I don’t know why you would leave out the good work we are doing.  If we are going to 
spend $710,000 per year and we are going to plant 2,200 trees per year, in five years you 
have 11,000 trees.  
 
Peacock:  It sounds 
th
 
Shell:  That is right.   
 
Peacock:  You are just
 
Shell:  It’s realistic because you will see we are also not factoring in
c
There are a number of things that we have not shown.  
 
Peacock:  Can we factor in the private tree planting effo
 
Shell:  I looked that up and that was about 2,500 to 3,000 per
in
change the canopy by a percentage.  We can factor anything into this, it just depends o
how precise we feel we need to get before we feel comfortable setting a goal.   
 
Carter:  I appreciate what Mr. Dulin is saying.  If we do a maximum as your bas
y
 
Dulin:  I’ll let them finish, but I want the City to get s
tr
 
Peacock:  Regarding slide 18, you are showing a difference between “T” (Univer
R
developed and a lot more square footage there? 
 
Shell:  Yes, the reason that something like South
a
 
[Council member Burgess arrived at 4:10 


Carter:  Do we target the development potential
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ays?  I think Council and the Committee 
ould suggest we need to figure out which one is balanced.  If I live in one of the Centers 


ts 
t 


 look at 
e one on the right.  Instead of a resident deciding how much tree canopy you want to 


st saying for the general 
ake up of the bottom chart, whether we are going to choose the Wedges goal between 


uld 


ave 
e 


e. 


t wanted to show you another overall option of a 45% goal. 


hell:  The City is at 46%. 


eacock:  Do you want to set a goal for lower than where we are? 


Shell:  Our build out showed 45%.  We were not coming here making recommendations 
or presuming one way of the other.  We wanted to hear where you all wanted us to go. 
 


really a mixture, I think.  We’ve talked about looking at particular neighborhoods for 
example, but we’ve also talked about taking a special look at what Corridor or Center 
might be a bit below average or below goal.   
 
Peacock:  On the different scenario slides, you are showing us different scenarios and I’m 
trying to understand them.  You get two different strings here; one is the far right with 
Centers at 20%, which sounds like a bad scenario.  Were you just showing this to us 
because we can achieve the 50% in different w
w
and you are constantly dragging my number down with the Wedges, that’s frustrating.  If 
I’m a resident, I don’t care whether I live in a Corridor, Wedge or Center.  I just want 
there to be adequate tree canopy around me.  We talk about affordable housing projec
and affordable housing subsidized projects, they deserve tree canopy as well.  Is that wha
you are trying to get us to decide here, which of the three is the better option? 
 
Shell:  Yes, this is the kind of discussion that will help us.  
 
Burgess:   I think there are two different issues.  The one at the top is the same as the 
bottom, right?  The bottom one why don’t we decide as a City that we’ve got to
th
have, I think anything above that would satisfy them. I’m ju
m
55 and 60%, what does that mean if our wedges is 65%?  It is still serving and they wo
be happy with that even though it’s above the mark. Why don’t we just shoot for the 
graph on the right hand side and use that as a general layout of what we are trying to 
achieve, not to say that it has to be 50%, 20%, 20%, but certainly ideally you would h
these more closer together.  However, if it is Centers and there are a lot of buildings ther
is not as much opportunity for tree canopy.   Are you looking for direction as far as where  
to go next?  Is that one of the things we are doing here? 
 
Shell:  Yes.  
 
Peacock:  You’ve got 50%, 45% and 50% on the next three slides here so we can have 
that understanding of what you are trying to show us ther
 
Shell:  We jus
 
Peacock:  We’re at 46% right now, right? 
 
S
 
P
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eacock:  A 50% goal is what American Forest wants a city of our size east of the 


 east of the 
ississippi.  In their analysis specific to Charlotte/Mecklenburg County they said 50% to 


 
 


oal we set they would play out the same way in terms of our Wedges, Centers and 


ulin:   Regarding the slide titled “Costs of 1% Tree Canopy”, those numbers to the right 
 this 


ulin:  Maintenance is included in the budget. 


rofits.   


ing 
the cost of the green bags we have at the 


ase of some of these trees and I think we got the answer from Jeb that it is in the 
m and they are going to feed them for us.  


hat was interesting for us to know.  


ion earlier of what 
re we currently planting right now and how much we are spending is important.  The 


 here 


n.  


 
ig 


 


s sort of approach.  This is public, private and 
the community.  
 
Carter:  If we look at the dying trees, some that reached their maturity, refurbishing the 


P
Mississippi to be, right? 
 
Shell:  On their website, that general guidance that they give is 40%
M
55% for the County.  They didn’t give a specific number just to the City.  We were trying
to find a balance there.  This was just to show you another example, but no matter what
g
Corridors.   
 
D
are massive. Since smaller trees keep the numbers up, what is the growth rate of
seedling that you all brought in here?  Is that a 50-year tree? 
 
City Engineer Jeb Blackwell:  It takes 40 years to mature. By the way, none of this 
includes the land value. 
 
D
 
Shell: As we think about these smaller options we were thinking more about the 
partnering with the community and partnering with the non-p
 
Dulin:  The Chairman and I had a conversation with a guy who was here in the build
recently.  He was curious as to who was paying 
b
contract of the folks we are buying the trees fro
T
 
Peacock:  People are watching and this is where I think our conversat
a
cost of 1% in the tree canopy is the current amount we are spending on our tree canopy 
and how many trees is it buying us in the same format?  What you are leading to is we 
need to increase it to get it to some goal, but there is a cost associated with that and
you have a range of different type trees and I would imagine you have to pick from each 
one of these depending on the situatio
 
Shell:  As we talk through the strategy that we would like to start considering, this year 
nearly all of the $700,000 went to the 3-inch calipers in the street right-of-way.  We 
might start using a small part of that to do some things with some of these smaller trees. 
Also, you see how community groups can easily start to get involved now and make a b
difference.  The public tree fund already does make a big difference.  Again, if there were
a goal and they were motivated toward that and they were able to see it they could do 
something in a very feasible way with thi
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orridor is important.  Are we also investing in the ETJs? 


tation policies in our neighborhoods. 


ers to encourage planting and 
roviding education to them. We could partner with the neighborhood and perhaps the 


rday planting event and bring a truck 
ll of those and give them to the citizens and have them plant trees in their yards, in 


ulin:  Can you explain again the percentages on the “Centers, Corridors, and Wedges to 


t 


in to look at for any 
rt of planting opportunities, whether it would be something we could find or 


ulin:  The lowest canopy was District 3.  District 3 has got Steele Creek, Whitehall and 


e 


ght on 


Carter:  Are you going to use a predictor calendar in the future to keep the age of the 
street trees?  Is that the purpose? 
 


C
 
Shell:  We are not currently planting in the ETJ. 
 
Carter:  Maybe this is partnership that we could propose for the County and reach out to 
the towns to see if we could be intentional about what we do to be unified. Also, 
regarding the difficulty we are having in neighborhood streets along sidewalks, if we 
could pair the trees there might be some real benefit with the ability to promote safety 
and good transpor
 
Shell:  We thought that we could do a better job while we are in the CIP area, reaching 
out to the neighborhoods and the commercial property own
p
non-profit if we could find one and have our Satu
fu
addition to the planting we would be doing along the right-of-way.  
 
Carter:  Even thought there are challenges you should look for the trending 
neighborhoods too.  You can have more impact on those.  
 
D
Review for FY2012-13 Planting Opportunities” slide?  
 
Shell:  These were just the ones that were slightly lower than the rest in that category.  
For example, these are the seven Centers that are below the 25%.  The rest of them righ
now are above.  These are the two Corridors that are below 40%, the rest are above.  
These are the ones that we would, over the next couple of years, beg
so
community groups that might be interested in.   
 
D
the Airport.  Those are major hits and remember we did the rezoning across I-485 on the 
inside of I-485 for Whitehall several years ago and that is all woods over there.  
 
Peacock:  How much is in the fee-in-lieu escrow account, if you will?  When do we hav
an annual number on that regarding how many developers have chosen that? 
 
Burch:  The Tree Ordinance became effective in January and with the down economy 
there is not a lot of development going on.  I don’t know if Tom can shed any li
that.  
 
Tom Johnson:  There are no funds in that account at this point in time.  
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aintenance list.  It also could be used to know, especially along a street or certain area 


arter:  Are we interacting with NCDOT as well? 


arter:  That would be great.  


eacock:  Who is being invited to the Sounding Board Meetings? 


ed from everyone who we have worked with in the past; 
rior stakeholders for the Tree Ordinance revisions, concerned citizens, the whole gamut 


ul 
nd Keep Mecklenburg Beautiful, as well as citizen advisory groups that want to get 


borhoods around the City and the 
rrounding six towns.   


hell:  We can put them on the list.  Our invitation has not gone out yet so we will do 


 two groups?  Julie, I 
now those two talk with one another, but if we are not speaking to them and letting them 


ly it is going to lead to them getting involved. 


n, 


tunities and talk about trees too.  


arter:  What about the Storm Water Conservation Team?  It would be good to send it 


ly as 


Peacock:  I would like to have from you all what would our tree canopy look like if every 
citizen planted one tree?  I know every citizen can’t, but I would just like to see where 
our tree canopy would go.  The other comment I have is on the Quality of Life Study.  


Shell:  Yes, they use it to keep track of condition and develop their pruning and 
m
that it’s reaching that age in which they may need to be removed or have special care.  
 
C
 
Shell:  We probably could do that more.  
 
C
 
P
 
Johnson:  It is a list that is compil
p
really.  
 
Peacock:  One group that I would like to have engaged in this is Keep Charlotte Beautif
a
involved or are already involved and specific neigh
su
 
S
that.  
 
Peacock:  Could you brief me on where we are with combining the
k
know we are looking closely at tree canopy as an overall goal, which means your 
neighborhoods, your City, your County, and we want them to be a part of this because 
ultimate
 
Burch:  The key focus, particularly to Keep Mecklenburg Beautiful, as I recall, is really 
more on recycling and waste reduction more so than tree canopy and in similar fashio
Keep Charlotte Beautiful is more toward waste reduction, but certainly we can advise 
them of these other oppor
 
Peacock:  You got to think outside the box and hopefully they can help us on this.  
 
C
out to the neighborhood leaders. 
 
Shell:  As Julie said, we would like to finalize our recommendations to you possib
early as the next meeting and then hopefully get your recommendations. 
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his whole tree canopy discussion I think is very important and talking about all these 


.  They have a lot more 
ppeal to people.  I would like to see a breakdown of costs that may be involved in 


at.  
hen we talk about quality of life, we are talking about challenged neighborhoods and 


nd aerial photos that we forget that what people want is 
 neighborhood that really looks good and has an enormous amount of curb appeal.  I 


o 
a.  Nancy has 


st proven here that her district has the most tree canopy in the whole city.  If we can try 


ng 
 


ery 
 
ea 


o 
e 


 


 by 
g 


e canopy.  
econdly, I guess staff could make a stab at some of the bigger opportunities if you have 


 
Dulin:  Along those lines, the real estate community is down these days and if every 
realtor gives to the purchaser of a home some sort of gift, a closing gift and they are 


T
different percentages, goals and numbers in Wedges and Corridors is incredibly 
impersonal.  I’m just saying that we’ve got to be more specific I think on the types of 
trees we are talking about.  While this is a wonderful tree here, I think people identify 
with the types of trees that have a flowering element to them
a
flowering trees, whether it is a Dogwood or Crape Myrtle or just another tree like th
W
taking it from challenged to transitioning to stable.  I think we can get caught so much 
into these statistics and numbers a
a
think trees, and we have already proven by the Tree Ordinance process, definitely adds t
the value of homes and adds to the character and charm of a particular are
ju
to get more specific and tie it to specific neighborhoods and let this Council and future 
Councils know about which neighborhoods we see the most opportunity in.  That is goi
to get us so much further than saying our goal is 70% or our goal is 50%, but if I say the
goal in your neighborhood or someone else neighborhood, I just think it helps people 
along the way.  We know that certain neighborhoods, particularly Dilworth, are v
active in this subject.  Where can we tie the best use of the dollars?  A small tree is not
going to be great, but if you know in 20 years you are going to have this identifiable ar
is going to have a lot of trees that are really going to have some value.   
 
Shell:  We agree with that and we think this is sort of the first step toward being able to 
really talk about this in the communities and talk about it in ways that people are going t
want to envision their neighborhood. We wanted to get past this and set the big goal, th
biggest citywide number, I don’t mean big in terms of number, but let’s set the citywide 
number and then let’s start to study those neighborhoods and figure out how to get this
done.  
 
Peacock:  I think the way to get the neighborhood involved is you show the vision of 
what their neighborhood would look like with more trees and specifically, what type of 
trees and how will those trees make the neighborhood look better.  For example, in 
District 3, what would an industrial park look like if you put Dogwoods around it? Trees 
have to have shelf life, they have to have durability, and they have to meet certain 
criteria.  I think those trees that I mentioned do, maybe not all and I’m not an Arborist
any means, but I would just like to see us be more specific if we are going to start talkin
very broadly about tree canopy and numbers.  Like I said, I’d like to know if every 
citizen planted a tree with tax dollars, what it would be for our overall tre
S
some communities that are challenged in the Quality of Life Study.  That may help us 
understand how much we need to begin contributing to the plan, but I think more 
importantly it is going to engage citizen groups to want to contribute a lot more.   
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urch:  Those comments are very helpful.  We will move toward the May 11th Sounding 
t 


 can 
 


urch:  No, 4:00 is when the Business Meeting starts, then the Public Hearing on the 


. Next Meeting


always looking for something interesting and new to give.  It would be cool for them to 
give a tree as a gift.   
 
B
Board Meeting and then be back here for the May meeting.  I did want to point out tha
we do need a different time of day for your May meeting. It is set for 3:45 on May 23rd 
but you will recall the Council meeting that day starts at 4:00 so the Budget Hearing
be at 5:00.  Your regular time is 3:45, so I don’t know if you might want to move the time
to 2:30 with the Council’s Business Meeting starting at 4:00 if that works for you. 
 
Peacock:  Right now our only item to be on the agenda would be the follow-up from this 
and then possibly a discussion on the Environmental Advisory Committee.   
 
Burch:  We would have time to continue that yes.   
 
Peacock: Is 4:00 the Budget presentation that day? 
 
B
Budget is at 5:00. Is 2:30 that day okay? 
 
Peacock:  Yes, 2:30 is fine.  
 
II  


 


 


Monday, May 23, 2011 at 2:30 p.m. in Room 280. 
 
Meeting Adjourned at 5:00 p.m. 







 
Environment Committee 


Monday, April 25, 2011 at 3:45 p.m. 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center 


Room CH-14 
 
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 present draft recommendations for the tree canopy goal and additional 
information about elements of the tree investment strategy.  The Committee is asked to 
provide feedback and comments.  Staff will also discuss next steps in the citizen input 
process, including the May meeting of the Tree Advisory Committee. 
 
 
 
 


II. Next Meeting 


Monday, May 23 at 3:45 p.m. in Room 280 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  


Attachment:  Storm Water Advisory Committee Annual Report – Information Only 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Distribution:             Mayor/City Council             Curt Walton, City Manager               Leadership Team   
                                 Mac McCarley                      Stephanie Kelly                                 Environmental Cabinet 


   
   


  







   
    


 
M E M O R A N D U M 


FROM THE 
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 


 
 
DATE:  April 15, 2011 
TO: Environment Council Committee Members 
FROM:  Stephanie C. Kelly, CMC, City Clerk 
SUBJECT:  Attached Annual Report:  Storm Water Advisory Committee 
    
The attached report of the Storm Water 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.   
 
If you have questions or comments for the board, please convey those to staff support 
for a response and/or follow-up. 
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Tree Canopy Goal 
and 


Tree Canopy Investment StrategyTree Canopy Investment Strategy


Presentation to 
Council Environment Committee


April 25, 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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Goal of Presentation


• Discuss preliminary options for tree canopy goal(s) and 
review staff strategies.


• Receive Committee questions and comments.


Status of Work:


• Completed analysis estimating what the tree canopy will be 
if all parcels develop (“Build Out” Analysis)if all parcels develop ( Build Out  Analysis)


• Preliminary list of strategies complete
• Meetings with various City staff continue
• Citizen “Sounding Board” meetings in May


Presentation Outline


I. Brief Review of Staff Research FindingsI. Brief Review of Staff Research Findings


II. Build-Out Analysis


III. Options for Setting Tree Canopy Goals & Sub-Goals


IV Tree Canopy Investment StrategiesIV. Tree Canopy Investment Strategies
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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 


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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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


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%
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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
– Citizens desired a “realistic” goal that maintains the canopyg py


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


• Consider canopy cover and planting/preservation opportunities
• Draft goals for each category and factor % of total land base for city-


wide goal
• Consult with partners, public


Geographic Current Cover Current Cover ??-Year Cover GoalGeographic 
Category


Current Cover
City Only


Current Cover
City + ETJ


?? Year Cover Goal


Centers 31% 34% TBD


Corridors 39% 42% TBD


Wedges 51% 55% TBD


Center City 16% 16% TBD


Total 46% 49% TBD


“Build Out” Scenario


• An approach to understanding the future of the tree canopy in an 
urbanizing environment


• Holds many variables constant


• May be considered a “realistic to optimistic” analysis of tree 
canopy built out City


• Definition of “built out” Charlotte +ETJ: all currently undeveloped 
parcels have developed and retain a tree canopy similar to those parcels have developed and retain a tree canopy similar to those 
around them
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Development Status


Vacant


Developed
Current Canopy Coverage
Developed Parcels:      18%
Vacant Parcels:             38%
RoW:                                 4%
Entire Center:               22%


“Built Out” Canopy Estimatepy
All Parcels Developed: 18%
RoW:                                 4%
Entire Center:               17%


“Build Out” Scenario for:
Steele Creek/Hwy 49
Mixed Use Activity Center


“Build Out” Scenario Assumptions


Assumption: Canopy coverage on currently developed parcels remains 
constant 


Reality: Canopy coverage on developed parcels may increase due 
to tree growth or planting or may decrease due to removalto tree growth or planting or may decrease due to removal


Assumption: Undeveloped parcels will develop in a way that maintains 
or grows canopy equivalent to similar developed parcels 
over the long run


Reality: Undeveloped parcels may remain undeveloped or may 
maintain or grow more or less canopy than similar parcels 
over the long run


Assumption: Canopy coverage over streets & sidewalks remains 
constant


Reality: Canopy coverage extending over streets & sidewalks may 
increase due to public or private planting or may decrease 
due to public or private removal
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“Build Out” Scenario Assumptions


Accounts for:


• Application of City growth framework goals and zoning 
authority in the ETJ authority in the ETJ 


• Expectation that ETJ will become part of the City through 
annexation


Does not account for:


• Increased levels of City planting


• Timing of development in various parts of Charlotte and the 
impact of the creation and subsequent amendments to the 
tree ordinance, including 2010 amendments


• Potential for devastating tree disease or natural disaster


“Built Out” Scenario Results
City + ETJ


% Total
Current  "Built Out" 


% Total 
Land


Canopy 
Coverage


Canopy 
Coverage


Centers 13% 34% <27%


Corridors 20% 42% <35%


Wedges 67% 55% <51%


City/ETJ 100% 49% <45%
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Centers, Corridors, Wedges as 
% of Total Land Area


Tree Canopy Coverage in 
Corridors


Tree Canopy Coverage in 
Wedges


Tree Canopy Coverage in 
Centers


A. EAST WEDGE 57% <54%
B. NORTHEAST WEDGE 47% <43%
C. NORTHWEST WEDGE 57% <53%
D. SOUTH WEDGE 52% <50%
E. SOUTHWEST WEDGE 58% <57%
ALL WEDGES 55% <51%


Wedge Name    Canopy: Current
“Built 
Out”


C


B


E


A


D


NOTES  
• “Current” Canopy: actual coverage in 2008
• “Built Out” Canopy: estimated coverage if 
currently developed parcels maintain canopy
and currently vacant parcels develop in a way 
that maintains canopy equivalent to similar
developed parcels
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A. NORTH CORRIDOR 39% <35%
B. NORTHEAST CORRIDOR 49% <40%
C. SOUTH CORRIDOR 31% <26%
D. SOUTHEAST CORRIDOR 41% <38%
E WEST CORRIDOR 43% <36%


Corridor Name    Canopy: Current
“Built 
Out”


B
A


E. WEST CORRIDOR 43% <36%
ALL CORRIDORS 42% 35%


E


D


C


B


NOTES  
• “Current” Canopy: actual coverage in 2008
• “Built Out” Canopy: estimated coverage if 
currently developed parcels maintain canopy
and currently vacant parcels develop in a way 
that maintains canopy equivalent to similar
developed parcels


A. AIRPORT Industrial Activity Center 20% <16%


B. MT HOLLY/HWY 16 Industrial Activity Center 34% <28%


C. WESTINGHOUSE BLVD Industrial Activity Center 31% <24%


D. ARBORETUM  Mixed Use Activity Center 30% <30%


E. BALLANTYNE Mixed Use Activity Center 15% <13%


F. BROOKSHIRE/I485 Mixed Use Activity Center 40% <33%


Center Name Canopy:   Current
“Built 
Out”


B


TF


N


G. CARMEL/HWY 51 Mixed Use Activity Center 28% <25%


H. COTSWOLD Mixed Use Activity Center 34% <34%


I. DIXIE BERRYHILL Mixed Use Activity Center 74% <54%


J. EASTLAND Mixed Use Activity Center 33% <32%


K. NORTHLAKE Mixed Use Activity Center 46% <30%


L. OLD COLISEUM Mixed Use Activity Center 46% <34%


M. PARK RD/W00DLAWN Mixed Use Activity Centr 13% <13%


N. PROSPERITY CH RD Mixed Use Activity Center 44% <40%


O. PROVIDENCE/I‐485 Mixed Use Activity Center 48% <34%


A


B


C


J


V


M


U


L
P


I


H


Q
P. SHOPTON Mixed Use Activity Center 65% <53%


Q. SOUTHPARK Mixed Use Activity Center 17% <17%


R. STEELE CREEK /HWY 49 Mixed Use Activity Centr 22% <17%


S. STONECREST Mixed Use Activity Center 20% <19%


T. UNIVERSITY  RSCH PK Mixed Use Activity Center 51% <40%


U. WHITEHALL Mixed Use Activity Center 21% <15%


V. CENTER CITY Activity Center 16% <15%


ALL CENTERS ALL TYPES 34% <27%


C U


R


Q


D


E


G


S


O
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Tree Canopy by Council District


District 2008 Tree Canopy Coverage


1 48%1 48%


2 47%


3 39%


4 49%


5 54%


6 51%


7 45%


Setting a Tree Canopy Coverage Goal


• Measures health and value of the urban forest


• Reflects and expresses the value the community places 
 th  on the canopy


• Enables the community to chart success in enhancing 
and/or preserving tree canopy


• Sets a threshold or a bar for common commitment 
about the canopy


Communicates shared target(s) for public  private  non• Communicates shared target(s) for public, private, non-
profit organizations and citizens to rally around


• Establishment of a long-term canopy goal creates a 
legacy statement about sustainability and community 
quality of life
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Usefulness of a 
Tree Canopy Coverage Goal


• Provides context to interpret the results of current and 
future canopy studies


• Provides basis for measurement of City and community 
efforts to preserve canopy


• Provides guidance for pacing of publicly-funded planting 
and preservation


Encourages the community to rally toward a shared • Encourages the community to rally toward a shared 
goal


• Provides a platform for community group action toward 
a shared civic goal


Usefulness of 
Tree Canopy Sub-Goals by 


Centers, Corridors, Wedges


• Supports the vision of the City’s Centers, Corridors, 
Wedges growth framework by recognizing that different 


t  f  Cit  h  diff t t iti  d d  parts of a City have different opportunities and needs 
related to tree canopy


• Appropriately aligns expectations for tree canopy with 
expectations for land use


• Helps staff, community groups, and citizens direct their 
tree planting and preservation efforts to areas with 
greatest gap between current canopy and goal
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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.” 


“50% Goal”: 
Various Calculations


CITY + ETJ 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%


Wedges 55% 56% 57% 58% 59% 60% 61% 62% 63% 64% 65%


Corridors 40% 40% 35% 35% 35% 30% 30% 25% 25% 25% 20%


Centers 40% 35% 35% 30% 30% 30% 25% 25% 20% 20% 20%
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“50% Goal”: 
Options for Sub-Goals


for Purposes of Discussion


CITY + ETJ 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%


Wedges 55% 56% 57% 58% 59% 60% 61% 62% 63% 64% 65%


Corridors 40% 40% 35% 35% 35% 30% 30% 25% 25% 25% 20%


Centers 40% 35% 35% 30% 30% 30% 25% 25% 20% 20% 20%


Tree Canopy Goal: 50%
Wedges Goal:    55%-60%
Corridors Goal: 35%-40%
Centers Goal:    30%-40%


“50% Goal”: 
Options for Sub-Goals


for Purposes of Discussion


CITY + ETJ 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%


Wedges 55% 56% 57% 58% 59% 60% 61% 62% 63% 64% 65%


Corridors 40% 40% 35% 35% 35% 30% 30% 25% 25% 25% 20%


Centers 40% 35% 35% 30% 30% 30% 25% 25% 20% 20% 20%


Tree Canopy Goal: 50%
Wedges Goal:    55%-60%
Corridors Goal: 35%-40%
Centers Goal:    30%-40%


Tree Canopy Goal: 50%
Wedges Goal:    60%-65%
Corridors Goal: 25%-30%
Centers Goal:    20%-30%
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“50% Goal”: 
Options for Sub-Goals


for Purposes of Discussion


CITY + ETJ 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%


Wedges 55% 56% 57% 58% 59% 60% 61% 62% 63% 64% 65%


Corridors 40% 40% 35% 35% 35% 30% 30% 25% 25% 25% 20%


Centers 40% 35% 35% 30% 30% 30% 25% 25% 20% 20% 20%


Tree Canopy Goal: 50%
Wedges Goal:    55%-60%
Corridors Goal: 35%-40%
Centers Goal:    30%-40%


Tree Canopy Goal: 50%
Wedges Goal:    60%-65%
Corridors Goal: 25%-30%
Centers Goal:    20%-30%


Tree Canopy Goal: 50%
Wedges Goal:   Above 65%
Corridors Goal: Above 20%
Centers Goal:   Above 20%


CITY + ETJ 45% 45% 45% 45% 45% 45% 45% 45% 45% 45% 45%


“45% Goal”: 
Options for Sub-Goals


for Purposes of Discussion


Wedges 50% 51% 52% 53% 54% 55% 56% 57% 58% 59% 60%


Corridors 35% 35% 30% 30% 30% 25% 25% 20% 20% 20% 15%


Centers 35% 30% 30% 25% 25% 25% 20% 20% 15% 15% 15%


Tree Canopy Goal: 45%
Wedges Goal:    50%-55%
Corridors Goal: 30%-35%
Centers Goal:    25%-35%


Tree Canopy Goal: 45%
Wedges Goal:    55%-60%
Corridors Goal: 25%-30%
Centers Goal:    15%-25%


Tree Canopy Goal: 45%
Wedges Goal:    Above 60%
Corridors Goal: Above 15%
Centers Goal:    Above 15%
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Costs of 1% Tree Canopy


#Trees to Create 1% 
Change in Canopy 
(Medium to Large 


Maturing)


Cost for Bare‐Root or 
Tubelings Planted by 
Citizens/Volunteers 
(40 Years to Mature)


Cost for 1" Caliper 
Trees Planted by 


Citizens/Volunteers
(40 Years to Mature)


Cost for 3" Caliper 
Trees Planted by City 


Contract
(35 Years to Mature)


Centers 10,000 ‐ 15,000 $15,000 ‐ $30,000 $400,000 ‐ $750,000
$3,000,000 ‐
$6,000,000


Corridors 20,000 ‐ 25,000 $30,000 ‐ $50,000
$800,000 –
$1,250,000


$6,000,000 ‐
$10,000,000


Wedges 60,000 ‐ 80,000 $90,000 ‐ $160,000
$2,400,000 ‐
$4,000,000


$18,000,000 ‐
$32,000,000


City + ETJ 90,000 ‐ 120,000 $135,000 ‐ $240,000
$3,600,000 ‐
$6,000,000


$27,000,000 ‐
$48,000,000


Tubelings


Bare Root 
Tree


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.)







5/10/2011


16


Planting Strategies


• Emphasize provision and maintenance street trees with public funds
– Every street with >4 foot planting strip is a candidate for tree-planting
– Tree size will be guided by Urban Street Design Guidelines, utility conflicts, 


b i t ti  arborist expertise 
– Large maturing trees planted in >6 foot planting strips wherever feasible
– Appropriate diversity of street tree species will be maintained


• Incorporate tree-planting along streets and in open space within the 
project boundaries of City-funded Capital Improvement Projects
– Use tree-planting program funds to extend the area of planting into rights-


of-way, open space areas, and stream buffer areas adjacent to or near the 
project area project area 


– Extend planting in the vicinity of light rail projects
– Incorporate outreach to residential neighborhoods and commercial 


property owners in the vicinity of each CIP to encourage planting and 
provide tree care education


– Partner with the neighborhood and non-profits to extend planting to 
private properties in or near the CIP area, with the City providing small 
trees and education - A Saturday planting event, for example


Planting Strategies


• Review neighborhoods listed by Neighborhood and Business Services 
for planting opportunities – targeting, for example -
– Foreclosure-plagued Neighborhoods
– Past Neighborhood Improvement Project Areas
– Challenged and Transitioning Neighborhoods


– Document findings and incorporate into strategy for future City and/or 
community group planting


• Review each Center, Corridor, or Wedge where the canopy coverage is 
significantly less than similar areas (or less than goal, when 
established) for planting opportunities


Document findings and incorporate into strategy for future City and/or – Document findings and incorporate into strategy for future City and/or 
community group planting


• Plant at City facilities where there is room for large maturing trees


• Consider expansion of the Business Investment Grant Program to 
assist eligible business meet parking lot planting requirements as they 
grow their business







5/10/2011


17


Centers, Corridors, Wedges to Review 
for FY2012 - 13 Planting Opportunities 


Centers < 25%
Airport Park Road/Woodlawnp
Southpark Steele Creek/Hwy 49
Stonecrest Whitehall
Center City


Corridors < 40%
North Corridor
S th C idSouth Corridor


Wedges <50%
Northeast Wedge


Preservation Strategies


• Use Tree Ordinance fee-in-lieu 
revenue to purchase treed land 
and place it under the care of 
the Catawba Lands 
C   M kl b  Conservancy or Mecklenburg 
Parks & Recreation


• Track locations of development 
that generates fee-in-lieu and 
purchase land as near to that 
location as practicable


• Analyze available lands and 
choose land to meet multiple 
goals: 
– Proposed Carolina Thread Trail 


geographies
– Stream buffer/wetland
– Wildlife Habitat, etc.
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Community Partnership Strategies


• Provide Tree Canopy Investment Strategy including information 
about planting needs and opportunities to community groups 
interested in support of the canopy


• Support community efforts aimed at tree planting or preservation 
related to schools, parks, greenways
– Support by supplying trees or whips
– Support with expertise and education


• Convene coordinating meetings (bi-annual or quarterly) with 
governmental, non-profit, community groups and private interests g , p , y g p p
working to preserve Charlotte’s Tree Canopy
– Combined or coordinated with meetings of Charlotte Tree Advisory 


Committee
– Share information and insight
– Partner to optimize resources and impact
– Avoid duplication of effort


Management Strategies


• Ensure street tree inventory is current by 2016. Continue to capture 
data on all planting, maintenance, and removals. Continually 


h  i t  ith dditi l diti  d i t  tenhance inventory with additional condition and maintenance notes


• Conduct a tree canopy/urban ecosystem analysis every 5 years 
beginning in 2013 to measure changes in overall canopy coverage 
(expected cost $25,000 - $50,000; no additional budget request 
anticipated for 2013)
– Use the data to include more detailed and prescriptive outlooks for tree 


planting and management in Area Plans
– Use the data as part of the City Quality of Life Study as an element of 


the environmental health of the neighborhood
– Refine ability to analyze future scenarios


• Compile City practices into an “Urban Forest Management Plan” 
document by 2013
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Education and Awareness 
Strategies


• Educate City staff working and/or overseeing work near trees about 
proper tree protection procedures. Ensure that City staff contact the p p p p y
City arborist to advise their work


• Utilize existing tools to provide information and education about the 
City’s canopy and the planning, care, and maintenance of trees
– City website
– Gov Channel
– Arbor Day events
– Charlotte’s Crown Tree Canopy Awards– Charlotte s Crown Tree Canopy Awards


• Partner with educational and community organizations who can 
expand on the educational effort


Path Forward


db k f d dMay: Feedback from Citizens via Sounding Board Meetings
Tentative Dates:
-Wednesday, May 11     10:00 – 11:30 a.m.
-Wednesday, May 11       5:00 – 6:30 p.m.


May – June: Finalize Staff Recommendations to Committee


June – July: Present Committee Recommendations to Council
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Back pocket slides follow


Commercial Tree Save 
2011


15% Tree save 
area


Setback area had no trees, therefore 
no trees would have been required 
to be saved under old ordinance
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Commercial Tree Save 
2011


Planted tree save area Together these 
represent the 
15% tree save 


area


Protected 
tree save 


area


area


Setback area had no trees, 
therefore no trees would 
have been required to be 
saved under old ordinance


“Built Out” Scenario Results
City Only


% T t l
Current  "Built Out" 


% Total 
Land


Canopy 
Coverage


Canopy 
Coverage


Centers 14% 31% <26%


Corridors 22% 39% <34%


Wedges 64% 51% <48%Wedges 64% 51% <48%


City Only 100% 46% <42%
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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%


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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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%


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
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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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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 . . .)


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
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Charlotte City Council 


Housing and Neighborhood Development  
Committee 


Summary Minutes 
April 6, 2011  


 
 


COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 
 


I. Neighborhood Symposium Update 
II. FY12 Draft Annual Action Plan 
III. Quality of Life Report Update and Proposed Enhancements Review 
IV. Housing Trust Fund Allocations 
V. Inclusionary Housing Policies Including Incentives 


 
COMMITTEE INFORMATION 


 
Council Members Present:     Patsy Kinsey, Patrick D. Cannon, Michael Barnes and Warren Cooksey 
 
Staff Resources:  Julie Burch, Assistant City Manager  
  Patrick Mumford, Neighborhood & Business Services 
  Cynthia Woods, Neighborhood & Business Services 
  Pamela Wideman, Neighborhood & Business Services 
 
Meeting Duration:  12:14 PM – 1:34 PM   
 
 


ATTACHMENTS 


 
1.    Agenda Packet – April 6, 2011 
 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS 
 
Kinsey:  Opened the meeting at 12:14 p.m. Introductions were completed.  
 
Mayor Foxx:  I came to speak to item four and unfortunately cannot stay for discussion. Of the many 


important things this Committee is doing, I think this is one of the most important ones 
that we are going to have to deal with as a Council. We need to do more to provide 
context in this community for affordable housing, particularly in the area of providing 
incentives. I struggled loudly with the vote we took a couple weeks ago on the Housing 
Location Policy because I did not feel we had done as much as we possibly could to 
address the private sector piece of this. I wanted to give you a couple of thoughts about 
what I mean to add to the table of conversation. I think if you look at an inclusionary 
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housing policy, you should see it in the context of the location policy we just adopted. 
We have categories; stable, transitioning and challenged, and if we are going to provide 
incentives, we should at least explore the possibility of adding the most aggressive 
incentives into the areas that are stable. Those incentives could include things like 
density bonuses, reduced parking requirements on sites to allow for more development 
space, fast track permitting – giving developers an advantage if they were to consider a 
certain percentage of affordable housing. I think we could also consider adding even 
more aggressive incentives if those developments include environmentally sustainable 
features because that helps cut down operating costs. Also, a concept that was shared 
with me from people who served on the Charlotte Housing 2007 Task Force that wasn’t 
included in the recommendations was the concept of pre‐zoning property to allow for 
affordable housing to be part of the zoning classification. I don’t know how that works. 
Those are some of the ideas I thought about. I think this should be seen as part of our 
locational policy in that the most aggressive parts of it belong in the stable areas. 


 
  Thank you and I apologize for going out of order.  
 
  I want to thank the Staff because Staff has gone out into the community and conducted 


the public forums last summer. I know we have a lot of work to do, but I just wanted to 
thank you. (Mayor departs) 


 
Burch:  The first item on our agenda is the Neighborhood Symposium update from Cynthia 


Woods. The Committee had some discussion about this topic last time and Staff has 
gone back in response to those comments and tweaked the plan a bit. 


 
Woods:  You have an updated overview of the Neighborhood Symposium in your packets. In the 


interest of time, I don’t intend to go through all of this unless you ask me too, of course. 
You know that the Symposium is scheduled for Saturday, April 16. We’ll be down at 
CPCC, Central Campus on Elizabeth Avenue. For the sake of a visual aid, I brought one of 
our marketing signs. We are partnering with the Charlotte Clean and Green group and 
Sensoria to put on the three events concurrently at the campus. Based on the 
Committee discussion at the last meeting, the things that came out of that were to 
consider whether a half day program rather than a full day might limit access to 
information and discussion of issues. We talked a bit about low attendance in 2010 and 
ways that we can market more strongly to get more people there. And we talked about 
the possibility of providing lunch to participants. 


 
  In terms of the half day program, because we know from last year’s experience, it’s very 


difficult to keep people inside the building when there’s so much going on outside, we 
decide to change a little bit of the format for the half day. Now we will have the opening 
program which will still include the neighborhood led presentation about successful 
projects, but the second half will be break out discussions regarding various initiatives, 
programs and projects that are going on in the four Community and Commerce districts 
of Charlotte (NE, NW, SE, SW). These could be neighborhood improvement projects, 
CDOT projects, parks, and opportunities to partner with schools. Those are the kinds of 
things we are having people coming in to talk to participants about. 


 


2 | P a g e  
Housing and Neighborhood Development  
Committee Summary Minutes 







  In terms of the attendance, I think we have a really good marketing strategy that was 
beefed up a little bit. We do have flyers and the marketing strategy that I will pass out to 
you. Justine did you want to talk about the marketing? 


 
Gazzola:  Sure. We began our plan back in about February this year. We worked a lot with the 


Government Channel, creating TV billboards and the Government Channel will be 
running a City Source show on the Symposium after the event. We did save the date 
postcards which were mailed out on March 4th. We did a social media campaign with 
our City Facebook and Twitter accounts and utilized the City’s Cmail mailing. We did a 
large word of mouth campaign, having our neighborhood specialists that work in 
Community & Commerce as well as some of our Code Enforcement folks spread the 
word out in the field and at neighborhood meetings they attend. We used the 2nd floor 
light box in CMGC and the posters and flyers that you have seen. We spent no money on 
actually media buys, but we did send a press release out. The Observer picked it up in 
the neighbors section. We were on the Channel 14, In Depth show. Cynthia was on Bea 
Thompson’s radio show yesterday, Mayor Pro Tem Cannon is going to be having us on 
his radio show on Saturday, and we will be on the Fox Rising Morning show on Monday 
morning. And a website was created to help with promotion and information.  


 
Cannon:  If I might add, there will be promos that will be rotated 24 hours a day going through 


the Symposium information. 
 
Woods:  In terms of checking into lunch, we heard your interest in that so we did start to 


investigate some options for lunch. Our first preference was to find out if we could get 
someone to donate lunch to us. We have not been successful with that. I will say that 
just yesterday I asked a vendor about it and he said he would consider it and call me 
back. In the meantime, I’m going to assume we don’t have donated lunch. We have 
been negotiating some really good prices. We were interested in working with small 
businesses. The other consideration was that since one of our partners is Charlotte 
Clean and Green, and they will have food vendors on site, we use one of them. The 
interest is to have an environmentally conscious green vendor so that would be 
guaranteed if we went with one of the vendors involved in the Clean and Green Festival. 
I do have one that we are close to committing. We could get lunch for $7 per person. 
These would be boxed lunches. After I hear from the person who may give it to use for 
free, I’ll be calling that vendor back. 


 
Barnes:  Just to clarify, was it your idea, staff’s idea, or did you interpret it as our idea that we 


would pay for the lunch? 
 
Woods:  What we came away from that meeting with was that you wanted us to do lunch. The 


preference was to get it for free but if we could not, if we could get it for a low price, we 
would still do lunch. One thing that’s going to happen during lunch, we wanted to give 
people a chance to have close contact with the people who are presenting. There won’t 
be an awful lot of time for questions and answers during the breakout sessions. So lunch 
would be an opportunity for them to follow up with questions for the presenters and 
network with each other. 
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Barnes:  The reason I ask the questions is as I recall a few years ago, when we had the event at 
the Convention Center, we got a fairly good rate from CRVA for lunch. Have we talked 
with them? 


 
Woods:  We did not talk with CRVA. 
 
Burch:  The venue is not the convention center so we were looking at inexpensive boxed 


lunches if we were going to need to pay for it. My understanding is it would still keep us 
within the budget. 


 
Barnes:  The deal was that we would buy boxed lunch from CRVA in the past. 
 
Burch:  But that was because we were at the convention center. 
 
Barnes:  We couldn’t have them prepare it and deliver it?  
 
Burch:  I would seriously doubt that. We haven’t followed that path but I seriously doubt it 


because I don’t think they do anything off site. And this is at CPCC. 
 
Barnes:  The point is that they are in the business of making some money right now and we are 


in the business of trying not to spend too much money. I think it’s worth at least asking. 
 
Woods:  We can certainly ask. Is it the cost or giving CRVA business? 
 
Barnes:  For me it’s the cost issue. $7 is probably a good rate. 
 
Woods:  We can check with others to see if we can get better rates. 
 
Kinsey:  Does the $7 include beverage? 
 
Woods:  Yes. 
 
Kinsey:  I was going to ask if we could check with the culinary school at Central Piedmont but I’m 


not sure they could do it for $7. 
 
Woods:  We checked with Community Culinary School who is affiliated with this $7 per person 


caterer. But that’s not CPCC’s culinary school. 
 
Burch:  Do you want us to check with Tim on this? 
 
Barnes:  Time is kind of short so probably not. But there are a host of issues I think I have and 


James has and other folks have that we need to take up with you guys after this. 
 
Burch:  In terms of Symposium planning for next year? 
 
Barnes:  Yes. 
 
Burch:  If you are ok, we have the $7 possibility or CRVA possibility to pursue. 
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Woods:  We are going to be doing a survey evaluation at the end of the event. We intend to ask 


questions of the participants in terms of how they feel about the venue, parking, and 
content of the program for the day. So we will be able to report on that after the event 
as well. 


 
Kinsey:  Are there any questions? Comments? Do you need anything from us? 
 
Woods:  I’m great. Of course you are all invited to attend. 
 
Burch:  Cynthia and the staff did a great job. It will be a good day. 
 
Kinsey:  Next on the agenda is the FY12 Draft Annual Action Plan. I believe Ms. Pamela Wideman 


is here to talk to us about this. 
 
Wideman:  This is our annual application to HUD where we receive our federal funds. The content 


of this presentation today is just an FYI for you. You will see it again. We will have a 
public hearing and will ask for your approval at a subsequent meeting. Our goal is to get 
this to HUD by May 13. I didn’t want you to see it for the first time at your public 
hearing. 


 
Barnes:  I wanted to talk about the federal budget implications. I imagine that HR‐1 doesn’t 


impact this but I believe the fiscal 12 budget will. And we heard what could politely be 
described as gutting with respect to HUD and CDBG. If you know anything about that 
and could update us that would be great? 


 
Mumford:  We don’t know anything definitive about a reduction but we have looked at several 


different scenarios from the 7.5% to the 62% gutting scenarios. Where it ends up, we 
just don’t know, but we do have a suggested reduction to put forward during the 
budget process and we’ll show you what that looks like. But we don’t have any intel that 
suggests what that reduction will be but we do feel there will be one. 


 
Barnes:  Did you see the Ryan budget? 
 
Mumford:  No. 
 
Wideman:  (walks through presentation) 
 
  Goals of the Action Plan are simple: to create decent housing, create a suitable living 


environment, and expand economic opportunity. 
 
  The plan is currently out for a public comment period that ends today. We will hold a 


public hearing at your April 26 meeting. We’ll ask you to consider approving it at your 
May 9 meeting and submit to HUD on May 13. 


 
Kinsey:  Charlotte Mecklenburg Regional Consortium – what is that? 
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Wideman:  We work with the town of Cornelius, Matthews and Mint Hill and primarily provide 
funding to them to build affordable housing. 


 
Barnes:  What is House Charlotte? 
 
Wideman:  That is our down payment assistance program where we provide up to $7,500 in down 


payment assistance for people purchasing in some of our NSA’s. The intent is to help 
people get into their first home. 


 
Barnes:  And do we track their success?  
 
Wideman:  You mean in terms of how long they keep the home? 
 
Barnes:  Yes. I’ll give you an example. Let’s say you give somebody $7500 on January first of 2011 


and they get into the house and make payments and move out of the house in June of 
2012. Do we ever find out why they moved or why it may be foreclosed on? 


 
Wideman:  We don’t necessarily know why but if they don’t live in the house for a certain period of 


time, they have to pay us the money back. 
 
Barnes:  Has that ever happened? Where we ask for the money back? 
 
Wideman:  Yes. 
 
Barnes:  And we get the money back? 
 
Wideman:  Yes. 
 
Barnes:  Did we find out why they had to move out? 
 
Wideman:  We don’t really go that far as to find out why. Some people simply want to move up to 


another home. These are starter homes and can’t cost over $147,000. Often times, 
people want to move up to a better home. There are some cases where people relocate, 
people foreclose on the house, but we do get the money back if they don’t stay in the 
house. 


 
Barnes:  What is the timeframe on that? 
 
Wideman:  Five years. 
 
Barnes:  Thank you. 
 
Cooksey:  I want to make sure I understand how this chain starts. This is a report we have to 


complete for HUD in order to get these categories of funding. Where is the giving of the 
ask here? Is this something that HUD says we’re going to give cities funding but in order 
to get it you need to submit this document or do we, as the City of Charlotte, initiate the 
request by submitting the document. Is HUD asking for the document in order to give us 
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money they want to give us or is Charlotte asking for the money and doing so by 
sending the document that HUD requires. 


 
Wideman:  I’m going to look toward my colleague Richard Woodcock here. We are an entitlement 


City. Our money is given to us based on our size and population. The amount of money 
we get is by way of a formula based on our size and population. Is that correct Richard? 


 
Woodcock:   Yes. To get the grant, we need to submit this document. 
 
Cooksey:  I was just looking for where the initiation was from. It appears that the initiation is at 


the federal level designating Charlotte in a category to receive this funding. But in order 
to get it we have to respond with this document.  


 
I noticed one of the elements in the write up involves increasing affordable rental 
properties.  Should we be including the locational policy in HUD’s response so show that 
what we are doing in not simply increasing supply but also to dispersing it? 


 
Wideman:  Yes, you are exactly right. We sent out the executive summary to you all but we do talk 


about the Housing Location Policy in the overall plan. That will be included in the larger 
document. 


 
Burch:  You will see this public hearing on your April 26 Council agenda. 
 
Kinsey:  Quality of Life update is next. 
 
Mumford:  This will be quick. The FY12 Focus Area Plan has an item on there to rework the Quality 


of Life Study so we aren’t waiting until July to do that. We wanted to give you an update 
on what we are doing and where we are headed and see if you think we should do 
something different. There are three main areas of attention to be paid to in our Quality 
of Life Study. One of those is that neighbors and neighborhoods have suggested that the 
notion of NSA’s doesn’t make sense. They are in a neighborhood that they would define 
as their neighborhood yet they are linked to these other areas that seem to not be 
related. So what we want to do is respect the desire to have neighborhood data and 
neighborhood geography but balance that with the need to have a roll up structure 
because if you get down to singular neighborhoods, the numbers get so small and when 
you overlay policies that suggest percentages of household like the locational policy, it 
becomes too difficult and not feasible with such a small group. However, there are 
certain types of data that you can track at the neighborhood level that are important. 
We are balancing that. We are looking at about 400 neighborhood geographies and 173 
NSA’s. There will be some relationship between neighborhoods and a roll up structure. 
The group at UNCC is working on that with us. As you may recall, the neighborhood 
energy challenge part of that effort is to drill down into neighborhoods and look at 
environmental metrics. So we are combining all that together for the next Quality of Life 
Study. 


 
  The second issue is the relative nature of the measures. We track 20 variables and we 


think that there are a half dozen of those at the end of the study we are asking 
ourselves what we do with that data. It doesn’t connect anywhere. We want to be sure 
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these measures and variables make sense and we can use them to drive resource 
allocation and policy development. We are working with City Staff as well as the County, 
schools and outside agencies so we have more of a community collective definition of 
what Quality of Life is so we aren’t working our own disciplines without any regard to 
anybody else. It’s been an interesting process. You are going to hear something Monday 
night from the County – their effort to look at their capital investment program but also 
trying to figure out how they define Quality of Life. We said let’s work together on that. 
There has been some very good robust conversation for several months now. 


 
  The third goal is engagement of other groups which I touched on. So that’s what we are 


looking to do. Understand how this Quality of Life Study can make more sense to people 
and frankly, we’re looking to at the relative nature of the study and how that doesn’t 
mean anything to people. That’s a statistical thing. It means a lot to the folks UNCC but 
standard deviations off a norm doesn’t ring true to anyone in the neighborhoods. We 
have several challenged neighborhoods today that are much better than where they 
were 10 years ago but they are still challenged because the stable neighborhoods are 
improving at a more rapid pace and we don’t think we should continue that. We think 
it’s more important to have some base level of measure so there’s a goal that’s 
attainable for neighborhoods. We have asked UNCC to take a look at that as well. Let’s 
make sure it makes sense. We wanted to make sure you all knew that and were 
comfortable with that approach. 


 
Cooksey:  As a reporting guy from way back, I’m looking forward to this. I understand greatly how 


much you’re biting off to chew here. I hope it all goes well. I particularly appreciate 
hearing the roll up process concept because one of the things that concerned me was 
what would happen to former data if we did that kind of wholesale change with 
neighborhoods. I hope you see, if it turns out to be feasible, that there is some kind of 
roll up structure so you would still have comparable data for the 173 NSA’s. Going back 
over the pile of previous reports we have done over the past 10 years, there should be 
some kind of continued standard. I really appreciate getting rid of the standard 
deviation concept. It raised my eyebrows when I learned that the way this report is 
structured there, will always be challenged neighborhoods. I think shifting to a baseline 
still permits us to provide the services because we can always adjust the baseline. If 
every neighborhood gets above the baseline, then it can become Council’s decision to 
say we need a higher baseline. Something that does recognize the activity of 
neighborhoods to make themselves better is needed. I will hold on the discussion of my 
notes on some of these indicator measures. As a general observation, I appreciate the 
discussion about collaboration and really hope you take the measurements and any 
proposed changes to the measurements out for collaboration.  


 
(Walks through some examples he has in his notes). I’ll take this conversation off line 
with you. 
 


Barnes:  I would suggest, in reference to the transportation component, that while we know that 
heavy machinery is one of our major ozone producers and CO producer, I think that it 
might be appropriate to leave as is for the next few years. Some of the neighborhoods 
we are talking about won’t be going to Prius’ and segways anytime soon. So it may still 
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be very relevant to have these variables included. A number of these people will drive 
15 – 20 year old cars in to the future. But I understand what you are saying. 


 
Cooksey:  That’s a recommended proposed measurement, not a current measurement. 
 
Barnes:  What I heard though is the direction or suggestion you were making to Staff. 
 
Kinsey:  Anything else on this issue? Now we move on to Housing Trust Fund Allocations. 
 
Burch:  For this, we are presenting to you a recommendation from the Charlotte Mecklenburg 


Coalition for Housing. We would request action from the Committee with regard to that 
recommendation so we can put it on the Council agenda in early May. 


 
Kinsey:  David Furman was going to present this? 
 
Wideman:  No. Just so everybody knows, David Furman is a part of the Charlotte Mecklenburg 


Coalition for Housing. That’s the board that you appointed last year. One of their roles is 
to oversee and monitor the Housing Trust Fund. It’s been about a year. You’ll see some 
nominations on your upcoming agenda and you’ll get a report on the work of that board 
on May 9th and will be asked to make some reappoints at that time if necessary. 


 
  We will be requesting your approval of this new allocation process on May 9th. 
 
  (Wideman walks through presentation)  
 


This is a little different from how you have allocated Housing Trust fund dollars in the 
past. One of the goals here is to leverage our Housing Trust Fund dollars with the work 
that the Coalition is doing around ending and preventing homelessness. What you see 
here are three proposed categories for funding. The first category is a tax credit set 
aside. You have traditionally supported projects that received low income tax credits 
from the state. The goal here is to leverage the local dollars with the tax credit set aside. 
The difference here is that in the past, we have sent out an RFP and people would 
respond to the RFP. What we are suggesting here is that we would follow the award of 
the NC Housing Finance agency and support whichever projects they award low income 
housing tax credits to locally. Traditionally, they have only awarded about two projects 
in Mecklenburg County per year and we have supported those projects up to a million 
dollars. So the difference would be that developers would not have to send in an RFP. 
We would automatically set aside about 4.7 million over a two year period so this would 
be for projects receiving FY11 and FY12 awards. They have to meet the locational policy 
and any other requirements we have set. 
 


Burch:    This is also on the recommendation of the Inclusionary Housing Sub‐Committee. 
 
Wideman:  This is. We will talk about that a little more. 
 


The next category will be rapid acquisition. These funds would be set aside for our 
partners – anyone that is trying to rapidly acquire land to build affordable housing. The 
priority is for those projects including 30% and below AMI. 
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Mumford:  Over the years, this group has wrestled with market opportunities for existing buildings 


or land that could support the policy objectives of putting more units on the ground. 
The challenge is that the Trust Fund process is pretty laborious and takes a lot of time. If 
someone is selling a property, they want to close quickly. Our funds weren’t liquid 
enough to support that. The idea here is to park some money and be able to act quickly 
to be a participant in the acquisition. 


 
Wideman:  The next category is supportive housing. This category is to support the permanent 


supportive housing – your shelters and transitional housing. The point here is to support 
the work the Coalition is doing to end and prevent homelessness. 


 
Mumford:  This is a different approach from what you have seen before. We think the Coalition 


board is doing a great job at identifying the differences in approaches out there to 
addressing the housing issues in this community. You are seeing these three categories 
but the supportive housing one is where the majority of the effort will take place. The 
idea here is to make sure that through the funding that you approved, there is a 
definitive amount of money linked to supportive services. You know going in that if you 
approve money for project  X, there is a commitment for all of the other pieces of the 
project to be successful, beyond being able to pay the debt on the capital. That is a 
really critical component that we haven’t ever formalized before today. We think we 
need to be much more intentional so that those commitments for operation dollars and 
supportive services which are really needed. The housing piece is great but that isn’t the 
end of the trail for these individuals. They have to have the supportive piece with it. We 
are working closely with the County which is represented on this Coalition board. This 
board is doing very good tough work to drive some process change so we use our 
money together. 


 
Wideman:  All projects would have to comply with our local policies. 
 
Barnes:  Which projects returned money? 
 
Wideman:  We will email you that list.  
 
Mumford:  We do need a motion to recommend to Council. 
 
Barnes:  Motions to recommend this new process to full Council. 
 
Cooksey:  Seconds the motion. 
 
Kinsey:  Motion passes unanimously. 
 


Last agenda item is inclusionary housing policies including incentives. 
 
Burch:  We are here to kick off the conversation about inclusionary housing policies. As we were 


talking about the housing locational policy, inclusionary housing was phase two of the 
process. Part of that includes a conversation around assisted housing and transit area 
stations. We did include in your packet, a summary of all the recommendations from the 


10 | P a g e  
Housing and Neighborhood Development  
Committee Summary Minutes 







Housing Charlotte 2007 Implementation Committee. On the bottom of the first page of 
that chart, there is a list of all the sub‐committee recommendations related to incentive 
based inclusionary housing policies. There are nine recommendations. Today, it would 
be helpful to quickly walk through those to begin familiarizing the Committee with those 
recommendations and also the current status if there is anything to report of them. 
Some of these would involve enabling legislation from the State if the Council wanted to 
pursue those. We are not prepared today to talk in depth about these but we can do an 
overview and seek from you what additional information you might need in the future 
around any of these topics. We would also like to talk to you about the schedule moving 
forward. The Committee has quite a bit on its plate right now around these policies as 
well as other topics so you may want to take another look at your meeting schedule and 
decide if you want to meet more frequently. Primarily we want to seek questions and 
determine the need for more information and look over the schedule moving forward. 
We can walk through these recommendations quickly.  


 
Barnes:  I don’t mind going through the list. I do have some questions for you. I understand that 


Davidson, NC has an inclusionary zoning policy of some sort and I think Belmont does as 
well.  I wanted to know whether there was any legislation required from the 
implementation of those policies and if not, how are they doing it. Am I talking apples to 
oranges? Can we find that information and also get a copy of it so we can assess it? 


 
  One other thing going back to the locational policy, I was surprised to see the CMS did 


not participate in the Housing Locational Policy. They only knew about it a month or so 
before the vote although we have not been hiding it over the last eight years so that 
was disappointing. I think we have a good opportunity now to include CMS on this 
effort. As I look at the Quality of Life map and crime trends and a number of other maps 
that cover the City, I see that the quality of residential development is often guided by 
the quality of the schools. I see that the quality of schools can frequently dictate the 
quality of the residential development and other types of developments. It is in 
everybody’s best interest to have good quality schools and residential development. It 
would be valuable to have some sort of input from CMS. People are willing to pay a 
premium for a house if the schools near it are good and the opposite is true. As we 
move forward, it’s very important to be more cognizant of the impact of our educational 
system on development. 


 
Burch:  Would you like Anna Schleunes to comment on Davidson and Belmont? 
 
Schleunes:  Although you are referring to this as inclusionary housing, this is actually a zoning issue 


and I am not the zoning attorney for the City but I will certainly keep her up to date on 
the discussion we have here today. I don’t know if what Davidson and Belmont are 
doing is what’s called voluntary or mandatory. 


 
Wideman:  It’s mandatory and they do not have enabling legislation. 
 
Schleunes:  I believe you received a memo from our office that says that we believe any mandatory 


program would require legislative authority to implement. 
 
Wideman:  I’m not aware of Belmont. I am aware of Chapel Hill and Carboro. 
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Mumford:  The unique thing about Davidson is, while they don’t have enabling legislation, they 


haven’t been challenged. The concern with a large City like Charlotte, is that a developer 
might ask why we are asking them do this when there is not a law that stipulates. It 
seems to work well for Davidson but it’s on a much smaller scale. 


 
Schleunes:  If it would be helpful, we can redistribute that email memo. 
 
Barnes:  Yes, please send via email. 
 
Burch:  Pam, do you want to quickly walk through each of these in terms of familiarization? As 


we go along, let us know if you have questions or want additional information. 
 
Wideman:  (Walks through suggested recommendations) 
 
Barnes:  Are there rules about how many people can live in a dwelling? 
 
Schleunes:  Through a stakeholder process, we revisited the minimum standard housing space and 


use standards and those were narrowed a bit. The old standard was 11 heads in 1000 
square feet and that was dropped to seven or eight. That was three or four years ago.  


 
Barnes:  Did we outlaw the use of garages as living space? 
 
Schleunes:  That is not in the minimum standard housing. It may very well be in the zoning code. 
 
Wideman:  The thought behind this, for the participants of the Housing Charlotte 2007, was to 


provide space for a nanny or sick family. 
 
Burch:   On all of these, we will bring back current information about what’s on the books, etc. 


This is a helpful conversation. 
 
Wideman:  (Continues with presentation). 
 
Mumford:  We are working very closely with CMS Staff and real estate people on various parcels. 


The dialogue is happening. 
 
Wideman:  (Continues with presentation).  
 
Burch:   One of the things we can do next time is capture currents status on some of these – 


what the zoning ordinance says today, etc. We will bring Planning Staff into the 
conversation as we move forward. 


 
Kinsey:  I would like to see what other cities are doing ‐ comparable cities. 
 
Wideman:  Ms. Campbell couldn’t be here today but she wanted me to point out these 


recommendations came from a citizen committee and haven’t been fully vetted by Staff 
so Staff doesn’t necessarily agree with all of these. 
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Burch:  Discusses the upcoming Committee schedule.  
 
Barnes:  I would like this Council make a decision on this issue so it needs to be done before 


November. Whether that takes 10 or two meeting per month, let’s do it. 
 
Mumford:  I feel compelled to say we were here almost this time last year with Housing Location 


Policy with a goal of a September conclusion. We didn’t get there. I want to make sure 
that we are in close communication throughout this and know where we are headed. 
That impacts the number of meetings we have in the community, number of meetings 
with this group, how many iterations we go through, public hearings, etc. We need to 
make sure we are smart about all the required steps. It’s going to be a lot of work. It’s 
will be be contentious; it was five years ago when it was brought up to Council.  


 
Wideman:  I heard from you that you wanted to hear what other cities are doing. Do any particular 


cities come to mind? Could you email me to we can work toward what you want. 
 
Kinsey:  Touch base with those other cities that we normally measure up against and see if they 


have anything like this. 
 
Wideman:  We have those cities the sub‐committee looked at in 2007 so we will bring those forth. 
 
Kinsey:  I think we are going to have to go to two meetings a month. I think it’s more important 


to have it done right than to push it through but I would really like this Council to get 
this done.  


 
Burch:  Committee decides to move toward a bi‐monthly schedule. Next meeting will be April 


27 at Noon. 
 
Kinsey:    Adjourned the meeting at 1:34 pm. 
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Neighborhood Symposium Update 
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting 


April 6, 2011 
 
Committee Action: 
Receive an update on plans for the 2011 Neighborhood Symposium. 
 
Policy: 
The City Council’s Housing and Neighborhood Development strategy supports strengthening 
neighborhoods through initiatives and collaborations that improve and sustain Charlotte’s 
quality of life. 
 
Explanation and Background: 
• The City of Charlotte hosts the Neighborhood Symposium annually in partnership with 


several public and not-for-profit partners.  The event is presented as a citywide conference 
of neighborhoods, which provides opportunities for citizens to learn about community 
services and resources, strategize about successful neighborhood practices, network and 
participate in dialogue with other neighborhood and community leaders.   


• In 2010, Neighborhood & Business Services redesigned the Neighborhood Symposium 
format and collaborated with new partners, Charlotte Clean and Green (CCG) and Central 
Piedmont Community College (CPCC) to sponsor three concurrent community events.  The 
City’s Neighborhood Symposium, CCG’s Earth Day Festival and CPCC’s Sensoria Celebration 
of the Arts were held on CPCC’s central campus on Elizabeth Avenue.   


• The partnership will continue this year, with the three events being held on Saturday, April 
16th at CPCC.  


 
Committee Discussion: 
• Staff presented plans for the 2011 Neighborhood Symposium to the Housing and 


Neighborhood Development Committee on March 2, 2011.  Discussion and feedback from 
the Committee included: 


o Whether going to a ½ day program instead of a full day might limit participants’ 
access to information and discussion of issues:  Recommended adjusting the format 
to provide more content 


o Low attendance in 2010:  Recommended more marketing and outreach to the 
community 


o Providing lunch vs. participants having to buy lunch at vendor tents:  Recommended 
staff investigate options for providing lunch for attendees, including donations  


o Requested an update at the next committee meeting 
 


Neighborhood Symposium Overview and Update: 
• Focusing on this year’s Symposium theme, “Connecting Community,” the opening program 


will feature brief neighborhood-led presentations about successes and best practices in 
implementing projects that make Charlotte’s neighborhoods and business corridors healthy 







and vibrant.  Projects promote community safety, energy/environment, community 
engagement, youth involvement, economic development and community appearance. 


• The format of the break-out sessions has been changed.  Participants will be grouped by 
geographic area, based on Community & Commerce’s service districts.  Representatives 
from public and non-profit agencies will provide updates on major projects, services and 
opportunities in each of the districts.  Topics will include greenway construction, new 
roads/sidewalks, updates on public facilities, volunteer opportunities in local parks and 
schools, civic projects and business activities. 


• A Networking Lunch has been scheduled to follow the break-out sessions.  Staff inquiries 
about a donated lunch have not been successful; however, discounts are being negotiated 
with several catering companies. 


• The Networking Lunch will give participants the opportunity to talk with presenters, ask 
questions and discuss issues as needed.  They will also be able to network with each other 
to exchange ideas and collaborate on future projects and activities. 


• More than 50 Symposium exhibitors have been confirmed, including City and County 
departments, neighborhoods and non-profits.  This year, Symposium exhibitors will be 
located outside along Elizabeth Avenue, giving them more exposure to the thousands of 
people expected to attend the three events. 


• 2011 Symposium Schedule: 
o 8:00 am – ongoing Symposium Registration/Check-in (Overcash Building) 
o 8:00 am – 8:45 am Networking Continental Breakfast (Overcash Cafeteria) 
o 9:00 am – 10:30 am Program (Halton Theatre, Overcash) 
o 10:45 am – 12 noon Break-Out Sessions (Overcash) 
o 12:00 pm – 1:00 pm Networking Lunch 
o 10:00 am – 4:00 pm Exhibits + Sensoria and CCG Activities (Elizabeth Ave.) 


• Marketing efforts include Save the Date cards, flyers, posters, N&BS website, email blasts, 
C-Mail, Channel 16 TV billboards, N&BS newsletter, Corporate Communications Light Box 
(CMGC 2nd floor), Facebook, Twitter and press releases.  Also, N&BS staff are promoting the 
event at community meetings and in the field.  


• This year’s partnership between the City, Sensoria and Charlotte Clean and Green is 
expected to feature more than 150 total exhibitors and vendors, numerous workshops and 
activities for all ages.  







FY2012 Annual Action Plan for Housing and Community Development 
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting 


April 6, 2011 
 
Committee Action: 
Receive an update on the FY12 Annual Action Plan for Housing and Community Development. 
 
Policy: 
• The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) mandates development of 


an Annual Action Plan in order to receive federal funding for housing and community 
development activities. 


• The FY2012 Annual Action Plan (Plan) is the City’s annual implementation strategy for 
providing housing and community development activities.   


• The plan supports the City’s housing policy to preserve existing housing, expands the supply 
of low and moderate-income housing and supports family self-sufficiency, as well as the 
City’s neighborhood revitalization strategy. 


 
Explanation 


• The FY2012 Action Plan includes housing and community development needs and resources 
for the City and Regional Housing Consortium. 


• The Regional Housing Consortium is a partnership between the City, Mecklenburg County 
and the towns of Cornelius, Pineville, Matthews, Mint Hill and Huntersville. 


• The Plan also serves as the City’s annual application to HUD. 
• In FY11, the City received $9,018,304 in new federal grant program funds. 


           
- Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)   $ 5,195,468 
- HOME Investments and Partnerships (HOME)   $ 2,819,428 
- Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG)     $    210,026 
- Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA)  $    793,382 


Total        $9,018,304 


Community Input 
• Neighborhood & Business Services staff convened public planning sessions to receive input 


into the development of the Plan. 
• A copy of the Draft Plan, in both English and Spanish, was placed in several public libraries 


throughout the City.  A copy of the draft FY2012 plan was also placed at the Charlotte 
Housing Authority, and Old City Hall. 


 
Next Steps 
• A public hearing will be held on April 25, 2011 during the City Council’s business meeting.   
• City Council will be asked to approve the Plan during their May 9, 2011 meeting. 
• The plan will be submitted to HUD on May 13, 2011. 







Second Program Year 
Action Plan 


The CPMP Second Annual Action Plan includes the SF 424 and Narrative Responses to Action 
Plan questions that CDBG, HOME, HOPWA, and ESG grantees must respond to each year in 
order to be compliant with the Consolidated Planning Regulations. The Executive Summary 
narratives are optional. 
 


Narrative Responses 
 


GENERAL 
 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY   91.220(b) 
 
The City of Charlotte is submitting the FY2012 Annual Action Plan as the second action plan of the 2011-
2015 Consolidated Plan.  Housing and Urban Development requires that all jurisdictions receiving annual 
entitlements of formula grants submit annual action plans to report on the status of needs and 
outcomes expected to be achieved in the coming year. 
 
In FY 2012, the City of Charlotte expects to receive the following entitlement grants: 
 
 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
 HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) 
 Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS (HOPWA) 
 Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG) 


 
Each of the proposed activities and projects identified in this Action Plan are intended to principally 
benefit priority needs households - those households with incomes ranging from 0-80% of the area 
median income (AMI).  Such households include populations that have special needs, such as elderly, 
disabled, homeless and HIV/AIDS families and individuals.  The activities and projects will also address 
the City’s overall priorities identified in the 2011-2015 Plan, including: 
 
 Implementation of More Than Shelter, Charlotte-Mecklenburg’s Ten-Year Plan to End and 


Prevent Homelessness.  The major emphasis in this plan is on creating new supportive housing 
opportunities for homeless individuals and families, including those who are chronically 
homeless. 


 
 Increasing affordable rental housing for priority needs households, particularly extremely low-


income (30% or less of AMI), very low-income (31-50% of AMI) households and special needs 
populations. 


 
 Revitalizing targeted neighborhoods identified by the City of Charlotte as needing assistance:  


Lakewood, Lincoln Heights, Reid Park, Thomasboro-Hoskins, Washington Heights, Wingate, 
Windy Ridge, Peach Tree, Double Oaks, and Boulevard Homes.   







 Revitalizing distressed business corridors and districts to grow the tax base by assisting with 
new investments and jobs, including Beatties Ford Road, Eastland Mall area, Rozzelles Ferry 
Road, North Tryon Street and Wilkinson Boulevard/Freedom Drive/West Morehead 
Street/Bryant Park area.   


 
 Promoting economic growth with a particular focus on business recruitment and retention to 


grow targeted industry sectors, provide small business services and support workforce 
development training and placement. 


  
HUD OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOME EXPECTATIONS 
 
Activities identified in the FY2012 Action Plan align with the above priorities and are quantified by level 
of need.  By addressing these priorities, the City intends to meet HUD’s affordable housing and 
community and economic development objectives and outcome performance expectations.  These 
performance expectations serve as a guide for funding activities. 
Three specific HUD objectives relate to CDBG funding. These include: 
 
 Providing Decent Housing:   Applicable to housing programs where the purpose is to meet 


individual family or community needs, and not programs where housing is an element of a larger 
effort, such as would otherwise be applied under the “Creating Suitable Living Environment” 
objective. 


 
 Creating Suitable Living Environments: Applicable to activities that are designed to benefit 


communities, families, or individuals by addressing issues in their living environment. This 
objective relates to activities that are intended to address a wide range of issues faced by low-and 
moderate-income persons, from physical problems with their environment to social issues such as 
crime prevention, literacy, or elderly health services. 


 
 Creating Economic Development Opportunities.  Applicable to activities that are related to 


economic development, commercial revitalization or job creation. 
 


HUD has identified three specific outcomes that relate to the above objectives.  These include: 
 
 Availability/Accessibility:  Activities which make services, infrastructure, housing, 
    or shelter available or accessible to low-and moderate income people, including 


persons with disabilities. In this category, accessibility does not only refer to 
physical barriers, but also to making the affordable basics of daily living available 
and accessible to low- and moderate- income people. 


 
 Affordability:   Activities which provide affordability in a variety of ways in the lives 


           of low- and moderate- income people. It can include the creation or maintenance 
           of affordable housing, basic move-in services, or services such as  transportation or day care. 


Affordability is an appropriate objective whenever activity is lowering the cost, improving the 
quality, or increasing the affordability of a product or service to benefit a low- and moderate-
income household. 


 
 Sustainability:   Activities aimed at improving communities or neighborhoods, 


           helping to make them livable or viable by providing benefit to low- and moderate-income 







           persons or by removing or eliminating slum or blighted areas. 
 
Because each activity identified in this FY2012 Action Plan will be implemented with varying intent and 
purpose, at least one of the above objectives and outcomes is proposed for each annual plan activity.  
HUD outcomes and objectives are identified for all the affordable housing and community development 
objectives included in this plan. 







Quality of Life Report  
Update and Proposed Enhancements  


Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting 
April 6, 2011 


 
 


Committee Action: 
The purpose of this presentation is to provide the Housing & Neighborhood Development 
(H&ND) Committee with an update regarding boundary revisions and energy data being added 
to the Quality of Life Report.  No action is required at this time.  A proposal from UNC-C for the 
2012 Quality of Life Report will come to Council at a later time. 
 
Neighborhood Boundary Refinement: 
Current Neighborhood Statistical Areas (NSA’s) represent multiple neighborhoods and do not 
account for changes over the last 10 years due to new roads, new housing developments and 
neighborhood perceptions.  The boundary refinement process will solicit feedback and counsel 
from citizens, neighborhood leaders and community representatives. Additional feedback will 
be requested from city, county, civic organizations and support staff.  Current activities are: 


 
• UNC-C and Community & Commerce staff are meeting to discuss current neighborhood 


boundaries in relation to Census Block Group, Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department 
and Charlotte Department Of Transportation geographies to understand the availability and 
reliability of data in relation to new  boundaries 


• Community & Commerce will then schedule community meetings to solicit their input and 
advice 


• H&ND Committee will then review the geography 
 
Neighborhood Energy Challenge: 
The Energy Data project incorporates the development of the energy and environment 
assessment data in the Quality of Life report. The data collected will provide a snapshot of 
energy and environmental performance in neighborhoods across the city, foster individual and 
community-based neighborhood energy action plans and evaluate trends in energy use and 
environmental performance at the neighborhood level across the City.  This portion of 
enhancements to the QOL is funded through the Energy Efficiency & Conservation Block Grant. 


 
UNC-C is currently developing a Energy & Environment Assessment Tool that will  identify 
specific neighborhood-scale variables that impact Energy & Environment performance 
including. Examples are energy consumption, including gas and electric, bicycle amenities and 
accessibility, connectivity and auto usage, transit accessibility and utilization, pedestrian 
amenities and accessibility, recycling/waste elimination measures, water use and conservation 
and tree canopy. Current activities include: 
 
• UNC-C has submitted to C&C staff proposed Green Variable measures for review and 


approval 







• UNC-C is currently working with C&C staff, City Departments, Duke Energy, and Piedmont 
Natural Gas to obtain data for the energy & environment variables 


• UNC-C is currently requesting Duke Energy Corporation to approve the new Energy 
Consumption variable 


• Final analytical results will be used as a baseline for comparative analysis of Energy & 
Environmental performance in both the NEC neighborhoods and neighborhoods across the 
City. 


 
2012 Quality of Life Enhancements: 
The 2012 Quality Of Life Enhancement includes partnering with Mecklenburg County to extend 
the Quality of Life study to the entire county, including the municipalities and towns. 
Additionally, the Enhancements will review all current data to determine its continued 
relevance, explore availability of other data that may merit inclusion, explore the presentation 
of the data to insure it is easily understood, and explore other neighborhood ‘grading’ 
platforms to arrive at a methodology that more accurately describes the attributes of a 
neighborhood.  Staff will continue to work with the partners and place this contract on a future 
Council Agenda. 
 
Attachment: 
Proposed Green Variable Indicator Measures 







GREEN NEIGHBORHOOD ASSESSMENT TOOL 


-1- 


PROPOSED/POTENTIAL INDICATOR MEASURES 


 
 
 


TRANSPORTATION-BASED INDICATORS 
Variable Name Definition Meaning 
Reduced Automobile 
Dependence 
 


This will include a proportional measure of transportation 
mode by neighborhood. 


Allows us to infer automobile dependence, affecting air 
quality and dependence on fossil fuels. 


Automobile Count The number of automobiles owned in each neighborhood.   Profile Variable 


Street Network A neighborhood with a high level of street connectivity, 
reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and promoting non 
motorized modes of transportation. 


Look at street patterns to determine if connectivity is high 
and neighborhood can easily transition into alternative 
transportation. 


Bicycle Network A neighborhood that is accessible to a city bicycle network. Allows us to determine viability of using bicycle (Use 
Bikeway Improvement data).  


Walkable Streets A neighborhood that has sidewalks connecting homes to 
businesses.  May include speed limits for residential streets 
and mixed-use streets and requirements for building façade 
and distance to storefront from sidewalk. 


Allows us to determine viability of walking (sidewalk data). 


Transit Facilities - Existing A neighborhood that has transit facilities close to transit 
stops and home or business locations, as well as having safe 
facilities with ample lighting, resting furniture and bicycle 
racks. 


Allows us to determine viability of transit use.  


Street Friendliness/Safety A neighborhood that has sidewalks and safe driving speeds 
and a low occurrence of automobile accidents (either 
automobile-automobile, automobile-bicycle, or automobile-
pedestrian). 


Allows us to determine critical automobile safety issues. 
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TRANSPORTATION-BASED INDICATORS 
Variable Name Definition Meaning 
Trends in Transit Use A neighborhood that is showing a stable ridership or 


increasing ridership of available transit.   
Allows us to determine the current trend in use of transit 
facilities and reduced dependence on automobiles.  Can be 
further used to determine the need for more transit 
opportunities or to be compared at later dates to support 
increased investment in transit. 


 
 


HYDROLOGIC INDICATORS 
Variable Name Definition Meaning 
Impervious Surface Neighborhood impervious area. Allows us to determine risks of non-point source pollution. 


Floodplain Avoidance Proportion of developed areas located inside the floodplain 
or potential new development in floodplain. 


Allows us to determine flooding potential in neighborhoods 
and areas for future development. 


 
 


BIOLOGICAL INDICATOR 
Variable Name Definition Meaning 
Tree canopy Tree canopy coverage for neighborhoods.   Allows us to determine heat island reduction, as well as 


neighborhood visual greening.  
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RESOURCE CONSERVATION INDICATORS 
Variable Name Definition Meaning 
Solid Waste Management Neighborhood solid waste generation (per household). Allows us to determine which areas have highest rates of 


solid waste generation including yard waste, recycling, and 
bulk waste. 


Recycling Behavior Neighborhood recycling activity (per household). Allows us to determine resident behavior favoring recycling 
and perhaps openness to other sustainability techniques. 


Water Consumption Neighborhood's average per capita water consumption. Allows us to monitor the use of CMUD water and offer 
insights on how to reduce water consumption. 


 
ENERGY INDICATORS 
Variable Name Definition Meaning 
Energy Consumption TBD. Allows us to determine the use of energy by neighborhoods 


(aggregate/neighborhood level data). 


Structural Age The average age for residential buildings in a neighborhood.  Profile variable 


Structural square footage The average square footage for residential buildings in a 
neighborhood (to be used in conjunction with the Energy 
Efficient Building indicator). 


Profile variable 


Energy Efficient Building Structural energy efficiency per square foot for single family 
residences in a neighborhood. 


Allows us to determine older structures that may require 
retrofits for increase in efficiency - based upon the Energy 
Estimator for Structures.  


Onsite Renewable Energy 
Resources 


Identified neighborhood assets that incorporate solar, wind, 
geothermal, or biomass energy sources. 


Allows us to recognize those structures that have solar 
panels, water reclamation systems, etc.  
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GREEN LAND DEVELOPMENT INDICATORS 
Variable Name Definition Meaning 
Walkable Communities A neighborhood that is within 1/4 to 1/2 mile to local 


amenities, such as grocery stores, movie theatres, 
convenience stores, etc. 


Allows us to determine viability of walking (Walk Score 
compilations for neighborhoods). 


School Proximity A neighborhood is connected by bicycle network or sidewalk 
network to a local school - typically within a 1/2 to 1 mile 
distance. 


Allows us to determine viability of walking or biking to 
school sites. 


Public Open Space Proximity A neighborhood that is within 1/4 mile walking distance 
from any public space, such as parks, plazas, or other open 
spaces. 


Allows us to determine viability of walking or biking to 
public spaces. 


Access to local foods 
 


Neighborhood access to a community garden, or farmer's 
market selling local food, within 1/4 mile walking distance. 


Allows us to determine viable local food options for 
neighborhoods. 


Housing Density Index The ratio of housing density to the city housing density Allows us to determine compact development as compared 
to the city average density. 


Diversity of housing 
types/Affordable Housing 


A neighborhood that includes a portion of the housing at a 
price point under the area median income (AMI). 


Allows us to determine availability of housing for all citizens 
(especially in neighborhoods within walking distance to 
amenities and transit). 


Access to Basic Retail Functions  Allows us to determine if there is a "food desert" within or 
surrounding neighborhoods. 


Neighborhood within 1/4 walking distance of grocery store 
and/or drug store. 


Existence of Neighborhood 
Association 


A neighborhood has an association that will help organize, 
encourage, and management green techniques 
used/completed in neighborhoods. 


Allows us to determine if there is a unified community 
organization that can encourage/make "green" decisions for 
neighborhood. 


Access to healthcare Average travel time from neighborhood to local emergency 
or non-emergency healthcare. 


Allows us to determine availability and access to healthcare 
overall and in the event of a hazard/disaster event. 
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RISK INDICATORS 
Variable Name Definition Meaning 
Environmental Health Risk A neighborhood is at risk for public health concerns, such as 


contaminated water, sewage leaks, etc. and strives to 
prevent such risks in the future (outcome determines the 
prevention techniques). 


Allows us to determine possible future risks to 
neighborhoods, allowing adaptation or risk reduction. 


 
 


LEED-BASED INDICATORS 
Variable Name Definition Meaning 
LEED-certified buildings A neighborhood that is LEED - ND certified or includes LEED 


certified buildings. 
Allows us to determine existing green buildings in 
neighborhoods. 


Preservation or reuse of Historic 
Buildings 


A neighborhood that has at least one historic building and 
renovates historic buildings as opposed to demolition. 


Allows us to determine reused buildings vs. demolition. 


Diversity of Land Uses A neighborhood where 50 percent of housing units are 
within 1/4 mile walking distance of 4 or more distinct land 
uses. 


Allows us to determine access to numerous amenities in a 
neighborhood, leading to the availability of walking as a 
viable transport options. 


 







Proposed Housing Trust Fund Allocation 
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting 


April 6, 2011 
 
 


Committee Action: 
Approve the Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Coalition recommendation on the three categories for the 
FY12 Housing Trust Fund Allocations. 
 


Policy: 
The Housing Trust Fund supports the City’s housing policy to preserve existing housing, expands 
the supply of low and moderate‐income housing and supports family self‐sufficiency, as well as 
the City’s neighborhood revitalization strategy. 
 
Explanation: 
The Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Coalition for Housing Board is charged with overseeing the 
operations and monitoring the performance of the Housing Trust Fund as well as recommend 
funding priorities to the City Council. 
 
On March 28, 2011, the Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Coalition for Housing Board recommended the 
following Housing Trust Fund allocations in three categories of multi‐family housing 
developments. 
 
Funding Category  Allocation  Percentage  Area Median Income 
Tax Credit Set Aside  $4,700,000  29%  60% or Below 
Rapid Acquisition – 
Partnership process 


$3,200,000  20%  30% or Below 


Supportive Housing – 
RFQ/RFP Process 
Permanent Supportive 
Housing ($3.1M) 
Other Supportive 
Housing ($5.2M) 
o HUD Defined Special 


Needs (Elderly, 
Disabled, Homeless, 
etc.) 


o Locally Defined Special 
Needs (TBD) 


$8,300,000  51%  30% or Below 


Total  $16,200,00  100%  
 
Tax Credit Set‐Aside: 


• Funds will be available to developers receiving a North Carolina Housing Finance Agency 
(NCHFA) tax‐credit award for new construction and rehabilitation of multi‐family 
housing developments serving households earning 60% or less of the Area Median 
Income. 







• This allocation would provide local alignment with State supported projects and allow 
for greater local leverage of tax credit awards.  


• Developments must comply with the new Housing Locational Policy. 
• Funds will be made available according to the ranking of NCHFA site score and City of 


Charlotte housing priority. 
 
Rapid Acquisition: 


• Funds would be available to development partners for the rapid acquisition of land and 
multi‐family housing developments for new construction, rehabilitation and 
conversions. 


• Criteria for accessing these funds will be established.  The criteria will be based on the 
overall goals of ending and preventing homelessness. 


 
Supportive Housing – RFP Process: 


• Funds would be available to developers through an RFP/RFQ process for projects that 
further the goals of the Ten‐Year Plan to End and Prevent Homelessness and supports 
the goal of implementing the Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Coalition for Housing Strategy. 


• Funds could be used for new construction and rehabilitation of housing to serve 
homeless or those with special needs, Including the elderly, disabled, homeless or 
HIV/AIDs populations. Supportive housing with services assists households in the 
transition to residential stability.   


• The housing will serve individuals and families with a priority at 30% or less of the AMI.   
• Supportive Housing development funds will be made available through a Request for 


Qualification/Request for Proposal Process. 
• The Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Coalition for Housing will further attempt to identify 


established entities in the community working towards the same goals, and create a 
proactive process to catalyze projects. 


 
Proposed Schedule: 


• May 9, 2011     City Council Consideration for Approval 







• This allocation would provide local alignment with State supported projects and allow 
for greater local leverage of tax credit awards.  


• Developments must comply with the new Housing Locational Policy. 
• Funds will be made available according to the ranking of NCHFA site score and City of 


Charlotte housing priority. 
 
Rapid Acquisition: 


• Funds would be available to development partners for the rapid acquisition of land and 
multi-family housing developments for new construction, rehabilitation and 
conversions. 


• Criteria for accessing these funds will be established.  The criteria will be based on the 
overall goals of ending and preventing homelessness. 


 
Supportive Housing – RFP Process: 


• Funds would be available to developers through an RFP/RFQ process for projects that 
further the goals of the Ten-Year Plan to End and Prevent Homelessness and supports 
the goal of implementing the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Coalition for Housing Strategy. 


• Funds could be used for new construction and rehabilitation of housing to serve 
homeless or those with special needs, Including the elderly, disabled, homeless or 
HIV/AIDs populations. Supportive housing with services assists households in the 
transition to residential stability.   


• The housing will serve individuals and families with a priority at 30% or less of the AMI.  
• Supportive Housing development funds will be made available through a Request for 


Qualification/Request for Proposal Process. 
• The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Coalition for Housing will further attempt to identify 


established entities in the community working towards the same goals, and create a 
proactive process to catalyze projects. 


 
Proposed Schedule: 


• May 9, 2011   City Council Consideration for Approval 







Inclusionary Housing Policies Including Incentives 
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting 


April 6, 2011 
 
 


Committee Action: 
No Committee action is requested. 
 


Explanation: 
Neighborhood & Business Services staff will begin the discussion on Inclusionary Housing 
Policies, including incentives.  Staff will share information from the Housing Charlotte 2007 
Incentive‐Based Inclusionary Housing Policy Subcommittee and information from other cities 
about Inclusionary Housing programs.  Staff will seek Committee guidance on a schedule for 
continuing discussion of the policies and additional information needed by Committee 
members. 







Recommendations from The Final Report from the Housing Charlotte 2007 Implementation Committee 
 


 
Education, Outreach and Advocacy Subcommittee  


Recommendation Status & Next Steps 
1 Conduct a comprehensive survey to be completed of the Charlotte community to explore 


knowledge and attitudes towards affordable housing. 
The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Coalition for Housing – Community 
Engagement and Advocacy Committee is partnering with the National 
Alliance To End Homelessness’ Center for Capacity Building to add 
questions to their Community Leaders and Executive Directors Survey 
to explore the Charlotte community’s attitudes towards affordable 
housing. 


2 Establish an Affordable Housing Information Program to address the diverse cultural and 
language make-up of Charlotte today. 


The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Coalition for Housing – Community 
Engagement and Advocacy Committee is currently working on 
partnerships to execute a plan for community support; increasing 
public awareness and fostering larger community-wide commitment 
for executing the 10-Year Plan. 


Acquisition Strategy Subcommittee  
Recommendation Status & Next Steps 


1 Obtain land near public schools for affordable housing by executing long term land leases for 
excess land owned by Charlotte Mecklenburg School. 


The City and the County have similar authority to sell or lease real 
property for the purpose of low income housing and would not need 
enabling legislation.  However, the Charlotte-Mecklenburg School 
System does not have the authority to do so and would require State 
enabling legislation. 


2 Replace the existing Housing Locational Policy with site selection criteria that broaden and 
better defines City policies and standards for identifying and selection sites for the 
development of sound affordable housing. 


On March 28, 2011, City Council will be asked to approve a revised 
Housing Locational Policy.  Site selection criteria (i.e.; proximity to 
amenities such as medical, grocery stores and transportation) is 
considered and included in the Housing Trust Fund Evaluation Criteria. 


Dedicated Funding Source Committee 
Recommendation Status & Next Steps 


1 City Council should set aside sufficient funds to annually provide $10 million in capital funding 
for affordable housing. 


Council direction would be required to provide additional capital 
funding for affordable housing. 


2 Appoint a task force to study using interest earned from Property Managers/Realtor 
Residential Rental Security Deposit Accounts to assist extremely low-income households with 
rental deposits. 


Council direction would be required for further study. 


Rental Housing Subcommittee  
Recommendation Status & Next Steps 


1 Create a local subsidy program that provides rental assistance to families who have income 
less that 24% of the Area Median Income (AMI.) The program is targeted towards existing 
vacant, market rate apartment units. 


Council direction would be required for further study. 


Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing Policy Subcommittee  
Recommendation Status & Next Steps 


1 Develop a voluntary single-family zoning density bonus program. State enabling legislation is required. 
 
 







Recommendations from The Final Report from the Housing Charlotte 2007 Implementation Committee 
 


 
2 Amend current zoning ordinance to expand accessory use ordinance to allow non-relatives to 


occupy accessory dwelling units (ADU’s). 
No State enabling legislation is required. 
- Council direction would be required for further study and text 


amendment(s) to the Zoning Ordinance.  


3 Amend zoning ordinance to allow duplex units on any lot (not just corner lots) if it meets 
current standards (e.g. lot size at 1.5 times base zoning requirement). 


No State enabling legislation is required. 
- Council direction would be required for further study and text 


amendment(s) to the Zoning Ordinance. 


4 Create a local rent subsidy program which (1) uses an existing landlord’s lease in non-tax 
credit projects, (2) carefully prescreens families to give priority to those with the highest 
likelihood of becoming self-sufficient, (3) pays a monthly rent subsidy payment equal to the 
difference between what a selected family can afford to pay based on 30% of its gross income 
and a fair rental value and (4) combines an appropriate social service component having the 
goal of moving the family toward self-sufficiency in housing.  The subsidy would apply to 
citizens earning 60% or less of the AMI. 


No State enabling legislation is required. 
- The City contributes approximately $500,000m annually to the 


Workforce Initiative for Supportive Housing (WISH) Program and 
Crisis Assistance Ministries.  The WISH program is a collaborative 
solution designed to eliminate homelessness by rapidly re-housing 
homeless working families in safe and decent vacant apartments 
and empowering them with extensive relationship-oriented 
supportive services to become self-sufficient.  Core supportive 
services include a rental subsidy, a match with a Master’s level 
social worker, a match with the faith-based volunteers and 
rewards for steps made toward self-sufficiency. 


5 Increase the Charlotte Housing Trust Fund commitments for projects competing for the 9% 
federal low income housing tax credit. 


No State enabling state legislation is required. 
- Currently being considered by Charlotte-Mecklenburg Coalition for 


Housing as a revision to the Housing Trust Fund allocation process. 


6 Lobby the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency (NCHFA) for changes to its Qualified 
Application Process (QAP) to allow urban projects to rate higher scores in the low-income 
housing tax credit allocation process 


Staff is currently engaged in on-going discussions with the North 
Carolina Housing Finance Agency regarding changes to the Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credit Qualified Allocation Plan. 


7 Develop a program that makes available sites which are owned or acquired by the city, the 
county or the school board including any which are acquired under the recommendations of 
the land acquisition subcommittee, available to affordable multi- family housing developers 
at a reduced cost in exchange for fifteen (15) year affordability restrictive covenants modeled 
upon the standard covenants now applicable to tax credit projects.  The amount of discount, 
if any, would be established by a policy to be administered by the city or other appropriate 
agency and designed, to the extent feasible, to reduce land costs enough to offset the 
revenue loss resulting from the affordable units such that the return on costs for this project 
with affordable units would roughly equate to the same return on costs for a similar sized 
market rate project that bore full market rate land costs. 


The City and the County have similar authority to sell or lease real 
property for the purpose of low income housing and would not need 
enabling legislation.  However, the Charlotte-Mecklenburg School 
System does not have the authority to do so and would require State 
enabling legislation. 
 


8 Extend the recently enacted tax assessment rules for tax credit properties to affordable 
properties that are not tax credit supported. 
 


The General Assembly has the exclusive authority to make changes to 
the tax system.  Any change in the assessment method would require 
the General Assembly’s approval. 


9 Perform further study and analysis on the following policy ideas: 
a) Consider revising Zoning Ordinance(s) to allow a mixture of residential housing types 


within a new development (without exceeding base density and being consistent 
with the design standards of the voluntary density bonus program) in order to 
promote product and geographic dispersion of rental and for-sale housing choices. 


 
No State enabling legislation is required. 
- Council direction would be required for further study of 


recommendations 9a – 9c, and text amendment(s) to the Zoning 
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b) Consider revising Zoning Ordinance(s) to allow live/work units to be built by right on 
thoroughfares in order to promote product and geographic dispersion of rental and 
for-sale housing choices.   


 
c) Consider revising Zoning Ordinance(s) to eliminate or modify buffers between 


different housing types, like single family and multi-family, within a new 
development in order to remove an Ordinance barrier to implementation of 
Recommendation #1.   
 


d) Consider City loans for creation of Affordable Dwelling Units that are forgiven if they 
are maintained affordable for a specified number of years in order to promote the 
dispersion of affordable rentals throughout the city while removing the 
development difficulties detailed in the multi-family development discussion on 
page 1. 
 


e) Consider City loans for creation of affordable duplex units that are forgiven if they 
are maintained affordable for a specified number of years in order to promote the 
dispersion of affordable rentals throughout the city while removing the 
development difficulties detailed in the multi-family development discussion on 
page 1. 


 
f)  Establish and fund an aggressive acquisition program for existing multi-family 


apartments which are currently in financial difficulty or underutilized. 
 
 


g) Engage a third party to undertake a thorough review of all city planning zoning and 
related policies  to isolate those that seem to impede affordable housing production 
so that a public debate can be had as to whether the underlying purpose of the 
policy should be allowed to outweigh the need for affordable housing production 


Ordinance would be required. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No State enabling legislation is required. 
- Council direction would be required for further study of 


recommendations 9d and 9e. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Currently being considered by Charlotte-Mecklenburg Coalition for 
Housing as a revision to the process for the Housing Trust Fund 
allocation process. 
 
While the City has not engaged a third party review, the Housing & 
Neighborhood Development Committee began a comprehensive 
review of the City’s Housing Policies in March 2009.  As a result of the 
review staff is recommending a revised Housing Locational Policy to 
City Council for consideration on March 28, 2010.  The next steps 
include a review of: 
- The Assisted Housing at Transit Station Areas Policy, and 
- Inclusionary Housing Policies 
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