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INFORMATION: 
 
Streetcar Starter Project Construction Update 
Staff Resource: Tonia Wimberly, E&PM, 704-353-1931, twimberly@charlottenc.gov 
 
The City issued a Notice to Proceed (NTP) to the contractor for the Streetcar Starter Project on 
December 31, 2012. Since then, the contractor has been performing preliminary tasks, 
including submittal requests for material approvals to the City and ordering construction 
materials. The contractor has now established the project field office and yard, completed 
survey control work, begun survey construction staking, removed the existing traction power 
substations for renovations, installed Advanced Warning Traffic Control devices and completed 
job site tree removal.  
 
The contractor will continue with construction staking while final utility relocations are being 
performed.  Weather permitting, the contractor anticipates demolition and other site work to 
begin by the end of February. Any work around the Arena area will not begin until after the 
CIAA tournament.     
 
Private utility companies will be working on the corridor between Alexander Street and Kings 
Drive until after the CIAA tournament when they will begin working in the Arena area. 
 
February 26 – Mayor’s Youth Employment Program Career Discovery Day “Business of 
Football” 
 Staff Resource: Dawn Hill, N&BS, 704-336-4445, dhill@charlottenc.gov  
 
Council is invited to join the Carolina Panthers and the Mayor’s Youth Employment Program 
(MYEP) for the Career Discovery Day “Business of Football” event on Tuesday, February 26. The 
event will take place at Bank of America Stadium from 9:00 a.m. -1:30 p.m. Mayor Foxx will 
provide a welcome to the participants at 9:30 a.m. 
 


The first in a series of Career Discovery Days, the “Business of Football” event will provide MYEP 
participants with knowledge of career opportunities outside of traditional athlete roles. The 
Carolina Panther organization will provide access to all areas of their business operations 
including, finance, ticketing, legal, public relations and marketing.   


Career Discovery Days provide an opportunity for MYEP participants to enhance their 
knowledge through innovative career exploration in various fields. The “Business of Football” 
event will complement the students’ classroom work with curriculum-based learning in a fun 
setting. Students will receive a curriculum created by Junior Achievement to prepare for the 
Career Discovery Day. Modules such as statistical and salary cap data will help students utilize 
math skils.  
 
Career Discovery Days enable the City to partner with organizations and allow qualified 
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program participants to interact with industry representatives in a hands-on career pathway 
learning environment.  


MYEP is partnering with CMS to provide this opportunity to 300 youth from 14 area schools.  


 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
January 7 Economic Development Committee Summary (see “ED Summary 010713.pdf”) 
 
January 22 Environment Committee Summary (see “ED Summary 012213.pdf”) 
 
January 30 Transportation and Planning Committee Summary (see “TAP Summary 
013013.pdf”) 
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 COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS  
 
I. Subject: City-County Community Sustainability Plan 


Action: None 
 
II. Subject: FY2014 Environment Focus Area Plan  
 Action:            None   
 
   


COMMITTEE INFORMATION  
 
Present: John Autry, David Howard and Beth Pickering  
Time:   3:00 p.m. to 4:05 p.m. 
 


ATTACHMENTS 
1. Agenda Package 
2. Developing a Community Plan Handout 


 
 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS   
 
 


Committee Discussion: 
 


Committee Chair John Autry welcomed everyone to the meeting and asked those around the 
table to introduce themselves. He decided to do agenda item two while they wait for Council 
member Howard to arrive. He then turned it over to Assistant City Manager Ruffin Hall. 


 
I. FY2014 Environment Focus Area Plan 


 
Hall:  In your packets you received your current FY13 Focus Area Plan. You will discuss 
concepts for consideration at your Council Retreat in February. There will be mid-year 
accomplishments for you to look at in your Retreat materials. After your February retreat, it goes 
back to Committees to start talking about how you are going to propose the FY14 Focus Area 
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Plans. The Committee will make recommendations for all five of the focus areas for Council to 
consider for adoption in April in time to be included in the Manager’s recommended budget.   
 
Autry:  Are we on track with the target of increasing the landfill diversion rate from 25% to 35% 
by 2015?  
 
Michelle Moore: Right now we are at 29%.  That is due to increase in yard waste during the leaf 
season. In fact, that is an aggressive goal for us. We are looking at starting some other programs 
to push that number up. 
 
Autry: Can we consider a compost program to accelerate that number so that organic mass is not 
going into the land fill? 
 
Moore: That would be one way. 
 
Autry: What would be the process to get that baked in to the Focus Area Plan or would that need 
a directive from Council to begin research on what that means as far as costs and benefits? 
 
Hall: You could propose that in your FY14 Focus Area Plan, which will come after the retreat. 
That is an example of the kinds of things that you may want to choose to talk about as concepts 
to put on the table for the next plan. You can do that at the retreat or you can do it during 
Committee meetings following the retreat. 
 
Autry: Could that be an initiative in the sustainability plan? 
 
Phocas: Yes.  
 
(Council member David Howard arrived) 
 
Hall: A composting program is a pretty specific operational service and normally wouldn’t rise 
to the level of being specifically written in the Focus Area Plan, but it could be included in some 
of the initiatives that help support this goal and we could bring that up as part of the discussion 
during the budget process. You can get pros and cons, what the service would look like, what it 
would cost and that can get incorporated into the budget process as a service level change. 
 
Pickering: For the first target regarding making 95% rezoning decisions, help me understand that 
a little better. 
 
Hall: My interpretation of that is sometimes there could be staff recommendations related to 
changes that aren’t specifically in an Area Plan. So, not every rezoning petition falls within an 
Area Plan. This is saying that 95% of your rezoning petitions are consistent with an Area Plan or 
a staff recommendation.  
 
Pickering: Seems like we are seeing so many zoning petitions that say “inconsistent with the 
Plan, but in line with the general intent of the Plan.” 
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Howard: To me, the better framework is to be around the Centers, Corridors, and Wedges.  It 
wouldn’t replace the Area Plan, but it would be nice to see some language in here about Centers, 
Corridors and Wedges. That is what we are focusing on right now, more than just the policies. 
 
Garet Johnson: Area Plans provide the more specific direction that the Centers, Corridors, and 
Wedges refer to. The Area Plans actually get down into having some environmental 
recommendations which is what we were trying to get at in this document, to point out that these 
Plans do have the environmental component. In the Transportation and Planning Focus Area 
Plan, we have a tie back to Centers, Corridors, and Wedges that kind of fits here too. We could 
play with the language so you can see that reference here as well. 
 
Howard: I’d suggest you play that up. The best environmental policy we have overall is Centers, 
Corridors, and Wedges, which is to push growth where we have infrastructure in place already. If 
it mimics Transportation and Planning, I think that is a good thing.  
 
Johnson: It references walkability in the Transportation & Planning Focus Area Plan. 
 
Autry: On page 2, one measure is to maintain a safe and adequate drinking water supply for the 
community. We understand there are some challenges with the funding of the Clean Water 
Management Trust Fund. I’m looking for a strategy on how to address that since it’s not part of 
our legislative agenda. 
 
Hall: There is an element of your legislative agenda that talks about watch lists. Some of the 
things that will come up in the legislative session are impossible to predict and that is one that 
comes to mind. We didn’t anticipate that. There are items that Dana Fenton is paying special 
attention to. It is clear that we need to do everything we can as part of your advocacy at the 
League of Municipality level and the city level to comment on that. 
 
Howard: In this situation there is an immediate need to show support while budgets are being put 
in place. It was suggested that other than doing a resolution, we do a letter of support. Does that 
help the cause? I want to be respectful of the fact that the Governmental Affairs Committee did 
their process and has already been voted on what’s going forward. What can we do to continue to 
show leadership? What I heard from Dana was that we definitely plan to push it with the League 
on Thursday at the Advocacy Goals meeting.  
 
Hall: That will likely be one of the advocacy pieces that comes up while there. We will be able to 
get some cues off that discussion that will help guide us. It’s going to impact cities across the 
state. 
 
Autry: Regarding the target that talks about using the Green Neighborhood Assessment Tool, are 
you we using this tool? 
 
Phocas: That is the Quality of Life Study. From the time that this was written to now, the name 
has changed so yes, we are doing that. 
 
Pickering: For the water safety, in the Community Sustainability Plan and developing 
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measurable goals, I’m wondering if we want to put some kind of measurable goal with the 
drinking water. Do we attach numbers to this in any kind of way? 
 
Hall: You will be getting the mid-year update in your February retreat materials on all of these 
measures. That will guide you to decide if you want to modify those goals or targets going into 
next year.  
 
Phocas: We did, at one point, have percentages in here for some other targets, but it was decided 
this would be a broader approach for Focus Area Plans rather than getting down into the weeds 
of things. 
 
Howard: What if we just put some percentage point from the year before? Is the target just to 
maintain every year or are we trying to grow it some kind of way? 
 
Gullet: That particular goal is related to drinking water specifically and at this point today, we 
aren’t pushing the envelope in terms of availability, but long term, we are. So, the purpose of the 
goal is to be sure we continue to do that long-term planning so we don’t get to a point it’s an 
issue. We can put a percentage on it, but it won’t have a whole lot of meaning or significance 
today. It has more meaning in the context of 25 years from now.  
 
Howard: We do these year to year and there is no place to capture long term goals or am I 
missing that somewhere? 
 
Hall: The Focus Area Plans are intended to have a 5-year perspective.  
 
Howard: But it would be nice to capture what Mr. Gullet just said in some kind of way. We 
should say “this is what we are working towards.” 
 
Autry: This is a bench mark to go back and review every 2 years to see what kind of progress we 
are or are not making. As you talk about the long-term demands for drinking water, this seems to 
dovetail into the Clean Water Management Trust Fund.  That is how a lot of the forward 
planning is funded. There will be challenges for us if the CWMTF is slashed.  
 
Howard: If we put some kind of aspirational things and not necessarily quantifiable from year to 
year, it would be nice to capture some of that. 
 
Hall: Some of the Committees have used the narrative as a way of being aspirational and we can 
look at that as well. 
 
Autry: Thanks for the discussion. Let’s move on to the Community Sustainability Plan. 
 
II. City-County Community Sustainability Plan 
 
Mr. Phocas stated that last time we were here, ICMA gave us their recommendation on the 
feasibility of developing a sustainability plan. They recommended that we move forward with 
developing a community wide plan that focuses on the three pillars of environment, economy, 
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and society. They recommended that we do something specific to Mecklenburg County. City and 
County staff has held several meetings to continue the discussions and figure out our path 
forward. In particular, we made a concerted effort to get Neighborhood & Business Services 
involved because that is where the Quality of Life Study is housed. This is a multi-year process 
that works on the development of a vision and plan, but also the implementation of that plan and 
the measurement and verification of the work that we outline under the plan. 
 
We do not have a final recommendation today, but are presenting our conceptual framework for 
your consideration and to give us feedback on so we can come back with a final plan and a more 
accurate timeline.   
 
Mr. Phocas reviewed and described the “Developing a Community Plan” slide (copy attached). 
He discussed the 8 Dimensions under the Quality of Life Study and the robust community 
engagement. 
 
Howard: Is environment and economics defined the same way? It would be interesting to get a 
presentation in this Committee about the Quality of Life Study so we can figure out exactly what 
they are measuring. Are they intended to be the same thing? Then that leads you to the social 
part and what measures go into that. 
 
Phocas: Before we came to this meeting, I sat down with the variables under those 8 dimensions 
and when you look at some of them, they don’t match up and they might not be included. Part of 
our process would be taking a much closer look at those and figuring out which ones do line up 
and what we need to add. That would be part of the process going forward and part of the 
community engagement. The Quality of Life Study is not a stagnant document and we need to 
figure out how to work with them to make these variables make the most sense for Mecklenburg 
County. 
 
Pickering: Is the full Council scheduled to get a presentation on the Quality of Life Study? 
 
Tom Warshauer: We did a presentation for you all and we can do another one now that it’s come 
out. We are going to be doing other presentations to city staff and agencies in early February and 
we are developing a series of about eight public meetings throughout the community.  
 
Pickering: I thought we were going to see something once the Quality of Life study was actually 
released.  
 
Autry: Maybe in one of our Council Workshops. 
 
Warshauer: We will get that scheduled. 
 
Howard: How difficult is it to add and change to this? 
 
Warshauer: We know that this document will continue to morph and change and we want this to 
be a living document that continues to receive input from the community and continues to look 
for new data sources as they become available to us. We can get to a lot of the society factors 
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listed her. One of the great things about the Quality of Life report is it can help us measure equity 
because it looks at neighborhoods and that is what the society piece is all about; are you lifting 
the boat for everyone. Some variables will have to be community wide and we can’t collect data 
at the community level. The Quality of Life study would be a component of the Community 
Sustainability Plan, but would have to be supplemented by other things as well. 
 
Mr. Phocas continued discussing and reviewing the visioning/framework and Action Plan for 
this. They will hold community and town meetings. They want to use the advances in social 
media and the internet to inform the community and solicit feedback. The County has purchased 
a new platform, Granicus, which will also be used. 
 
Heidi Pruess stated that the County purchased Granicus which has a citizen participation suite 
that allows for a variety of different ways in which citizens can engage. If citizens are not able to 
come to a town hall meeting or can’t engage in a workgroup they can engage online. This tool 
will allow for posting agendas, meeting minutes, etc. but it will also allow for interaction back 
and forth; like input of ideas and input into each of the individual workgroups as they progress 
along. They will be able to see if their ideas were voted up or down.   
 
Mr. Phocas described the idea of convening workgroups around the dimensions of the Quality of 
Life Study; this would be citizens, representatives of businesses in the community, social groups 
in the community and would really be the specialists of those areas. He stated that they would 
like to hire a consultant to work with the City and County staff to assist with the facilitation and 
development of the vision framework and the action plan. There will also need to be a full time 
project manager and some additional time from staff for the outreach and communication piece.  
Mr. Phocas discussed the timeline and believes it is realistic and he recognizes there are others 
that may disagree.  
 
Howard: I’d like a better understanding of what the costs are and where that would live. You talk 
about a full time person and I would like a better understanding of what their role will be within 
using the Quality of Life Study for measurements. Also a little more definition on the timetable 
is needed. It says 2014, but is that the beginning or end of 2014? 
 
Autry: I’m concerned about the timeframe. We started this process last year. By the time we get 
to 2014 and go to Council with an action plan they may have forgotten what this is all about. As 
you start to go through the timeframe, please look for opportunities to accelerate it.  
 
Howard: Could you be ready by the Council Retreat next year? 
 
Phocas: In terms of the framework or the actual plan? 
 
Howard: Well actually you probably have a little bit more time than the retreat. You have until 
the Focus Area Plans have to be approved, which is April after the Retreat. So, if you want to 
incorporate some of what you found into what our goals are going forward, then you want to get 
in front of this document.  
 
Autry: Have we looked at how long it took other municipalities to achieve this? 
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Phocas: Yes. It varied, but it took some to two years to do, especially ones that were doing full 
blown plans. The public engagement piece is the hard part; pulling together meetings, getting 
meaningful participation and input is the challenge. 
 
Howard: And it hasn’t even been approved by Council yet. That is another month away. How 
does this play with the requirement of the Environmental Coordinating Policy Committee and 
them reporting every two years to the County Commissioners? 
 
Pruess: This Community Plan will be much broader than just the environment. The 
Environmental Coordinating Policy Committee for the County could provide feedback on the 
environmental component. It wouldn’t replace this effort. 
 
Howard: Why not roll that old process into this so you don’t have both. Have you thought about 
going back to the Commissioners and suggesting it be a sustainability report every 2 years that 
would include environment parts? 
 
Pruess: I would project that if we chose to go down this path, that it won’t just be the 
Environmental Coordinating Policy Committee’s work that will be modified. There are probably 
other citizen advisory groups that could benefit from realigning their objectives and targets with 
what comes into a community plan. 
 
Howard: That is a good point. Are we looking at our Council committees and how they might 
realign around this? 
 
Phocas: We have had preliminary discussions but have not done a deep dive yet. If we do move 
forward we will have to look at that. 
 
Pickering: So how long are you envisioning for the community engagement piece? 
 
Phocas: We had thought 6 months to a year. It depends on the level of engagement that we want.  
Do we want two town hall meetings or do we want ten town hall meetings? How long do we 
want to give the workgroups to work through this? Extensive community engagement will take 
longer. 
 
Pickering: We definitely want the Granicus software up and running before we start the 
community meetings so additional people can participate. What role exactly does the consultant 
play and how much do we anticipate paying them? How long do we anticipate it will take this 
consultant? 
 
Phocas: One of the roles we saw them undertaking was the communication piece. Having the 
County software really helps us out with that and will help on saving money. We see them 
helping facilitate the meetings, structure the meetings and put the communication outreach plan 
together. We see them having a coordination role and ultimately sitting down with stakeholders 
and workgroups to write the plan to help us come up with goals and measures and a vehicle for 
how we will measure and verify we are reaching our goals. Originally, for the cost we were 
looking at $200,000 for one year. 







 


Environment Committee 
Meeting Summary for January 22, 2013 
Page 8 
  
 


 
Pruess: It really depends on the level of the workgroup effort.  
 
Autry: Thank you everyone for the great meeting. We look forward to more detail next time. 
 
Adjourned at 4:00 p.m. 
 







   
   


  


 
Environment Committee 


Tuesday, January 22 at 3:00 p.m. 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center 


Room 280 
 
Committee Members: John Autry, Chair 


Claire Fallon, Vice Chair 
Beth Pickering 
Andy Dulin 
David Howard 


 
Staff Resources:  Ruffin Hall 
  


AGENDA 
 
 
 


I. City-County Community Sustainability Plan 
Staff Resource:  Rob Phocas, Energy and Sustainability Manager  


Staff will update the Committee on progress it has made since November and 
present a conceptual framework of a Community Sustainability Plan for the 
Committee’s consideration.  No action will be required. 
 
 


II. FY2014 Environment Focus Area Plan 
Staff Resource:  Ruffin Hall 
 
Review of the FY2013 Focus Area Plan in preparation for Council discussion at 
the February Retreat. 
Attachment: FY13 Environment Focus Area Plan 


 
III. Next Meeting:  February 18 at 3:00 p.m. 


 
 
 


 
 
 


 
 
 
 
Distribution:         Mayor/City Council                  Julie Burch, Interim City Manager                      Leadership Team   
                             Bob Hagemann                          Stephanie Kelly                                                   Environmental Cabinet 
 


Attachments:  For Information Only 
Keep Charlotte Beautiful Committee FY12 Annual Report 
Waste Management Advisory Board FY12 Annual Report 
Charlotte Tree Advisory Commission FY12 Annual Report 
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“Charlotte will become a national leader in 
environmental sustainability, preserving 
our natural resources while balancing 
growth with sound fiscal policy.” 
 


 
The City of Charlotte recognizes that environmental stewardship is fundamentally 
important to quality of life and essential to maintaining a vibrant economy.  
Protecting our natural resources, promoting conservation, and improving the 
environment all enhance the City’s mission to preserve the quality of life of its 
citizens. 
 
Charlotte will become a national leader in environmental sustainability by: 


• Promoting and participating in the development of an environmentally 
sustainable community; 


• Leading by example by practicing environmental stewardship in City 
operations and facilities; 


• Seeking and supporting collaborative and regional solutions to environmental 
problems; 


• Facilitating the growth of the clean energy industry, including the alternative 
energy sector.  


 
Specific initiatives in the Economic Development and Transportation Focus Area Plans 
(FAP) relate directly to Charlotte’s environmental goals. The Economic Development 
FAP includes an initiative to grow and retain businesses in several industry sectors, 
including the energy/environmental sector. The Transportation FAP includes an 
initiative for enhancing multi-modal mobility, with measures such as reducing vehicle 
miles travelled and increasing access to public transit. 
 


Focus Area 
Initiative Measure FY2011 


Actual 
FY2013  
Target 


Promote and 
participate in the 
development of a 


sustainable 
community 


 
 
 
 


Make land use decisions 
consistent with adopted 


plans and policies 
95.2% 


Make 95% rezoning decisions 
consistent with area plans 


and/or staff recommendations, 
which incorporate 


environmentally sensitive site 
design components 


Reduce residential waste 
New 


Target in 
FY2013 


 
Increase the landfill diversion 


rate from 25% to 35% by 2015 
 


Maintain a significant and 
healthy tree canopy 


New 
Target in 
FY2013 


 
Refine and implement 


strategies to achieve 50% tree 
canopy coverage by 2050 


 
 


FY2013 Strategic Focus Area Plan 
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Focus Area 
Initiative Measure FY2011 


Actual 
FY2013  
Target 


Promote and 
participate in the 
development of a 


sustainable 
community 


 


Maintain a safe and 
adequate drinking water 
supply for the community 


Achieved 


 
Continue a leadership role in 


regional water resources 
planning by working with the 


Catawba-Wateree Management 
Group to complete Phase 2 of 


the Basin-wide water plan 
 


Continue the positive trend 
in community reductions of 


emissions that result in 
ozone 


New 
Target in 
FY2013 


Realize reduced three-year 
average ozone readings at 


monitors used for air quality 
attainment purposes 


Reduce impacts to air, 
water, waste, energy and 
trees through community 


engagement 


New 
Target in 
FY2013 


Determine baseline conditions 
using the Green Neighborhood 
Assessment Tool in order to 


establish community goals for 
environmental sustainability 


Lead by example 
by practicing 


environmental 
stewardship in city 


operations and 
facilities 


Reduce energy use  Achieved 


Maintain energy use practices 
so that City facilities compare 


favorably with available 
benchmark information in the 


South Atlantic region 


Reduce stormwater pollution  
New 


Target in 
FY2013 


Develop and implement plans 
for stormwater management 


practices  


Reduce air pollution 
emissions and improve fuel 
economy for the City’s fleet 


New 
Target in 
FY2013 


 
Continue to evaluate and field 


test alternative fuel vehicles for 
potential expansion in the fleet 


 


Seek and support 
collaborative and 
regional solutions 
to environmental 


problems 


Collaborate and participate 
in public and private sector 
partnerships to positively 
impact air quality, energy 
efficiency, water resources 


and reduction of waste 


Achieved 


Continue work with partners 
such as CONNECT Consortium, 
Envision Charlotte and public 


and private entities 


Leverage increased 
public/private partnership 
opportunities in support of 
the Democratic National 


Convention 


New 
Target in 
FY2013 


Include legacy infrastructure in 
City’s energy and 


environmental  initiatives 


Facilitate the 
growth of the clean 


energy industry, 
including the 


alternative energy 
sector 


Work with partners through 
the Charlotte Regional 


Partnership’s Energy Capital 
Project to attract and grow 
the clean energy industry 


sectors in Charlotte 


New 
Target in 
FY2013 


Participate on the Industry 
Advisory Board to further goals 


of the City and New Energy 
Capital 


 







   
     


 
M E M O R A N D U M 


FROM THE 
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 


 
 
DATE:  November 29, 2012 
TO: City Council    
FROM:  Stephanie C. Kelly, CMC, City Clerk 
SUBJECT:  Attached Annual Reports: Keep Charlotte Beautiful Committee  
   and Waste Management Advisory Board  
 
The attached reports of the Keep Charlotte Beautiful Committee and the Waste 
Management Advisory Board are 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.   
 


 
 































 
MECKLENBURG COUNTY 


Land Use & Environmental Services Agency 
Solid Waste 


Waste Management Advisory Board 
Role and Accomplishments in 2012 


 
The role of the Waste Management Advisory Board (WMAB) is to provide citizen 
input and advice on solid waste management issues facing the County. The WMAB 
assists in the development of the County's ten‐year solid waste management plan, 
considers and recommends waste reduction, recycling and final disposal strategies, 
reviews capital and operating budgets, and provides recommendations to the BOCC 
on the selection of consultants and contracts for solid waste projects.  The WMAB 
also hears appeals for exemptions from the Residential Solid Waste Fee levied by 
the County and for violations and penalties assessed under the County's Mandatory 
Commercial Source Separation Ordinance. All meeting minutes are available by 
request. 
 


The WM ents in 2012 include: AB’s program involvement and accomplishm


• 2012 Events / WMAB Member Participation: 
 


o Earth Day 
ring Show 


o cycling Program (season long recycling event) 
o Southern Sp


o 
Panthers Tailgate Re


p 
o 


 


Booty Loo


o 
CMC Recycling Pilot 


o 
Tarp Day 


o 
Mulitiple Great American Cleanup events  
Wipe Out Waste Ambassador Program 


rds Shredding Events o America’s Recycle’s Day Reco


• Other D
 
ecisions / Accomplishments 


o Elected Steve Pepper to serve as Vice Chair, succeeding Allison 
Warren 


o ry Appointed Chris Capellini to serve as the Foxhole Landfill Adviso


o 
Council Chair 
Appointed Lisa Rudisill to the Foxhole Landfill Advisory Council 


o cling 
ll 


Throughout the year, the Board held meetings at: Metrolina Recy
Facility; Speedway Landfill; Compost Central; and Foxhole Landfi


he FY 2013 Operating o Reviewed and recommended adoption of t
Budget for Solid Waste 


   



http://www.charmeck.org/NR/rdonlyres/ejsp7q4mrupw32drqmvxzvdw25gaezaot672o3rvmf4qzzirh6efpdbxrmr6lz4ku74rlm5ji4zuadpwmly73pn7drg/Final2009SWMP62309.pdf





o Reviewed the current Bylaws for the WMAB and recommended 
 changes to better address conflicts of interest.  The proposed


revisions were approved by the BOCC 
o Participated in the selection of new marketing company for 


Mecklenburg County Solid Waste Services 
o Formed a Steering Committee consisting of WMAB members, Staff and 


Municipalities to guide the development of the new Solid Waste 
Management Plan 


o  Provided input into the development of the Solid Waste Management
Plan through the Charrette process used for public input 


o Recommended the adoption of the Solid Waste Management Plan to 
the Board of County Commissioners which was approved in July 2012 


o  Elected Ollie Frazier to succeed Steve Pepper as Vice Chair when Steve
was appointed Chair by the BOCC 


o Re‐evaluated and reorganized the Standing Committees of the WMAB 
to better align with Solid Waste Management Plan implementation 







   
     


 
M E M O R A N D U M 


FROM THE 
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 


 
 
DATE:  January 10, 2013 
TO: Environment Council Committee Members 
FROM:  Stephanie C. Kelly, CMC, City Clerk 
SUBJECT:  Attached Annual Report:  Charlotte Tree Advisory Commission 
    
The attached report of the Charlotte Tree Advisory Commission 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.  A copy of the report is also being sent to 
the full Council in the Wednesday packet being sent out on November 30th. 
 
If you have questions or comments for the board, please convey those to staff support 
for a response and/or follow-up. 
 


 







 
 


CITY OF CHARLOTTE 
CHARLOTTE TREE ADVISORY COMMISSION 


 
DATE:  January 3, 2013 
TO: Charlotte City Council 
FROM: Donald McSween, City Arborist 
 
RE:  2012 Report to City Council  
 
History of Charlotte Tree Advisory Commission 
 The first meeting of the Charlotte Tree Commission was on February 8, 1956. Due to the lack of 
funding, the Commission disbanded a year later. In December 1971 the “Charlotte Tree Advisory 
Commission” (CTAC) was restored. It met for the first time on January 4, 1972. CTAC has been 
meeting on a regular basis since that time. The current Commission has 12 members (10 elected and 2 
ex-officio).  
Purpose of the Charlotte Tree Advisory Commission 
 The purpose of CTAC is to give advice to the City Council and City Manager regarding 
Charlotte’s tree canopy. It is also tasked with ruling on Appeals to the enforcement of the Tree 
Ordinance (Chapter 21 of the City Code). The Commission considers the education of citizens and 
elected officials regarding our tree canopy to be one of its tasks. 
Members, Meeting Time, Meeting Place 
 The current members of the Charlotte Tree Advisory Commission are: 
 Fred Dodson     James Cochran 
Ann Macon-Ellis    Debra Glennon 
Matthew McLaren (Vice-Chairman)  Janet Nelson 
Susan Tompkins    Carrie Winter (Chairwoman) 
Joe Zuyus 
Tom Johnson (Ex-officio)   Donald McSween (Ex-officio) 
 The Commission meets the third Tuesday of each month in Room 266 of the Charlotte-
Mecklenburg Government Center at 5:00PM. 
Accomplishments and Events  


• The CTAC members celebrated Arbor Day in March of this year at Westerly Hills Elementary School at 
4420 Denver Ave.  


• For 2012, the Tree Advisory Commission heard no requests for variances and one appeal from Planet 
Suzuki. In the sole appeal, the Commission issued a modified decision in favor of the Urban Forestry 
staff. Additionally, there were no appeals to the Mecklenburg County Superior Court from decisions of 
the Tree Advisory Commission in 2012. 


• The City of Charlotte was awarded “Tree City USA” status for the 32st year in a row. 
 
Future Projects 


• Review rules set forth in the Tree Ordinance to ensure standards of planting and preservation are being 
met.  


• Further public education and outreach efforts regarding planting and preservation issues within the city. 
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COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 
 
 
 


I. Subject:  SBO Program Revisions 
      Action:  Staff will seek input from the Committee on the preferred definition of “actively doing  
      business” with regard to the standard that will apply for Minority & Women Owned Businesses  
      (MWBEs) to be counted toward MWBE goals under the City’s revised SBO Program. 


 
II.       Subject:  FY14 ED Focus Area Plan  


Action:   Review of FY2013 Focus Area Plan in preparation for Council discussion at the 
February Retreat. 


 
III. Capital Investment Plan 
               Action:  Staff will provide information on the items referred to Committee in preparation for a    
            more detailed discussion at future meetings. 
 
  


COMMITTEE INFORMATION 
 
 
Present: James Mitchell, Patrick Cannon, David Howard, LaWana Mayfield and Warren  Cooksey 
Time: 12:00 Noon – 1:45 p.m.    


 


ATTACHMENTS 
 


 
1. SBO Program Revisions Presentation 
2. Analysis of Options for MWBE Ties to Relevant Market   
3. FY2013 ED Strategic Focus Area Plan  
4. Capital Investment Plan Presentation 


   


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS 
 
Chairman Mitchell opened the meeting and asked everyone to introduce themselves.  We have three 
items on our agenda today and I will turn it over to Mr. Kimble.  
 
Kimble:  We are here today after several conversations with you about the SBO Program and MWSBE 
direction that you are headed.  We had promised to come back today to dive a little bit deeper into 
some of those issues and we’ve done that over the holidays.  Brad Richardson and Cindy White are 
going to walk you through that today.   
 
I. SBO PROGRAM REVISIONS 
 
Richardson:  I will introduce it and what we are doing today is a more discrete issue that we need 
some input on.  We’ve raised it at a previous meeting and some individual meetings with you but it 
relates to what constitutes a minority women owned business counting toward goals.  I wanted to tell 
you that we are on schedule to deliver you the draft policy at your next meeting in two weeks.  I 
promised you I would have it to you before you went to the Council Retreat should you decide to 







 
Economic Development Committee  
Meeting Summary for January 7, 2013 
Page 2 
 
 
 
discuss this.  The fact that you moved the meeting to February 4 is helpful so we will be able to 
deliver that to you on time.   
 
White:  This issue we’ve talked about briefly before and in a nutshell what it boils down to is to be 
counted as an MWBE under our program what geographic ties does a firm have to have to the 
Charlotte area.  We’ve gotten some feedback from you all on this in our discussions, there is a 
sentiment that we don’t want to make Charlotte seem unwelcoming to companies who want to come 
in from other places and do business.  On the other hand, certainly in our public forum sessions with 
local businesses, they were interested in keeping this as local as possible.  Legally, there isn’t a clear 
answer in terms of this is okay and this is not okay.  So we wanted to have a little bit more in depth 
discussion with you and get some direction as to which way you would like to head.   
 
I’m going to give you a little bit of legal background without getting in too much depth. This issue 
arises from a U.S. Supreme Court case called Croson in 1989 that I know many of you are familiar 
with.  I just wanted to let you know how this all came about.  Croson, as you are probably aware, 
struck down the City of Richmond MWBE Program for a number of reasons, but one of them is that it 
was not narrowly tailored to remedy documented discrimination.  For the first time, the Supreme 
Court in this context gets into the discussion of what is narrowly tailored.  One of the sentences that 
has been pulled out of that decision, and it is not crystal clear on this issue, but what they said is 
under Richmond’s scheme, a successful black, Hispanic, or oriental entrepreneur from anywhere in the 
country enjoys an absolute preference based solely on race.  After Croson, courts were unanimous in 
concurring that remediation efforts have to be limited to groups that have suffered discrimination in 
the “relevant market”.  But no one has really, from a geographic standpoint, come right out and 
defined what that meaning is.  This issue came up in the Fourth Circuit case that was decided in 2010 
that I know we talked about just before we had our Disparity Study presentation and that was the 
Rowe case.  The contractor in that case raised the issue, among one of its many, it said the NCDOT 
Program has to go down because they would certify firms from anywhere in the country and let them 
participate in that program.  That is what NCDOT does.  If you are an MWBE, as long as your owners 
are U. S. citizens, it doesn’t matter what connection you have to the market.  The plaintiff said that is 
a real problem because you are not narrowly tailored.   
 
MGT, and this was the same expert we had work on our case, he sort of hemmed and hawed and said 
well, you know people may be certifying that way, but in practice almost everybody that we certify 
comes from North Carolina or one of the neighboring states.  The relevant market was North Carolina. 
Interestingly, the court was silent on this issue.  It didn’t address the plaintiff’s argument, it didn’t say 
this was okay, it didn’t say this wasn’t okay.  It just had in there that the program was upheld and it 
didn’t address it.  We could make arguments that at least the court didn’t strike it down when it was 
held this way, but it was never explicitly ruling that this is okay.  One of the reasons is because an 
issue is looking at common practice and what other people do.  Starting with the common practice in 
North Carolina. North Carolina established this HUB office that I know you’ve heard us talk about that 
historically underutilize business.  They are vested with certifying MWBEs for the whole state, which is 
good because before that everybody was paying to do it themselves and firms would have to certify in 
eight or nine different places and they may get certified in some and not get certified in others and it 
was a mess.  HUB does what NCDOT does and basically they certify you regardless of where you are 
from.  So HUB certifies these companies from anywhere in the country if they qualify as MWBE.  Most 
cities, from what we can tell, not all, but most cities in North Carolina seem to say all HUB companies 
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can participate in MWBEs contracts.  If you are HUB certified, I really don’t care where you are from.  
That is a risk constitutionally because of the Croson case that we talked about in the anywhere in the 
country language.  It is also not contrary to what a lot of cities do outside of North Carolina and this is 
per both MGT and per Franklin Lee.  In our discussions, both expressed concerns because we had 
initially talked about doing what other cities do and certifying anybody that is certified with HUD, but 
Franklin Lee and MGT expressed very grave concerns about that and the constitutionality.  What we 
have is the common practice in North Carolina, anywhere in the country; outside NC it is typically 
limited to your principle office located in that geographic area.  Then we’ve got a variation that we had 
mentioned in the past that one example of which is San Antonio and that is, include firms that have a 
significant business presence in your relevant market.  What San Antonio says is if you’ve got a local 
office and 20% or more of your employees are based at that office, then you are in.  It doesn’t have 
to be your headquarters, it can just be a local office, but they want to make sure it is a real office and 
not a post office box or a rented office that people fly into a couple days a year and work out of.  That 
is sort of a compromise approach.   
 
Just as a refresher from the Disparity Study, the City’s relevant market that we are talking about is 
the 13-county area which is the Charlotte combined statistical area for federal reporting purposes and 
those are the counties listed up there.  It is Mecklenburg, Anson, Cabarrus, Gaston, Union, Stanley, 
Lincoln, Rowan, Iredell and Cleveland in North Carolina and York, Chester and Lancaster in South 
Carolina.  We’ve got a fairly broad area.   
 
Here are the three options that we wanted to put to you for consideration.  One is the principle office 
standard, and that is what is very commonly done outside of North Carolina.  I’ll run through the three 
options, but I have a chart for you in the back of your PowerPoint that really summarizes pros and 
cons, but you’ve got your principle office standards, which is they need to have their headquarters in 
this CSA.  You’ve got your N.C. HUB office standard, which is we don’t really care where you are 
headquartered if you are an MWBE and you are certified by HUB, you are in.  Then you’ve got your 
significant business presence standard and you can do it how San Antonio did it, which is any office in 
the area plus that office has 20% of your workforce or you could have another criteria such as any 
office in the area and you’ve done at least $25,000 worth of business from that office in the past three 
years.  That is something we put forward as an option. That number could be more or less as long as 
it is significant business.  
 
Let me go straight to the chart and briefly go over the pros and cons of the three options.  Principle 
office options, the risk of a Federal constitutional claim is very low.  That is an exact match with the 
relevant market in our Disparity Study, the exact same criteria.  So the Principle Office, looking down 
the column, the risk of a U.S. constitutional claim very low at least on the relevant market issues. 
Benefit to local MWBE firms, we say this based on the public forum.  Some of our local businesses 
were obviously interested in keeping it as local as possible.  However, the flip side of that and this has 
been expressed by Councilmembers, incentive for non-local firms to come to Charlotte and participate 
in the Program, then it is not good in that sense.  Ease of data tracking and future disparity studies, 
this is design the ERP, what modifications have to be make.  This is very easy for that and that is 
basically what the system does now.  Overall, MWBE utilization, I know another concern is showing 
high number utilization and the City’s commitment to using MWBEs.  Your numbers are probably going 
to be lower with this approach overall, but one little bit of history here, when we first had MWBE 
programs, way back, it was common for prime contractors to travel around the county with their own 
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MWBEs.  You might have a company from Texas that would bring in all their own MWBE firms and 
those would really sort of displace local firms to the extent you have local firms that could do it.  On 
the other hand, Councilmembers have raised concerns about those areas where we don’t really have 
MWBEs.  Some of the higher specialty areas where you may really not have anyone locally who does 
it, but if you expand that definition a little bit, you might be able to bring in more minority and women 
business firm involvement.  That is really a policy issue.   
 
Cannon:  On expanding that definition it would be helpful if you could help us kind of put together 
something that would get us close to being able to do just that as we try to define what that might 
look like.   
 
White: Okay, it sounds like if you are interested in the custom tailoring approach then we would go 
with the third column, significant business presence and we can just talk about what criteria you might 
want to apply.  It is not an area where I can say legally yes and legally no, but if I can get an idea 
from you about what criteria you might be interested in we could certainly craft something.  
 
Mitchell:  I was sharing this with Mr. Cannon and Mr. Howard, the San Antonio model I was very 
familiar with because my company had a bit of a hard fee in San Antonio and included 20%.  I think it 
is a good variation because you are not discouraging outside firms, but you want to make sure you 
are having a local impact so we had to hire about six people in the City of San Antonio and I said well, 
this is not bad, especially if you really want to do business, but you want to add something to the local 
market.  I got two head nods from Mr. Howard and Mr. Cannon maybe under significant business 
presence, if you could bring something back, a variation like San Antonio for us to look at.  Bob 
Hagemann can remember this project, it is a utility when we had the firm come in and it was like a 
$17 million and I don’t know if he was bringing his firm, but that just upset me so much that we did 
not have MWBEs who couldn’t job, but he was not bringing any.  I think if we could look at those 
areas where we think we need to be flexible, that can allow companies to participate, but be very 
sensitive. People are very sensitive about taking care of their local small businesses, but try to have a 
variation to embrace those that bring unique skillsets.  Utilities just stuck out in my mind so I think if 
we could look at those opportunities, we need local MWBE participants to get our numbers up. I think 
it would be helpful.   
 
White:  If you are saying that what you want is that significant business presence, I’m also gathering 
from your discussion that what you are interested in is the hiring of local employees.  Maybe we can 
look at; I don’t know if 20% is the right number, maybe it could be the lesser of ten employees or 
20%.  
 
Mitchell:  Mr. Howard, I’m his interpreter just for the day, but he mentioned the 25% he wasn’t 
excited about it and I don’t like the money threshold.  I would rather us look at how we employ people 
locally.   
 
Cannon:  Around the idea of local participation?  I’m fine with that.  The only thing I wanted to add 
was I see the Chamber is represented in this meeting and knowing and understanding what the 
Charlotte Regional Partners are engaged in as well as it relates to recruiting companies, for those 
areas where we know that utilization is low or non-existent, I think we ought to work with the 
Charlotte Chamber and the Charlotte Regional Partnership to find a way to try to engage those 
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companies that might be out there to looking to come to Charlotte to do business.  That in turn can 
help us in the short-term or even in the long-term of being able to hit some of those areas where we 
missed that are major areas of where we know we take big hits of where we don’t get the kind of 
numbers relative to the goals that we want to achieve.  Does that make sense?  If it does, I’d like to 
see if we could knock on that door and see what the possibilities might be of exploring that.  
 
Mitchell:  LaWana, are you okay with hiring? 
 
Mayfield:  Yes.   
 
Mitchell:  It looks like we’ve got consensus that you can focus some attention on the percentage of 
hiring locally as opposed to a threshold.  
 
White:  We can certainly do that.  Do you have any feeling for what you want that number to be?  Is 
20% acceptable like San Antonio?  Do you think higher or lower?  
 
Howard:  I think what I would like to know is what that was based on.  Was that some legal thing they 
thought they could do or was it some threshold so it felt it was real? 
 
White:  I have actually spoken with Franklin Lee on that.  Franklin Lee wrote the San Antonio 
ordinance or at least participated with them in that and we’ve discussed that issue. Legally, there is no 
strong guideline about what that would be.  I think 20% is certainly defensive because that is a 
significant percentage of your employees and I’m comfortable with that.  There is no guarantee in this 
area at all because the guidance is so unclear, but I think you can make a very good argument for 
20%.  If you wanted to go less than that, 15% or 10%, I think you could still make the argument. 
 
Howard:  We want to go up.  
 
White:  You are thinking of going up and not down? 
 
Howard:  I might ask the Chair what kind of success they’ve had.  I’m sure San Antonio produces a 
report for their Council on whether or not they have actually helped or hindered or whatever, their 
efforts to recruit to get more minorities involved.   
 
White:  We can certainly discuss that.  
 
Cannon:  I’m interested really, they got a 20% some kind of way and while I don’t mind increasing it, 
I don’t want to make it too far reaching at the same time.  That depends upon a person’s business and 
with us not knowing what that business might be, 30% or 40% could be quite substantial in terms of 
trying to set up shop somewhere.  I’m kind of on the side of being at or somewhere below to kind of 
get a better feel of what we might experience and then from their benchmark, whatever that number 
might be.  If we start at 10% or 15%, if we see that it is not a big deal, it is just hard for me to get 
my arms around that piece.   
 
Mayfield:  When we are looking at the potential contract, will there be a way for us to have a dollar 
limit?  I definitely hear Mr. Cannon’s concern as far as not wanting to hurt a company, but I’m also 
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thinking that 20% or 25% will be helpful for the local community.  Is there a way for us to have it 
attached to if the bid is at a certain dollar limit to ensure that when we are looking at those 
percentages it is beneficial for the local community?  I hear the concern of not wanting to have it too 
high and it hurting an organization, but I think ultimately we want to try to help benefit the local 
community especially when we are looking at 9% to 14% unemployment rate.  The 14% specifically in 
the African- American community, trying to help offset that.  It would be helpful to me when you are 
going back to gather more information to find out.  There is a way that we can connect that bid 
amount as far as a dollar threshold to coincide and what that could possibly look like when we are 
looking at that percentage if a company is coming in from the outside.  
 
Richardson:  I think this is a nice Segway to where we are headed.  Today we wanted to touch base 
with you on this issue.  We agree from a staff perspective that the middle option, N. C. Hub Office is 
probably not a good idea.  It doesn’t drive what we consider local utilization.  We’ve talked with Cindy 
in the Attorney’s Office and we think the principle office or significant business presence options are 
preferable to the one in the middle.  We are concerned about some of the monitoring and tracking 
that you have to do under the most difficult year.  When we come back to you on the 17th, we will 
conclude our presentation and certainly open for more questions if you have them, but I wanted to 
share this timeline with you.  It is very similar, but actually fills out the rest of our program year for 
you.  Our plan is to be back in two weeks and talk to you about the communications and marketing 
strategies and we will talk about the program name that Mr. Mitchell has always wanted us to talk 
more about.  We are having some internal meetings this week and next about that.  We will also want 
to talk about resource needs.  The SBO Program started with a larger staff than it has today. We have 
five employees on our full time team now.  We want to make sure we can deliver to you an accurate 
amount of resources and do the program you want.  That actually relates to what we just talked 
about, how to get certified companies and track employment totals and all these things.  We want to 
do a good job of bringing you really good accurate information so we are working hard to do those two 
things for the 17th.   
 
Once we have those two things done, I think we are in a good position to bring you a final draft. You 
remember the final draft was those five major changes and before the holidays is when we last talked 
about it, but we’ve got five major changes with some marketing communications and some resource 
needs.  We are planning now on the 4th of February, the week that you go to Retreat, to have you the 
final draft and make sure we are all on the same page.  We are tentatively holding a March 4th Council 
Workshop date to bring the full Council up to speed so we can make maybe one more stop at 
Committee before we head to Council adoption on the 25th.  We are all headed toward July 1st launch 
and we talked about at the last meeting, there will be some opportunity cost in starting July 1st versus 
September or December when the ERP launches.  We are trying now to quantify those, to Mr. 
Cooksey’s point last time and we will have that at the next meeting when we talk about resource 
needs. That concludes our work and we will be glad to take questions on this topic or others if you’d 
like.  
 
Mitchell:  Ron, Brad you mentioned the five resources and we are doing a tremendous push in the 
entrepreneurial world.  Is your thinking that all the entrepreneurial initiatives, Cooksey amendment, 
will fall under the new SBO Program? 
 







 
Economic Development Committee  
Meeting Summary for January 7, 2013 
Page 7 
 
 
 
Richardson:  How we structure our office today, aside for some redevelopment work that happens in 
the business corridors, we have a small businesses service function, we have a Small Business 
Services Manager and most of you have met Natasha Warren.  Natasha has a small group that works 
on the web portal, entrepreneur strategy and really generally small business liaison.  If you have a 
problem this is where you go.  Nancy Rosado handles the SBO Program.  We anticipate on the 17th we 
will be bringing you a recommendation on what resources are needed and the SBO team of five to do 
the work that you have asked us to do.   
 
Kimble:  It will require additional resources, the SBO Program, because of all the things that we are 
now expanding to.  They are analyzing that now and they will be back to you and us on the 17th.  
 
Mitchell:  Will the goal when we have our budget discussion be to have more bodies by July 1st? 
 
Richardson:  Yes sir.  
 
Howard:  Will you also give us some information about the resource level that San Antonio is using? 
 
Richardson:  Absolutely.  
 
II. FY14 ED FOCUS AREA PLAN 
 
Kimble: The next two topics are information only and discussion with you.  You know that on the 
Focus Area Plan you will more than likely take a look at those during your Retreat in February.  This is 
not for any lengthy discussion today, it is to present to you your current Focus Area Plan, have you 
have a chance over the next many weeks to ask questions about it and get ready for the Retreat.  
There is not going to be much discussion at each of the Committees prior to the Retreat about the 
Focus Area Plan, but clearly after the Retreat we will need to hunker down again and determine what 
kind of changes you would like to see in each Committee, to the respective Focus Area Plan. You did 
quite a bit of change the last time around.  The question is as a Council body for this time around it is 
one of those years where we were intending a major overall, but given where you are and given what 
is on your plate in front of you, that will be a question for the Council as a whole as to what you want 
to do with your Focus Area Plan.  
 
Last year you tried to get those down to a meaningful smaller number of things that you can achieve.  
Most committees were able to do that but some committees still left a large number of items out there 
on their specific Focus Area Plan.  I think a goal we have as a staff is to try to get them more aligned, 
more looking similar, more of a pattern and a footprint and a protocol, trying to get them as similar in 
their look, not necessarily in their targets and in their measures, but in their look and get them down 
to a workable number that we can have meaningful progress on each and every year. I think ED did a 
good job last year to size it down to a more workable number.  
 
Cooksey:  I’m usually off cycle when I say we need to really delve into these and take a look and I 
appreciation those comments from Ron because this is the year to do.  Just to amplify and add to 
what Ron said, I think one of the things that frustrate me about the Focus Area Plan is that I think 
that since they were initially introduced, they have drifted in terms of what information they are 
presenting, viewed through three particular filters or lenses.  You’ve got the idea of goals for Council.  
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What is our work program in each Focus Area?  In other words, what are we accountable for?  The 
second category that exists in the Focus Area Plans, but is not explicitly identified as such, is what we 
wish to hold staff accountable for during the course of the year.  The third category that slips into 
these from time to time is what are metrics that we don’t have that neither Council or staff has direct 
control over, but pertain to the Focus Area and we want to know year to year what they are.  Our first 
page has three clear examples.  The first one, updating the City’s Small Business Strategic Plan to 
include the following.  That is something that Council has to finish up. At the bottom, average number 
of review on all land development permitting submissions, average less than 2.5 reviews on all plans 
submitted.  That is something we are expecting staff to perform.  In the middle, achieve an increasing 
percentage of SBE utilization meeting a combined formal or informal goal of 5%.  While that is based 
on staff action and Council actions, not really something that you kind of know until the end of the 
year, so it is a metric that we would want to see.  I think we would be better served and staff would 
be better served and anyone who tried to track what it is we do if we were more explicit in our Focus 
Area Plans about what do we put in them that we are expecting.  It is a work program for Council but 
what is something we are expecting staff to focus on for the year and what are some things that we 
just want to make sure we track.  That is the sort of thing I want to talk about at the Retreat, the 
design of these plans.   
 
Mumford:  If I could follow-up on that.  We’ve had the same discussions that there is a level of detail 
that it gets to where it becomes a work plan of our individual colleagues on staff.  That is probably not 
where you all want it to go.  So we start with, and what the Committee did very well last time was 
looked at the initiatives and really focused on outcome initiatives, big initiatives.  There are numerous 
measurers that we track throughout the year because this doesn’t define our work plan as you can 
imagine, it is much more detailed than this, but you all don’t want to be tied down to all those kinds of 
details.  It is a great discussion from your perspective.  It will also help us.  We want to be able to 
provide meaningful updates that we are moving toward these initiatives that we all say are important 
and they are important, without getting bogged down in what is everybody doing Tuesday morning at 
10:00 and there is a fine balance in those. We want to make sure that you all are comfortable that 
those people ask you about what have you done lately, that they can receive an answer from you that 
is meaningful.  We also don’t want to have this go back to a Focus Area Plan with 47 measures 
because that is really difficult to manage and it gets cumbersome for both the committee and us.   
 
Mitchell:  Warren, I think you are right and I look for that staff and make sure it is an overall 
discussion about our Focus Area Plans at the Retreat.  There are two things that I don’t see on here 
that I would love for us focus on staff.  If the Committee is okay, I’ll yield to you all to making the 
proper insertion.  One is entrepreneurship.  We spent a lot of work on that and I just think we need to 
measure that somehow in 2013.  The second one is the after school work we’ve done.  I don’t know 
where that fits but Mr. Cannon and LaWana quickly knew about the summer funding that was missing.  
In my mind, those are two areas I would love to incorporate because I think they are meaningful to 
what this Committee has done and could be valuable at the community level.  
 
Howard:  You have made those same similar comments the last three years.  Some kind of way we 
should get in front of that.  For me, it is always the results and flushing them out.  The third focus 
initiative is around job growth which is a big deal for this community right now and we have some 
great measures laid out but I’m not exactly sure in one spot doesn’t tell me what we’ve done with 
these.  The same thing with the DNC.  That won’t be on every year but I guess it could be on there 
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every four years, but it won’t be on there every year.  I would love to have a report on that one day 
soon.  Just to know what we did with that.  It is definitely not flushed out here and that square can’t 
be but so big, but it would be nice to have more of what we actually got this past year out of these 
others too, which is always hard I know.  
 
Cooksey:  That conversation raises another key question.  Is the Focus Area Plan supposed to be 
forward looking and what we are going to work to or should there be a component of what we 
accomplished?  I would lean against putting things that we’ve accomplished and the two items you 
brought up Mr. Chairman, the entrepreneurial one actually came out of a previous Focus Area Plan.  
The out of school time one came out of some concerns about that had been building for years about 
that, to my knowledge, not made it into a Focus Area Plan as something we were going to work on.  
There may be something different about tracking what we’ve done rather than putting it into a Focus 
Area Plan for the future.  
 
Howard:  I agree with you, but it is hard to know what we should add to it without knowing what we 
did.  At some point we need some results.  I agree this should be a plan for next year, but how do we 
know whether or not we should adjust one of these programs if we don’t know what we did in one of 
them.  
 
Kimble:  There will be a mid-year status report on your Focus Area Plan that comes out to you that 
will have most of that data in it.   
 
Mumford:  Just so you all know how we use the Focus Area Plans, we take all of the measures and 
initiatives from this one as well as the HAND one for our department and that is the basis for our 
Balanced Scorecard measures.  We’ve actually added the youth component into the Balanced 
Scorecard for us because today it wasn’t in either one of these Focus Area Plans.  We take a look at 
the entrepreneurs and we try to round that out with the activity that we perform on a daily basis that 
doesn’t get represented in the Focus Area Plans.  That is back to Mr. Cooksey’s point.  That is how we 
track what happens throughout the course of the year, versus where we are headed with the Focus 
Area Plans.  I think we are all talking in the same direction; we just need to get this figured out.  
 
Mitchell:  To Mr. Cooksey’s point, I want to make sure we agree on realistic goals.  Here is a prime 
example.  Let’s go to our last bullet point, we are talking about work in Economic Development and 
we’ve listed target sectors.  I think with the economy, we need to have some discussion, should we 
measure finance because there are some in the industry who are taking a big hit now due to 
unemployment and I don’t think it is fair for us to focus in that direction when at the end of the day 
we won’t make a lot of traction.  What I’m saying is, I don’t want to waste time and our time in 
setting us up unless we are going to be successful.  I think we need to have that discussion about 
what industries do we want to really focus on moving forward.   
 
Cannon:  What is relative and what isn’t relative. 
  
Mitchell:  Exactly, because it is frustrating to you all if we want 70% increase in the finance.  You say 
James, financial capital is not doing well, we can’t get that.  Then we say we’re mad at staff because 
we didn’t reach the goal.  I think we put you in a bad situation from the very beginning.   
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Kimble:  These are more the community that we participate in, in the broader schemes with our 
partners.  Maybe those partners are in the process of reassessing whether or not these clusters are 
still clusters and whether or not they need to be amended or tweaked a little bit.  
 
Mitchell:  Mr. Cannon touched on two of our great partners in the community and maybe it is worth us 
having some dialogue with the Chamber and Charlotte Regional Partnership because we are in hand 
all working together so we talk about industry, what the Chamber forecast coming to Charlotte and 
what the Regional Partnership from an international aspect, so I think having that dialogue would be 
helpful.  
 
Cannon:  I just wanted to highlight us being at Johnson C. Smith University where we were able to 
benchmark what we had gotten accomplished.  We all sat around in different type clusters and began 
to reminisce and think toward what we have accomplished, and then we in turn measured those 
against our goals.  Some of that same stuff has happened in FY12 where we’ve achieved some things, 
but how does that stack up to Mr. Howard’s question about where we are trying to go and do we need 
to change anything, but we do have those to point toward.  It sounds like we need to accumulate 
some of those things in the areas of economic development, transportation, public safety, etc.  Mr. 
Chairman, listening to you talk, especially about our partners, I wonder where it suggests work with 
economic development partners to grow, retain and recruit businesses in the community’s targeted 
industry sectors of whatever X, Y and Z would be for those relevant areas or industries that we need 
to focus on.  It goes right back to what we were talking about earlier with how we are trying to hone 
in on the whole thing with MWBE, but then there is a greater scope or picture to look at.   
 
Kimble:  We use the word “grow” to mean recruit new or grow organically from within.  If it means 
something to put the word “recruit” in there, we could do that in order to explain that we are talking 
about all.  
 
Mitchell:  I like the word “recruit” it sounds good to me.  
 
Howard:  The point I wanted to make, three of us sitting at this table actually help to plan the Retreat 
and in essence it seems like a really good time to step back and have a conversation with our partners 
in each one of our focus areas about what do we do to join hands going forward because we can’t do 
this by ourselves.  You just made a good point, having the Chamber and the Partnership at the 
Retreat; it is local this time so it is convenient.  Transportation, the State as well as some regional 
bodies, some other people we should talk to about transit and transportation needs.  It just seems like 
a good time to bring partners to the table to talk about what is realistic and what is not.  Even in 
public safety, partners that we deal with would help us with youth programing and other things. It 
would be a good year to, it is just wanting people at the table, but maybe tomorrow we could talk 
about that.   
 
Mitchell:  It is the third bullet point and it gets to Mr. Cooksey’s point.  We made it a goal, but I think 
it is unfair to staff to actually call it an accomplishment.  Exploring a new relationship with CMDC.  
Those are the types of things that I think are so much out of our control.  We can bring people to the 
table, but when you have a separate entity that have their own kind of relationship; it just makes 
Brad, Pat and Ron’s work more difficult.   
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Mayfield:  Even though this was in a previous focus area that was attempted earlier last year when we 
were looking at trying to bring CMDC closer to the City of Charlotte with a funding model.  I think we 
are assuming negotiation or we weren’t able to move forward with it.  
 
Richardson:  I will give you the short story.  We positioned about a year ago the idea of a restructured 
CMDC model.  Deal flow was down, by the way, CMDC partnership ten years old now, 12 years old 
now City, Chamber, County appointed members for redevelopment in place, the private partner is not 
working.  That is just background.  Deal flow was not efficient for buying, selling to sustain operations.  
We sensed there was a need to do something different.  We positioned that as a financial partner with 
you back last budget season.  You thought better of it and said let’s work on not a financial partner 
that means something that we don’t want to do yet, but let’s think of another way of doing it.  We’ve 
been in soft negotiations for a while.  We haven’t talked to Bob Sweeney since the holidays, but there 
is a need to do something different in the area of commercial real estate in some of our corridors and 
we are working on that.  This action item is verbatim from the March adoption of the Business Corridor 
Strategy Update.  Is that helpful? 
 
Mitchell:  It is, but I think by this measure will we say we are successful or will we say it is still 
outstanding.   
 
Richardson:  Still outstanding, and your point is good.  It is a separate body that must approve as 
well, but it doesn’t absolve us.  We feel responsible for the City developing new business corridors. We 
ought to drive this conversation that is why it is here.  You are right, they need to respond and we 
think they will in the future and they make great partners, don’t get me wrong.  
 
Mitchell:  It might be helpful as we go to Retreat and we talk about it is if we can get a response.  I 
think you hit it right on the head Brad, our focus was the corridors and maybe we look at a different 
model to do some corridor development when we come to retail and commercial.   
 
Cannon:  Again, I think it is going to be important for us to be intentional about where we want to go 
with that because there are going to be some corridors that need a greater shot in the arm than 
others.  If we would just call a spade a spade, just like we did with Wilkinson Boulevard for CMDC, we 
knew that there needed to be a level of investment.  We took our gloves off, put them back on, took 
them back off, it didn’t matter what we had on, we were slugging pretty hard to make a difference 
along Wilkinson Boulevard and that happened.  If we need to do the same thing along Beatties Ford 
Road, we should be doing that.  If we need to do the same thing along East Boulevard, we should be 
doing that and be very intentional about it.  I hope that we will be pretty direct and in that way we can 
help our partners to know exactly where they need to land and what type of funding, all of us, 
between public and private sector, how we need to pull together to support those areas of interest.  
 
 
III. CAPITAL INVESTMENT PLAN 
Kimble:  The last topic today is the Capital Investment Plan.  The Mayor has issued the memorandum 
and I think it did a really good job of sectioning off the different projects into the committee for which 
they really need to have some work done and aligned very well.  The ones that are in Economic 
Development, we have put in front of you some of the pictorials, the diagrams and the depiction of 
each of those and it is going to be the Committee’s responsibility to go through each of the projects 
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and again have a discussion and a dialogue about each one of them and reaffirm or tweak or do 
whatever it is that you would like to do as a recommendation back to the full Council and hopefully all 
of this can be done in the next two to three months.  One in particular, the Streetcar, the BAE Study 
that has been done in 2008, and I think completed in 2009 is now out for updating.  We’ve initialized 
and initiated that in the form of an update.  It is probably going to take until the end of February, 
Brad, to have the results of that work to come back to the staff and then to the Committee, but that 
will be part of the analysis and the work on the Streetcar project as well.  
 
Howard:    Before we start on any of these, one of the things I wrote and I think the BAE Study will 
kind of get at is that one of the things I asked for early on, and maybe we got it in one of those 
updates from Randy, was the economic impact projections for each one of these.  That is something 
that was really clear to me on each one of these going through.  That is one of those pieces of 
information we didn’t have readily available when we went out to talk to the public about this.  I think 
the BAE would be on the Streetcar, but I don’t know how we get to that on the rest of these.  
 
Kimble:  We can do jobs related to the actual construction. 
 
Howard:  I think it is jobs, I think it is economic development impact.  It is real dollars and all those 
measures that you usually use when you want to say this is what the economic impact will be. Was 
that done for each one of these? 
 
Kimble:  We took a stab at each one of these and did an accumulation and in total I think we had an 
aggregate amount of jobs and economic impact in the $926 million package.  
 
Howard:  For instance, was the very first one infrastructure the Intermodal Facility and that is all the 
Berryhill stuff we talk about.  We had costs, but did we have an economic impact number for just that 
one? 
 
Kimble:  We have the economic impact of the Intermodal Facility.  We have the types of development 
that could occur over years in this area, but can you say it is just those roads that stimulated that and 
spurred all of that. That is the issue.  We could take a stab at it, but I think the scientific formula 
approach just isn’t there specifically.  We could make some judgments and assumptions about each 
one of these. 
 
Howard:  You could say we put these roads in and these connections and we suspect that we will get 
this much flex building space.   
 
Kimble:  I think we can because the Airport Intermodal project also has that spin off development 
included within it economic impact statement and a large portion of that would go in this area where 
these roads are. 
 
Howard:  Do you hear what I’m saying?  It is almost like I would love to have that on each one of 
these and I kept looking for that, during this conversation last year.  
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Kimble:  It is difficult, but I think if that is what the Council wants to have as part of this analysis, we 
need to do the best job we can of coming forward with assumptions that also talk about those 
numbers.  
 
Howard:  It is pretty self-explanatory.  If you want to say to the public we want to raise your taxes 
you’ve got to be able to say it is because you are going to get this in return.  I never felt like I could 
tell them.  I felt it made sense, but I never could quantify it.  
 
Cannon:  I think that is appropriate and if we can drill down on a little something.  You’ve got 
Bojangles Arena here and what might be the economic spin for that in terms of jobs and other things 
it would create as well as UNCC Informatics and Innovation Partnerships, etc.  I think that is right on 
point.  
 
Howard:  Like Informatics that is direct and indirect.  It has a dollar amount that I’m sure UNCC can 
tell us that and expose it to research development dollars, but there is also spin off.  What are those 
indirects that we may grow industry here?   
 
Kimble:  What we will intend to do over the next many meetings, you have a lot of the meetings up 
there that were associated with this, SBE, MWBE, we are going to need to load a project or two on 
each one of your agendas and go through them.  I think because of the way the Streetcar BAE Study 
needs a little bit of time to get to that point, it is likely it is going to be last.  I just want to make sure 
the Committee knows what staff is going to try and do to bring these forward one at a time or two at 
a time to your Committee meetings and have that kind of dialogue and discussion with you.  You can 
critique the projects and ask us as many questions as you want to get comfortable and tweak them as 
you get ready to make a full recommendation back to the full Council.  
 
Howard:  From what I understand from Curt when he introduced this, these projects came out of a 
process where you guys set around and you put $3 million or $4 million projects on the board and said 
we will narrow it down to these that have the most impact.  Having some framework around how 
these got on the list would be really nice for me. This was important because of this and this is why 
this got on the board.  It got five dots where another one got three dots or whatever it was, it would 
be nice to know.  The Observer actually beat us up, saying we just kind of grab stuff and that bugged 
me because I know there was a lot more logic put behind why you picked these and we never 
articulated that.  
 
Kimble:  We will come back to that and I will tell you in a nutshell that it was driven to a large extent 
by the ability to work with the private sector to create jobs for this community.  I think that was the 
driving force. We looked at the Independence area, southeast, which was an area that has slipped 
over the last three decades and we wanted to pump significant money into job growth in a corridor 
that had already kind of seen its hay day and needed rebirth.  The northeast corridor with the 
University, with the University Research Park, with the advent of transit in that node, with the applied 
innovation corridor and the ability of entrepreneurship.  That was an area that was ripe for 
redevelopment because of all the different things that are happening along that corridor.  Then when 
you look out to the west that is kind of the new frontier.  That is the Airport Intermodal that is the 
area where its greenfield space just west of I-485 and the ability to grow jobs fast associated with the 
Intermodal.  We picked three different areas, one that is already stressed, one that we wanted to 
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incubate and grow and birth right now and then the new frontier out in the west and they all kind of fit 
together in the form of infusing new capital dollars to the creation of job growth.  
 
Howard:  We need to record that and put it down and say this is why we picked them.  I understood 
it, but we could never articulate what you just said.   
 
Cannon:  We could probably put some comments even from Manager Curt Walton who did articulate 
that on a couple of fronts, but that would be fine in terms of getting information back on it.  We’ve 
kind of gotten ahead and we’ve gone through some of this but go ahead with your presentation.  
 
Kimble:  That is pretty much it.  We wanted to make sure that we were in sync with the Committee on 
the process and the format and the pacing of these projects in the next couple of months.  We want to 
make sure you are okay with that. That was clear enough and that helps you get to where you want to 
go.   
 
Richardson:  We’ve got six items referred to you by the Mayor.  We’ve got four meetings before your 
Budget Retreat in March so obviously one will take a little bit longer; it is the BEA Streetcar one 
toward the end.  I think what Ron is positioning is at your next meeting on the 17th we will bring one 
or two of these back and discuss them with the rationale of why they are on the list.  At your pleasure, 
we can walk through each one and let you see a little bit about each project.  If you would like to 
direct us on which ones you would like next we are happy to take that as well.  
 
Cannon:  Committee, what is your pleasure? I think we are pretty much up to speed on them, but I’m 
going to yield. 
 
Howard:  I think we need a presentation.  
 
Richardson: These are the six that we will be talking about.  The first two sub-bullets are really the 
ones.  You see the Airport and you see the Intermodal.  What this one deals with is the road 
infrastructure necessary we believe to spur distribution, warehouse, advanced manufacturing that can 
take advantage of the Intermodal Facility over the next generation.  It is a long-term plan, but is an 
extension of Garrison Road, the blue line in three different sections and it is the widening and 
improvement to Dixie River Road, which is existing now, opening up pads for redevelopment.  When 
we come back to you, we will talk more in detail about the Intermodal opportunities, what might be 
happening. 
 
Howard:  Before you leave this one, how important in the conversation was the Garden Parkway when 
you talked about doing this?  Was that a plus or was it not necessary to see the type of development 
that was projected? Were we counting on Gastonia helping us with some of this? 
 
Richardson:  it is important, but not critical.  The Intermodal is going to drive warehouse distribution 
development.  One question is where would it happen and without roads in this part of the community 
there is not much chance that it will happen in the west side of Charlotte.  
 
Howard:  Another question that comes to mind is access back and forth across I-485.  We have a 
bridge that goes under I think at Old Dowd Road, then we have one that goes over at Wilkinson 
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Boulevard.  Do you think we need anything else or is that enough?  I doubt we will be able to use 
Shopton Road a lot going forward, especially with taking on a neighborhood. Do you feel we’ve got 
enough back and forth for I-485? 
 
Kimble:  I believe from a thoroughfare standpoint that is the minimum number you would want.  You 
can get by with those, more would be better, but I think the thoroughfare plan says that you can 
survive in this area with those connections.   
 
Mumford:  Actually under the arrow of section two, Dixie River comes across to connect.  
 
Kimble:  You did mention the outlet mall.  That was something that not much had been said about it 
to anybody and it has kind of grown since the advent of your CIP back a year ago and that is another 
reason why these roads become even more important to create north/south connection in this area.  
 
Howard:  I also noticed this area lacks some infrastructure, I think water.  Are we talking about doing 
any of that with these improvements? 
 
Kimble:  The answer is yes; we have layered in the transportation improvements with the utility work 
to make sure they are done in sync with each other.  
 
Mayfield:  Ron, in thinking about the conversation we just had and with the impending development 
out there, do we see any potential partnerships with any of this to offset any of the costs?  I know 
there is a road that is already contemplated that is going to be added in with an additional lane on 
Steele Creek.  Does any of the development that is going to happen around the shopping center try to 
merge these to help offset the costs? 
 
Kimble:  The answer is a mixed answer.  Soon you will know that Tanger will need some help on its 
roadwork with its improvements and its project as it is coming forward.  Yes, there will be significant 
improvements to Dixie River Road which will help the connectivity into this area. The answer is yes, it 
will be fitting all together very nicely with this plan and the plan to work Tanger/Simon. 
 
Mayfield:  So there is a possibility that costs will come down?   
 
Kimble:  No, I think that roadwork is north of this area and that roadwork is in the southern section.  
Some of the improvements have already been made to a limited roadway section in South Dixie River 
with the advent of the Tanger/Simon project.  Those roads will need to be widened in that area.  
 
Cannon:  This request is going to be on top of an earlier request that was made.  When you go back 
and assess the economic impact that was raised by Mr. Howard, would you work to incorporate that in 
a PowerPoint like this that can be added to and then also provide that PowerPoint, as well as this one 
we are looking at today to us?   
 
Kimble:  Meaning the economic development impact? 
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Cannon:  That was raised earlier for these particular areas, so for the … to leverage the Intermodal 
Facility, Bojangles/Ovens area redevelopment and UNCC Informatics.  I want to make sure we get this 
one e-mailed to us please, this one and the one to follow.  
 
Kimble:  Remember the challenge with this project.  These are roads outside the current City limits.  
Remember the new … we are not permitted to build currently.  I think we can build but not maintain 
roadways outside our City limits.  We need to work with the powers that be in Raleigh and NCDOT in 
order to find the right combination of how these roads can be built in this area.  Remember our 
annexation powers have been significantly altered and decreased.  How does annexation of these 
lands come into play as we build the roads?  That is the big challenge in this project.  Some of it could 
be voluntary annexation, but can you depend on all of it to be voluntary.  Those are questions that 
have to be answered for this project, but the roads are unquestionably needed for the future growth 
and development of this area.  No matter if it is in or outside the City limits of Charlotte because it is 
ripe for growth with the Airport Intermodal project. 
 
Mitchell:  You just reminded me of something so Garrison and all five roads are outside the Charlotte 
City limits, or just the three, Section one and two? 
 
Mumford:  The gray area that is the City of Charlotte.  The white and the yellow as well are in the 
County.   
 
Mitchell:  The white and the yellow are in the County.  
 
Kimble:  That is the challenge with this project.  
 
Howard:  Are there economic development dollars that could be used to put in roads, separate and 
apart that could come through the State or the Feds in some kind of way, considering the Intermodal 
has a regional law?  I’m sure we don’t need to add it to the title list because we’ve got enough 
projects ready, but it brings to mind the thing that would make this easier is to find another source. 
So if there are other sources we ought to look at those too.  Maybe it is not for the construction, but it 
is for something and tied to the Airport and tied to the Intermodal in some kind of way that is a source 
we haven’t looked at.   
 
Mitchell:  When is our deadline? 
 
Kimble:  Three months, by March 20th.  
 
Mayfield:  Since we have three months that we are working on this, if we wanted to send this back out 
to Committee, do we need to make that suggestion today or make that a motion?  When we are 
looking at the Streetcar infrastructure project that is something that I really want us to look at 
referring over to CATS to bring back some ideas and some suggestions on is this the best use of the 
funds and do we have any other options that is going to create that transportation piece on the east 
side and west side.  Since we have such a short window, do we need to make that as a motion today 
to give them an opportunity to start working on this? 
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Kimble:  The items have been referred to this Committee already so they are in this Committee. You 
are going to be evaluating, questioning, having discussion and debating all of these as these individual 
projects come in front of you and the Streetcar will be one of those.  
 
Mitchell:  I think to Ron’s point LaWana, we would rather have CATS come and give a presentation on 
what you just said.  
 
Mayfield:  But what I want to make sure is that we let them know that we want them to bring the 
presentation.  
 
Kimble:  They know.  
 
Howard:  You bring up a logistical question.  If we wait on the BAE Study until the end of the three 
months, maybe we could have a conversation with CATS about alternative funding sources at the 
same time or are we going to have this really crunched one meeting and try to figure all of that out? 
 
Cannon:  There is another arm to that as well.  It is whether or not with our Mayor now chairing the 
MTC, if you want to go ahead and direct something for the MTC to begin to really discuss for additional 
studying and recommendations on options to advance the project, including the study of alternative 
funding scenarios.  Opposite that approach could allow, I think, more time and discussion to develop a 
new funding proposal or a combination of what we have been experiencing right now with other 
sources.  That may be the way we want to couch this sooner rather than later.  
 
Howard:  From what I understand and we’ve talked about from the transportation standpoint, he is 
going to do that.  He still saw the Streetcar being an economic development project that should stand 
on its own.  I think he is going to do both; it is not going to be one or the other.  He is asking this 
Committee to look at the Streetcar as part of the CIP and he is looking at another process with the 
MTC.  That I do know for sure.  
 
Cannon:  That can happen without hearing from CATS and I think I know what they are going to end 
up saying.  We can get that presentation to go through the dog and pony, but I think we all know 
what the outcome of that is going to be.  Going ahead and giving some clear directives about where 
we want to go with this, rather than just sitting back and twiddling our thumbs I think is what we 
ought to be doing just to move this forward.  If the Mayor will be doing that, and if not, I hope that he 
will because that is what I’ve been asking as well.  Hopefully that will happen and get us to where we 
need to be with that.  Timing is an issue and all of this is sitting in ED on the Streetcar, but it is a 
Planning issue which kind of ties back over to Mr. Howard’s Committee that he chairs.  
 
Kimble:  There had to be some choices made about which Committee and the Northeast Corridor 
Infrastructure was sent to Transportation & Planning and the Streetcar was sent to ED and both of 
those require some heavy lifting to analyze. 
  
Cannon:  I raised the Planning issue because it is more important to see balance occur in areas where 
there is less stabilization than where there already exists stabilization (i.e. Beatties Ford Road) as a 
place where the Council could begin to say if we are serious about economic impact and/or 
opportunities to turn themselves around in areas like Beatties Ford Road that we would again be 
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intentional and say that and give the proper directives so that we could move this forward.  The idea 
though is to connect to the south line no matter where you start east or west.  How do you do that 
and make sense of it?  We ought to be trying to work on that.  
 
Richardson:  The next one is the Applied Innovation Corridor. The phrase was coined as part of the 
adopted Center City Vision Plan.  This is the area broadly between I-77 and North Davidson Street and 
it encompasses  North Tryon Street, Graham Street and we will talk in more detail when we bring this 
back to the Committee.  It envisions Graham Street being remade with streetscape to make it more 
developable.  Right now it is an entrance way into the City, largely industrial, what else could it be.  It 
is restricted with buildings up to the curb, power lines, etc. It envisions the Matheson Bridge being 
improved, making a better connection across the railroad.  You can’t see it here, but we will detail it 
more for you as we get closer to it in Committee, but a Woodward intersection improvement to make 
a four-way intersection that we think would make a nice retail development in the future.  Tryon 
Street connectivity to some of the neighborhoods as well as a small amount of money for some 
leverage funds for opportunities for developers and gaps filled that we see an opportunity.  It also 
includes the Statesville Avenue landfill.  We’ve talked about energy infrastructure there so this is what 
the Applied Innovation with the $20 million that was set aside for that.  
 
Howard:  So mainly it was Graham Street?  I don’t know why I thought it was mainly North Tryon.  So 
no improvements on North Tryon Street? 
 
Richardson: North Tryon Street is being improved today.  There is a construction project soon to start 
on North Tryon Street that is already funded, this is Graham Street primarily.  
 
Howard:  Part of that economic impact, part of what you just said Ron, we are taking advantage of the 
investment.  We are already making a dollar amount here and the improvements that you are making 
and all the work that you are doing with my group as well as the Fire Department on that one and 
then the Redline is going to shoot right in the middle of that at some point.   
 
Kimble:  That is right.  The critical mass of infrastructure in an area ripe for redevelopment and job 
growth.  The fact that you’ve done something with entrepreneurism in creating that new fund and you 
are spending public money on the marketing strategy for it, and then there is funding put together will 
help the job growth in this area.  This is an area that leads up to the University area.  We have the 
twin bridges that go across I-85 and University Research Park, all of this ties together from the Center 
City out to the University on both roads and rail.  
 
Howard:  This has nothing to do with that, but those two train bridges on North Tryon, did we ever do 
anything with those?  Does the Intermodal yard moving out to the Airport mean that we can touch 
those anytime soon? 
 
Richardson:  The bridges closer into the Center City, no sir. Those aren’t contemplated to be adjusted.  
 
Howard:  I don’t see them on there and it is not attached to this, but this is prohibiting development 
on North Tryon as much as anything.   
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Kimble:  Though most of the Intermodal is moving out to the Airport, there is still train operation and 
freight operations that are in this area that prevent it from going away all together.  
 
Richardson:  Graham to Dalton and North Tryon seems to be the natural exit/entry way into that 
corridor because of the area you just mentioned.   If you are ready, the next one is the discrete 
amount of money; $10 million in a partnership with the University to up fit the fourth floor currently 
unfinished, Informatics Center at the University.  It is a little bit out of the box, 20,000 foot 
partnership with the University. 
 
Howard:  I don’t see a dollar amount on the Applied Innovation Corridor.  
 
Richardson: It is $28 million.  
 
Kimble:  And we have different projects in that $28 million that were listed separately in the materials.  
 
Richardson:  The idea here is to work with the University.  This has a direct tie to the entrepreneurship 
strategy you passed a few weeks ago.  Knowledge worker jobs, a fancy way of saying jobs that 
require a degree and spin off jobs, and ideas and technology.  We see an opportunity there as well as 
the idea of trying to bring more research into the community.  This is a unique partnership with the 
University for the up fit of research space. 
 
Howard:  When we do this can we actually have somebody from the UNCC to come and explain this?  
We never got to that and I’ve actually read a couple articles on Informatics since then it is what the 
President used to win his election.  It has a lot of uses and I would love to hear more about what they 
think will be the long-term use and the projections in the market for this community. 


 
Mitchell:  This is the Fourth Ward build out? 
 
Richardson:  Yes sir.   
 
Kimble:  And how you do that, it has to be done creatively.  It can be a condoling out of the space and 
we can up fit it with equipment.  There are all different methods by which the $10 million investment 
needs to be made in order to be public purpose oriented.  It all has to be public purpose.   
 
Richardson:  The next one you are familiar with, it is an amateur sports related idea.  It is the 
renovation of Bojangles Arena, making it more conducive to amateur sporting events.  It contemplates 
that building being renovated with $25 million, some land being assembled and some roads being 
improved, partnering with a private developer for a building between Ovens Auditorium and Bojangles 
Arena for multi-sport, enough critical mass of available court space for amateur sporting tournaments.  
It involves parking, hotels in the future and all would be privately developed with this investment.  
 
Cannon:  Do we know if there is any outside interest in the private sector or the faith-based 
community that is looking at that site to our knowledge? 
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Kimble:  We’ve shopped many different private groups to engage interest, and though we haven’t 
landed one particular one, there is interest.  I think it has to be in terms of how does the capital get 
built, how do they operate and how do they get marketed as joint facilities.  You’ve got to go through 
that analysis of construction, operating and market and that is what we are doing.  There is a lot of 
land mass in this area that is underutilized and under built.  The question becomes how you best 
utilize your money today for the greatest catalytic conversion of this area of Independence Boulevard, 
but there are many different ways to go about this.   
 
Cannon:  I see this as being a good look for the use. I just want to make sure that there is other 
outside interest with regard to this that they have a clear understanding about what the Council and 
the Mayor are considering in terms of moving forward just so folks can plan accordingly on both sides, 
within the public/private sector and the faith-based sector.  
 
Kimble:  A repurposing of Ovens and Bojangles is needed for the City and the CRVA because these 
facilities are underutilized and underperforming at this point in time, but we also want to retain the 
civic use space of Bojangles Arena for high school graduation, for civic use where you can still fit 
7,000 people comfortably into the arena because it still has a use for our community for civic uses.  
 
Howard:  You said the repurposing of Bojangles and Ovens and we hadn’t heard about repurposing 
Ovens in this conversation.  When we talk about this one, I would love to have some idea from 
developers about the real potential of redoing the hospitality infrastructure around this area.   
 
Kimble:  We believe that the right private sector partner will be one that not only participates in the 
construction of these amateur sports facilities, but they will also want to be the developer of choice for 
hotels and restaurants in the area, that they will be here for the long haul and they will be here as 
investors in the area for the other amenities that link to these.   
 
Howard:  The reason that jumped out at me is that we’ve talked about the whole IHOP, bowling alley 
across eight lanes of traffic.  What is the reality of that and what kind of infrastructure do we need to 
put in place so it happens over there.  I can see it happening on this side, but if we really put the kind 
of infrastructure we need in and around something like this, it is probably three or four hotels, some 
restaurants, and how do you get around it. 
 
Kimble:  One of the principle reasons why you are going across the street is in order to create the 
atmosphere for amateur sports and redevelopment of Ovens and Bojangles; you’ve got to secure 
safety and calmness in the area.  What was happening across the street was contributing to crime and 
nuisances that are not conducive to this whole area, including Ovens and Bojangles.   
 
Howard:  For instance, there is the Briar Creek Bridge and we just bought the piece of property that 
was connected to the piece you just talked about.  Is there some greenway or walkway that we could 
do without having to put some type of bridge over Independence? 
 
Kimble:  There is, but it is a long walk around from Ovens/Bojangles all the way around to get to the 
other side to get to any open space.  We’ve got to think strategically about what is best, the short-
terms and what is best long-term for the area to get that kind of connection.   
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Howard:  You get what I’m talking about?  How do we logically say that can happen? 
 
Kimble:  We’ve looked at that connection along the greenway.  It is just a pretty long walk for people, 
who might come for amateur sporting events with their kids in the off time to want to take a walk all 
the way around there, but there is that opportunity and we have investigated the greenway 
connection.  
 
Mayfield:  Ron we already have members of the business community that have approached the City 
regarding the amateur sports.  Are we looking at, if we build it they will come? 
 
Kimble:  We are approaching them and before we build it and utilize the funds, we will have the 
partnerships put in place, but we do have the partnerships in place. 
 
Mayfield:  When those conversations start, do we usually look at 50% of what we need before moving 
forward?  Is there a threshold that we need before we decide to actually put the investment in place? 
 
Kimble:  This is the exploration of new creative ideas.  We estimated the initial investment of around 
$60 million of which $35 million would be public funds and $25 million would be private funds.  The 
millions we were talking about from public funds were $25 million from a bond referendum and $10 
million from hospitality taxes that would help with Bojangles.  The concept plan was about a $60 
million original and initial investment, $25 million private and $35 million public.  
 
Mitchell:  It would be nice to get a feel for how much a bridge would cost.  I say that for three 
particular reasons.  There is a huge bridge connecting LaSalle Street to J. T. Williams, cross over I-77 
and at the Speedway, we take the bridge over Highway 29 and then I think about Johnson C. Smith 
and we put that bridge for the students only because Beatties Ford Road is so busy.  If we want a true 
tourism attraction, we can’t tell people who are staying in the hotel you have to walk around.  I think 
it doesn’t make it a desirable tourist attraction, but I would be interested in the costs of actually 
building a bridge.  I’m sure it has changed since those three bridges were implemented.  Ron, I don’t 
know where you would connect it, but we have an expert, Danny Pleasant here.  I would love to see 
the funding piece if we have to connect a bridge. 
 
Kimble:  In some of the earlier concept plans, we actually had the bridge on here but we didn’t want 
to get ahead of ourselves and we need to have a lot longer conversations with NCDOT because of 
Independence Boulevard.  
 
Howard:  You make a good point.  One reason I was pushing on that so much is if that is really a part 
of it, there needs to be a way to access it.  You just made another point.  The real reason to do it is 
because of the perception of the area so in that situation, that could develop to something else on the 
other side of it.  It doesn’t have to be supported because there is enough land on this side of 
Independence to support that without going to that little piece on the other side of the street.  Those 
other two hotels going all the way up to Eastway, there is enough land to put enough hotels on this 
side of it.  The real reason we need to take care of that is the perception of the area.  That means you 
almost want to back up to Independence now and not front Independence. 
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Kimble:  That is why I was saying we need to carefully and strategically figure out where you want the 
dollars to be placed.  
 
Howard:  A bridge is only going to get bigger.  Danny, are we talking about adding three lanes to that 
section as it is right now, two in the middle?  Potentially four lanes right in that section. 
 
Pleasant:  It is pretty preliminary as Ron indicated.  That part of Independence is largely built out or it 
will be over time.  Building a pedestrian bridge, depending on what you’ve got on either side of it is a 
good idea and certainly a right way to do it and a wrong way to do it.  The right way to do it in a 
situation like this would be to make sure that it is a level walking experience.  You don’t necessarily 
want people going up some stair tower, going across and down.  It has to be fairly significant scale to 
make it that kind of attraction that I think you want to do if you do that.  First of all, you’ve got to 
come up with a plan of what happens on the other side of the street because you don’t want to build a 
walkway that looks exciting but once you get there, there is nothing there.  There are lots of ways to 
do it and I’ve seen many of them around the country that work very well and seen some that don’t 
work so well.  
 
Cannon:  Since we are crossing over a State highway, it would be nice if the State would give us a few 
bucks for something like this, and not just in that location, but even going further out toward Monroe.  
The design of what we have over there we know it is done.  It has really crippled the area 
economically and we need something else design wise. 
 
Pleasant:  That is correct and we’ve had a lot of discussion through the ULI Study and Area Plan work 
that we are doing that addresses the development pattern along Independence and calls for a 
reorientation of doing that and all that was considered in the Manager’s proposed CIP that you 
considered over the last year or so, all the way up and down the length of Independence.   
 
Kimble:  What you did with the ULI Study on Independence and remember that Monroe becomes 
more important long-term in the future and this area sits right between Monroe and Independence so 
there is a great opportunity for a fine redevelopment project to occur in the area of Ovens and 
Bojangles and we’d want to be out ahead of this and not behind the curve as we stimulate a private 
sector partner to come in with us and use public and private dollars to make the renovation and the 
redevelopment of the area. We don’t want to do it all ourselves, but there is not going to be a 
developer that comes in all by themselves right now.  It is how you leverage public dollars with private 
dollars to make it happen.  
 
Richardson:  The fifth of our six items referred to Committee is this Public-Private Redevelopment 
Opportunities Fund, $20 million.  It is moving to the southeast side of town, we are still on 
Independence Boulevard so this is opportunity dollars should we need to build roads, partner with the 
developer.  It is probably difficult to see from your vantage point here but an example cited in Curt’s 
presentation was up around the new Wal-Mart area and the Coliseum Shopping Center that is largely 
vacant with the exception of maybe one tenant.  A frontage road, how do you connect a frontage road 
to Wendover to allow some opportunity for movement and redevelopment of that large site? That is 
reflective of the type of opportunity and you will see some of those in the aqua blue colored lines from 
a road perspective and just redevelopment opportunities in general.  It is $20 million for this.  
 







 
Economic Development Committee  
Meeting Summary for January 7, 2013 
Page 23 
 
 
 
Mitchell:  Brad, is this Patsy and John? I know they have a fine line.  Central Avenue is District 1 and 
District 5? 
 
Richardson:  I will have to check. 
 
Kimble:  Most of it is going to be John’s but some of it might be Patsy. 
 
Cooksey:  We start there to our left south of Central but basically by Bojangles Coliseum and as you 
go all the way to the right of the map it terminates in Matthews.  The bulk of this looks like District 5, 
but District 1 and 5.  
 
Richardson:  Other Committees, Transportation in particular, will cover some of the improvements on 
Monroe Road and Idlewild, but ours is more redevelopment opportunities.  
 
Mitchell:  Repeat the dollar amount again.  
 
Richardson:  $20 million.   The final one and sixth on, you’ve already talked about and discussed a 
little bit, it is the Streetcar Infrastructure Project.  We envision that probably not being the first thing 
you talk about because we want to knock out a couple of the other ones first and wait on the BAE 
Report to come back.  
 
Mitchell:  All of this by March 20th? We’ve got to start working out team.   
 
IV. NEXT MEETING DATE: January 17, 2013 at Noon, Room CH-14.  
 
Mitchell:  Mr. Cooksey brought up the Focus Area documents, if you all feel like there is another way 
of presenting this; we would not be opposed to it.  I want you all to feel comfortable, and Pat you 
touched on it too, this might just be the formula we’ve been following.  If you all think there is another 
way of reporting out, please we would love to see another creative way.  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 1:45 p.m.  
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I. SBO PROGRAM REVISIONS– 30 minutes 
Staff:  Cindy White, City Attorney’s Office 
Action:  Staff will seek input from the Committee on the preferred definition of “actively doing 
business” with regard to the standard that will apply for Minority & Women Owned  Businesses 
(MWBEs) to be counted toward MWBE goals under the City’s revised SBO Program. 
 
 


II. FY14 ED FOCUS AREA PLAN – 15 minutes 
Staff:  Ron Kimble, City Manager’s Office 
Action: Review of FY2013 Focus Area Plan in preparation for Council discussion at the February 
Retreat. 
 
 


III. CAPITAL INVESTMENT PLAN– 40 minutes 
Staff:  Ron Kimble, City Manager’s Office 
Action: Staff will provide information on the items referred to Committee in preparation for a more 
detailed discussion at future meetings. 
 
 
 


IV. NEXT MEETING DATE: January 17, 2013 at Noon, Room CH-14 
Tentative Schedule: 


• SBO Program Revisions (Marketing Plan, Resource Needs) 
• Capital Investment Plan 
• ReVenture Update 


 
 







 
Analysis of Options for MWBE Ties to Relevant Market  


 
 


 Principle Office   
Only include MWBEs  certified by N.C. HUB 


Office that have principle office in the 
Charlotte CSA 


N.C. HUB Office   
Include all MWBEs certified by the N.C. 


HUB Office (which includes firms from all 
over the U.S 


Significant Business Presence   
Only include MWBEs certified by N.C. 


HUB Office that have a “significant 
business presence” in the Charlotte 


CSA. 
 


Risk of US Constitutional Claim 
based on match to relevant market 


Extremely Low 
Exact match to relevant market as defined 


in 2011 Disparity Study 
 


Higher 
 


Low 
Strong connection to relevant market 


as defined by Disparity Study 
 
 


Benefit to Local MWBE Firms Highest 
 
 
 


Lowest Middle 


Incentive for Non-Local Firms to 
Come to Charlotte CSA  
 
 


Lowest Highest Middle 


Ease of Data Tracking and Future 
Disparity Studies 


Easiest Middle Most Difficult 
This approach would require 


verification by City staff on the front 
end and possible modification to ERP 
System for future disparity tracking 


 
Overall MWBE Utilization Lowest 


 
 
 


Highest Middle 
 
 
 
 


Risk of State Law Claim based on 
authority of NC HUB Office to 
certify MWBEs 
 


Some Risk 
But US Constitution trumps state law 


No Risk 
 


Some Risk 
But US Constitution trumps state law 
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SBO Program Revisions 


 
Economic Development Committee 


January 7, 2013 


 
Question 


 


 


What ties to the Charlotte area must an MWBE 
have to be counted toward MWBE goals under the 
City’s revised Program? 
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Legal Background 


U. S. Supreme Court held in Croson 
(1989):   


– Race and gender conscious remedies must be 
narrowly tailored to remedy documented 
discrimination. 


– “Under Richmond's scheme, a successful black, 
Hispanic, or Oriental entrepreneur from anywhere in 
the country enjoys an absolute preference over other 
citizens based solely on their race. We think it 
obvious that such a program is not narrowly tailored 
to remedy the effects of prior discrimination.” 


 


• After Croson, courts concur that remediation 
efforts must be limited to groups that have 
suffered discrimination in the “relevant market”. 


 


• But they provide little guidance about what, if 
any, ties a particular MWBE has to have to the 
relevant market to be a beneficiary under the 
program. 


 


Legal Background 
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Fourth Circuit was silent on this issue in the 
2010 Rowe case: 


– Contractor claimed N.C. DOT program was not 
narrowly tailored because firms located 
outside N.C. (i.e., the relevant market per 
disparity study) were certified as MWBEs to 
meet N.C. DOT contracting goals. 


– N.C. DOT said yes, but in practice most firms 
benefitting from program come from N.C. and 
its neighboring states  


– Court upheld N.C. DOT program without 
discussing the issue 


 


  


 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


Legal Background 


What Other Cities Do 


• Common Practice in NC:  Include all firms 
certified by State HUB Office (which certifies firms 
from all over the US). 
 


• Common Practice Outside N.C.:  Only include 
MWBEs  that have principle office in the relevant 
market. 


 
• San Antonio Variation: Only include firms that 


have a “significant business presence” in the 
relevant market (i.e., have maintained an office 
there for at least one year at which 20% or more of 
the firm’s employees are based) 
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Charlotte’s Relevant 


Market 
 


 


• Per the 2011 Disparity Study, Charlotte’s 
relevant market is the Charlotte Combined 
Statistical Area (CSA), which consists of the 
following counties: 


 
– NC: Mecklenburg, Anson, Cabarrus, Gaston, 


Union, Stanley, Lincoln, Rowan, Iredell and 
Cleveland 


 
– SC: York, Chester and Lancaster 


1. “Principle Office” Standard:  Only include 
MWBEs  certified by N.C. HUB Office that have 
principle office in the Charlotte CSA. 


 


2. “N.C. HUB Office” Standard:  Include all 
MWBEs certified by the N.C. HUB Office (which 
includes firms from all over the U.S.) 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


Options  for MWBE Ties To 
Charlotte CSA 
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3. “Significant Business Presence” Standard:  
Only include MWBEs certified by N.C. HUB Office 
that have a “significant business presence” in the 
Charlotte CSA.  Two possible versions: 


— San Antonio’s definition:  MWBE has maintained 
an office in the relevant market for at least one 
year with at least 20% of the firm’s employees 
based there. 
 


— Another option:  MWBE has maintained an office 
in the relevant market for at least one year 
through which the firm has performed a 
commercially useful function and for which the 
firm has been paid at least $25,000. 


 


 
 


Options  for MWBE Ties To 
Charlotte CSA 


 


Project Timeline 


 Date  Activity 


January 17 ED Committee  
• Communications/Marketing Update 
• Resource Needs 


February 4 ED Committee  
• Review Recommendations before Council Retreat 


 


March 4 City Council Workshop Presentation 
 
 


March 7 ED Committee  
• Consider Council Recommendation 


 
March 25 City Council Adoption 


April  – June Community Outreach Campaign 


July 1 Program Launch 
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The City of Charlotte’s long-term economic health is in large part driven by the City’s ability 
to facilitate private sector job growth and investment through partnerships with agencies 
such as the Charlotte Chamber, Charlotte Regional Visitors Authority, Charlotte Regional 
Partnership and Charlotte-Mecklenburg Development Corporation. Historically, these 
partnerships have resulted in a diversified local and regional economy, which requires public 
investment in public services and facilities and infrastructure. A healthy economy also 
requires a commitment to strengthen and grow existing businesses, small business 
enterprises, entrepreneurship, business corridors and adjacent neighborhoods. In order to 
foster effective economic development, we must coordinate the commitment from both the 
public and private sectors. 
 
The City’s economic development strategy focuses on supporting small business 
development, promoting redevelopment in distressed business corridors to support adjacent 
neighborhoods, creating a more business-friendly government and focusing on community 
endorsed high-growth industry sectors that support our efforts to attract and retain 
businesses and jobs.  


Focus Area 
Initiative Measure 


FY2011 
Actual 


FY2013  
Target 


Help grow small 
businesses in our 
community 


Update the City’s Small Business 
Strategic Plan to include the 
following:  
• Potential Phase 2 enhancements 


to the small business web portal; 
• A review of the City’s small 


business loan programs; 
• An analysis of the support 


system for entrepreneurs; 
• Innovative partnerships to help 


small businesses to expand sales 
locally; 


• Initiatives to strengthen the 
existing consortium of 
community resource partners 


New Target in 
FY13 


Plan update adopted by 
Council and 50% of 
initiatives underway 


Achieve an increasing percentage 
SBE utilization through combined 
formal and informal opportunities. 


New Target in 
FY12  


Meet a combined formal 
& informal SBE 
Utilization Goal of 5%. 


Focus on 
continuous 
improvement 
within the 
permitting and 
regulatory 
environment to 
facilitate job and 
tax base growth 
and to improve 
the customer 
experience. 


Achieve greater collaboration among 
the City, County and NCDOT to 
shorten the time it takes and make 
it easier to obtain regulatory 
approvals, including, but not limited 
to certificates of occupancy. 
 


New Target in 
FY12 


Eliminate system 
barriers, conflicts and 
impediments in the 
application of 
regulations.  


Average number of reviews on all 
land development permitting 
submissions. 


New Target in 
FY12 


Average ≤ 2.5 reviews 
on all plans submitted 
for FY13. 


FY2013 Strategic Focus Area Plan 


“Charlotte will be the most 
prosperous and livable city for all 
citizens through quality economic 
development.” 
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Focus Area 
Initiative Measure 


FY2011 
Actual 


FY2013  
Target 


Continue to focus 
on job and tax 
base growth in 
business 
corridors. 


Along with community partners, 
implement the City’s 2012 update to 
the Business Corridor Strategy which 
includes the following:  
• Expanding the utilization of 


Business Corridor Funds to all 
commercial areas within the 
Business Corridor Revitalization 
Area; 


• Increasing utilization and 
effectiveness of matching grant 
programs; 


• Exploring a new relationship with 
the Charlotte Mecklenburg 
Development Corporation 
(CMDC) to increase 
redevelopment opportunities. 


• Exploring ways to encourage the 
development and growth of 
merchant associations.  


• Evaluating a retail market 
assessment to help attract the 
right retail mix to underserved 
areas. 


• Conducting parking demand 
analyses, as warranted, to 
understand City’s role in creating 
public parking to assist retailers 
and small businesses. 


New Target in 
FY13 


100% of 
recommendations 
underway; 50% 
complete by year end.  


Work with 
economic 
development 
partners to grow 
and retain 
businesses in the 
community’s 
targeted industry 
sectors of: 
• Energy/ 


Environment 
• Finance 
• Health care 
• Manufacturing 
• Defense 
• Motorsports 
• Tourism 
• Film 
• International 


firms 


Work with recipients of Business 
Investment Grants to encourage the 
use of local suppliers and target 
gaps in the supply chain as either 
business expansion opportunities for 
local companies or prospects for 
recruitment. 


New Target in 
FY13 


Complete supply chain 
opportunity assessment 
with 50% of grant 
recipients by year end. 


Work with tourism partners to 
develop a plan for growing sports in 
the Charlotte Region. 


New Target in 
FY12 


Develop a new 
public/private model for 
adding amateur sports 
facilities in the Region. 
Attract sports and 
sporting events to the 
City. 


Leverage the Democratic National 
Convention (DNC) with our partners 
to:  1) attract corporate relocations 
to Charlotte; 2) grow customers for 
existing Charlotte businesses; and 
3) promote the future location of 
consulate offices in Charlotte. 


New Target in 
FY13 


Catalogue, follow up and 
pursue the contacts 
gained from the DNC 
(via the Chamber, City 
and Charlotte Regional 
Partnership). 
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Capital Investment Plan (CIP) 


Economic Development Committee 


January 7, 2013 


 


 


Items Referred to ED Committee 


• Airport/West Corridor 
– Spine Dixie Berryhill Infrastructure (New Garrison Road) 
– Southern Dixie Berryhill Infrastructure (Widen Dixie 


River Road) 


• Northeast Corridor  
– Applied Innovation Corridor 
– UNCC Informatics and Innovation Partnership 


• East Southeast Corridor 
– Bojangles/Ovens Area Redevelopment 
– Public/Private Redevelopment Opportunities 
– Streetcar Infrastructure Project/East-West Revitalization 
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Investing in Corridors 
Airport/West Corridor 


 
 


These investments facilitate economic 
development as recommended in the Dixie-
Berryhill Area Plan and the Westside Strategic 
Plan and leverage the intermodal facility for 
development that provides quality jobs for the 
City: 
 


• Garrison Rd Extension  
– Section I: Old Dowd to Walker’s Ferry ($10M) 
– Section II: Walker’s Ferry to Existing Garrison ($13M)  
– Section III: Existing Garrison to Berewick ($7M) 


• Dixie River Rd Widening/Improvements ($13M) 


Infrastructure to Leverage the Intermodal Facility 


• Streetscaping along 
Graham St and Matheson 
Ave 


• Woodward/24th St 
Connection 


• Connections identified in 
the Tryon Street Area Plan 
for pedestrians, bicyclists 
and motorists 


• Energy infrastructure at 
Statesville Ave Landfill  


• Key development 
opportunities 


Applied Innovation Corridor  


Investing in Corridors 
Northeast Corridor 
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Investing in Corridors 
Northeast Corridor 


• A partnership to invest $10 million 
in the up-fit of the Informatics and 
Innovation Center at UNC-
Charlotte. 


• 20,000 square foot office and 
laboratory space. 


• Spurs the creation and growth of 
technology companies in Charlotte 
and increases the number of 
regional “knowledge worker” jobs 
in the financial, medical, 
biotechnology, and energy sectors. 
 


UNCC Informatics and Innovation Partnership 


Investing in Corridors 
East/Southeast Corridor 


Bojangles/Ovens Area Redevelopment 


• Use existing City assets and public/ 
private partnerships to create a 
destination-defining amateur sports 
complex capable of hosting major 
events 


• Convert Bojangles Coliseum to a 
multi-court, multi-purpose venue 


• Acquire and redevelop adjacent 
hospitality parcels 


• Improve area streets 


• Potentially redevelop parcels on the 
north side of Independence Blvd  
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These investments implement the Independence Blvd 
Area Plan and facilitate reinvestment by focusing on: 


• Connections to neighborhood services for pedestrians, 
bicyclists, motorists and transit users  


• Streetscape improvements along Monroe Rd 
• Development of key catalyst sites  


Public-Private Redevelopment Opportunities  


Investing in Corridors 
East/Southeast Corridor 


Increasing Connections 
Streetcar Expansion 


Streetcar Infrastructure Project 
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Charlotte City Council 
Transportation & Planning Committee 


Meeting Summary for January 30, 2013 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
  


 


 
COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 


 
I. Subject: MPO Planning Are Boundary Expansion 


   Action: For information only   
 
II. Subject: Capital Investment Plan Referrals 


Action: unanimously voted to move three CIP projects to full Council for 
approval. 
 


    


 COMMITTEE INFORMATION   
Present: David Howard, John Autry, Michael Barnes, Patsy Kinsey 
Time: 12:00 pm – 1:30 pm 


 


ATTACHMENTS 
      Handouts 
      Agenda  


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS  
 
Committee member Barnes called the meeting to order at 12:06 and asked everyone in the room 
to introduce themselves. 


 
I. MPO Planning Area Boundary  
 
Hall: This presentation is a continuation of your discussion. As you know, Mr. Howard serves 
as the Council’s representative on MUMPO. There is no need for a vote today, although at some 
point it will become necessary for a recommendation from the Committee to the Council. This 
is another conversation regarding the work about revising the MUMPO area and the MOU. 
 
Howard: I asked Sarah McAulay, MUMPO’s new chair, to join us today to make sure she hears 
any sentiments directly from us. Thank you for joining us, Sarah. 
 
Mr. Cook began the presentation with slide 2. 
 
Howard: What is Huntersville's population? 
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Cook: 48,000 with the sphere of influence.  
 
Howard: Given that, why won’t they move up? 
 
Cook: Based on what has been discussed at the sub-committee level, they will add a third vote 
to their tally. 
 
Cook continued the presentation with slide 6.  
 
Howard: Wasn’t it more of a principal approach in lieu of a vote approach the last time the 
MOU was adopted? 
 
Cook: In 2003? 
 
Howard: Yes. 
 
Pleasant: It was probably not vetted so much in 2003. We’ve been doing MPOs since the 1960s, 
and every ten years they get reconstituted. I don’t recall the vote approach being something 
new.  
 
McAulay: I was on the MPO in 1979, and it was the same then; Charlotte + Mecklenburg + one 
other, I believe.  
 
Howard: That is important to the conversation we are having now.  
 
Mr. Cook continued the presentation with slide 6. 
 
Howard: It was never said that Charlotte should have 42% of the total vote (see slide 6). If we 
leave it at that percentage and new members are added, the vote will be diluted.  
 
Barnes: Under the current system, there is a total of 38 votes and Charlotte has 16 of those 
votes. Under the proposed system, what would the total votes would be?  
 
Cook: 71votes. 
 
Barnes: And how many would Charlotte have? 
 
Cook: 29 votes. 
 
Barnes: So, the City’s share of the population of the current MPO is 66%, and under the 
expanded MPO it would be 60%? 
  
Cook: Correct. 
 
Barnes: Okay, thank you. 
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Mr. Cook continued the presentation with slide 7. 
 
Barnes: Where is the slide that shows what the current municipalities are paying and what the 
projected pool of new members will be paying? 
 
Cook: No, I’m afraid we don’t have it today. We do have the information for what was billed in 
FY2012, which will probably basically be the same as FY2013. There haven't been many 
changes to the TIP that would cause the fees to dramatically fluctuate.  That is a concern for 
some of the members. For instance, take a project like the Monroe bypass, which is largely in 
Union County. The project has a profound impact on what the Union County Jurisdictions are 
paying. It’s a $3.25 Billion project and tends to skew the results a bit, but once it goes away 
Union County’s amount will be reduced. It tends to fluctuate and there seems to be a desire on 
the part of the Committee members to get some stability so they can better plan their budget.  
 
Barnes: It’s important to me to make sure there is balance and fairness. Every member entity 
should be paying a fee, and Charlotte’s contributions both in terms of population and 
membership fees should not be diluted on the voting side. It would be helpful for me to see the 
data about what people will be paying, because my concern is that I don't want there to be 
voting members that aren’t paying to be part of the group whose voting influence is greater than 
ours while they are sitting at the table for free.  
 
Cook: All voting member have paid except that we do not levy a fee against the Board of 
Transportation.  
 
Barnes: I also think the voting allocation should represent the amount of money of being paid 
by the respective municipality. I would like to see a slide with that information. 
 
Cook: We can provide that information. I’ll give you an example. In FY2012, the City of 
Monroe’s fee, which gets two votes on the MPO, was about $8,000. A one vote town in Union 
County was paying slightly over $4,000. Mecklenburg County paid $6,000 and some change for 
a two vote community, and $3,000 and some change for a one vote community.  
 
Howard: If we vote by population, we would pay more. Right now the percentage is based on 
projects, and the proposal is to base it on population. 
 
Cook: If that becomes the adopted process, it would include a percentage of the entire planning 
area; not just the urbanized area. 
 
Barnes: What you two are talking about needs to be on a slide if you are to fully inform Council 
and the Mayor.  
 
Autry: Is the total number of votes a finite number? If a municipality with a 20,000 population 
gets an extra vote, is it just another vote that’s added? 
 
Cook: Yes, it’s just another vote that is added. 
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Autry: Thank you. 
 
Pleasant: When you sign a MOU it locks in that voting structure for the life of the MOU, so you 
would have to revise it and have all the jurisdictions sign a new one in order to change that 
voting allocation. 
  
Howard: Is there is a set number of votes that our urbanized area gets? 
 
Autry: If Charlotte gets another 20,000 residents with a MOU in place, do we get another vote? 
 
Howard: No. 
 
Barnes: Regarding the local match piece, it says that 20% is for planning, 10% is for transit 
planning, and that the City covers the local match. Does that mean that Charlotte covers the 
local match for the entire MPO? 
 
Cook: That is correct. The City covers the match of any of the federal funds that come in to 
support the MPO process. 
 
Barnes: So, the $390,800 that is listed for FY2013 comes out of our general fund?  
 
Pleasant: That is correct.  
 
Barnes: Do any of the other members contribute to that? 
 
Cook: Yes, they do. When we sub-allocate some of the federal funds to the towns to support 
local transportation planning projects, then they are responsible for the local match for those 
dollars. 
 
Barnes: What dollar amount above the $390,800 would you say is the match? 
 
Cook: It changes from year to year. It looks like we won't have many local transportation 
planning projects in FY2014. 
 
Howard: You did one in Waxhaw last year, and Waxhaw gave the matching money for that 
plan.  
 
Cook: We gave $80,000 to Union County to support the 74 study.  
 
Howard: So, they paid for that match because it was used for their area?  
 
Cook: We have well over $100,000 in funds supporting local projects this year. FY2014 is 
looking like there will only be about $80,000 worth of local projects.  


 
Barnes: Did the sub-committee propose changing the local match formula? 
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Cook: No.  
 
Barnes: We should be talking fairness and balance. Everything that is to our benefit they are 
seeking to tweak, and everything that is to their benefit they are not seeking to tweak. That’s 
what this Committee is concerned about.  
 
Cook: In terms of the Committee process, this has not been brought to them in any great degree 
to say what they like or don’t like based on how much money they have to put in. To be clear, 
the City pays the overwhelming share of the local share. Most of the money goes to support the 
MPO process, not local transportation planning projects.  
 
Howard: What's not in the numbers you see in front of you would be staff’s time, who would 
argue that we are the urbanized area and that’s why they do it. We are trying to capture and 
share what that number is.  
 
Pleasant: The MPO work is budgeted through the Unified Planning Work Program.  This 
aggregates the budget to tasks, and we put a cost number against those tasks. A large part of the 
tasks are paid for by federal funds that are allocated to this urban area and the percentage match 
that is allocated to the local government. We are going to do more of an accounting list to show 
what the costs are. 
 
Howard: Hopefully, we'll have better numbers moving forward.  
 
Mr. Cook continued the presentation with slide 9. 
 
Howard: Will you share the recommendation document with this Committee? 
 
Cook: Yes, I'll get it to everyone. 
 
Mr. Cook continued the presentation with slide 10. 
 
Howard: I thought we were going to talk about the 2-tier voting structure? 
 
Cook: We mentioned that at the last meeting. That is essentially where you default to a one 
jurisdiction, one vote arrangement. You go into a meeting assuming one jurisdiction, one vote 
applies. However, any member could invoke a weighted voting system that night, or there could 
be some time period that would be required to change the voting system. It got some support on 
the sub-committee.  
 
Howard: Didn't it get a vote of support? 
 
Cook: Our minutes don’t show where it got a vote of support. I thought it did, but Nick and I 
looked through the minutes and couldn’t find anything. They endorsed the weighted vote 
concept, but they didn’t endorse the two-tier system. I seemed to get some support around the 
table but there was never a straw vote taken on it like there were other topics. 
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Howard: Let’s talk about Charlotte’s schedule. 
 
Mr. Hall: Our tentative thinking is to present an update to the full Council at their February 25 
Dinner Briefing. You could come back on February 28 to look at making a vote, with the 
directed vote occurring at the Workshop on March 4 or the Zoning Meeting on March 18, prior 
to the March 20 MUMPO Meeting.  
 
Barnes: I'm not sure we are addressing the issues the members of the Committee have brought 
up. If we are to move this out of Committee, you might want to start responding to those issues. 
For example, the chart with the fees is important to see. I will almost guarantee you that this 
will get bogged down in the chamber for an entire evening and it won’t be voted on. I would 
urge you to look back at your notes at the things I have asked about today and Committee 
Member Kinsey asked about last meeting to help us visualize what your responses would be to 
those issues. If you could respond to those issues, it would help me a lot.  
 
Howard: Mr. Barnes is asking for information concerning our membership dues, what the 
overall budget is, and finally about the match approach and what that means for Charlotte.  
 
Hall: Mr. Barnes, I agree with you in terms of where we are. Mr. Howard suggested we go 
ahead and have these conversations early rather than rushing at the end. We’re walking you 
along as Mr. Cook and the sub-committee converse right up until when they are ready to make 
any decisions. The difficulty here is the nature of coming up with a MOU among so many 
different governmental units, and dealing with the political pressure that can occur regionally. 
This could get sticky by the time it gets to Council.  
 
Howard: We knew it would be sticky. I was the one who pushed to make sure we included 
people from the new municipalities coming onto the MOU Committee, because I knew the 
weighted voting issue would be difficult. I was trying to convey exactly what the Committee 
shared with me, and that is that Charlotte does not want to give up more ground. I think there is 
something we could do with the 2-tier system to make the other municipalities feel like we are 
hearing what they are saying. I need a lot more information regarding what Technical 
Coordinating Committee is suggesting regarding notice to move from the 2-tier system to the 
weighted vote.  
 
Barnes: The idea of a member being able to invoke the weighted voting system is something 
that might be worth looking at.  
 
McAulay: We need to move forward as we have to pick up the planning are in March. 
 
Cook: We could continue functioning as an MPO if we pass the March deadline along the lines 
of the current planning area, but there is a one-year deadline after the urbanized area 
information is released imposed by the Federal Highway Administration. 
 
Howard: What is the one year mark? 
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Cook: March 20 or 21. 
 
Howard: If for some reason we never get a MOU, are we still responsible for planning? 
 
Cook: Yes, we still have to plan for the entire Charlotte urbanized area.  
 
McAulay: I think it's important to have the influence and the presence of the City of Charlotte. 
  
Kinsey: This is a difficult situation to understand for those who are not on this Committee.  
 
Howard: We need to come out with something solid. I would like for this Committee to get 
comfortable with this. It sounds like we need for Mr. Cook to come back one more time. When 
is our next meeting? 
 
Hall: The next meeting is February 11, and instead of conducting a full conversation, we can 
just present a quick update. 
 
Barnes: Regarding the expertise of the CDOT and Planning staff, is there some supplemental 
payment that comes from someplace to pay you, Mr. Cook? 
 
Cook: The fees help support salaries. 
 
Barnes: Does that mean the City gets some additional fee that supplements your paycheck?  
 
Cook: The City pays into that fee, so you are not supplementing. The MPO is getting that 
supplement from the additional fees.  
 
Barnes: Is it true the bulk of the expertise that is lent to the organization comes from you? 
 
Cook: We are all City employees. 
 
Howard: The way we pay for all this is through federal funds, the City’s match, the fees or the 
dues, and then Charlotte pays the rest, right? 
 
Cook: Mr. Pleasant's staff is putting that information together.  
 
II. Capital Investment Plan Referrals 


 
Hall: I’m going to do a couple of introductory slides before I turn it over to Danny Pleasant and 
his group. The Capital Investment Plan (CIP) was referred to the various committees (see slide 
2). This was the list of projects that were referred to Transportation and Planning. I know that 
some other committees have started work and are moving forward, and it’s safe to say that the 
bulk of the remaining work is with the Economic Development and Transportation Planning.  
 
Mr. Hall reviewed items for today’s discussion (see slide 3). 
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Howard: Were all of the projects on the CIP in the Transportation Action Plan (TAP)? 
 
Pleasant: The transportation projects you looked were in the TAP.  
 
Howard: I want to talk about expectations and financing options, how to build consensus among 
the Committee to be able to recommend the projects that deserve to be in the CIP, and the 
possibility of recommending that some projects not be included in the CIP. Also, are there other 
ways to fund these projects? 
 
Barnes: Because most of these projects are things that we have historically done, I don't think it 
makes sense for us to talk about alternate funding. Few of these are big enough to talk about 
Public, Private Partnerships (P3).  
 
Howard: The way this was presented is individually. If we don't want to talk about it right now 
we can make a motion that all of this makes sense and they stay in the CIP. 
 
Barnes: We did that last week in HAND, and I would propose doing that today. 
 
Howard: Yes, but there could be a discussion about the bridges becoming a P3 project at the 
next meeting.  
 
Barnes: Knowing what we know about the two areas impacted by those bridges, there aren’t any 
P3 opportunities. 
 
Howard: I think we should go forward with a presentation on the first three projects (see slide 5) 
and move to approve them. I think the more complicated ones will come with the next two 
meetings.  
 
Hall: Why don't you take a moment and flip through the slides in front of you, and we'll talk 
about whichever piece you have an interest in. One of the benefits of this process outside of 
reaching a consensus on an ultimate proposal is being able to speak to specific concerns within 
different projects. 
 
Barnes: I would not be opposed to going through the presentation. 
 
Howard: Did we ever quantify if these projects are part of the bigger TAP? That’s the kind of 
information we need to share with the public.  
 
Mr. Pleasant started the presentation with slide 6. 
 
Howard: What projects are part of the $60M (see slide 16)? 
 
Pleasant: The $60M will build about seventy projects, and we’ve listed in our priority system 
the first15 of those we would plan to build in that new allocation of $60M (see slide 17). We 
have focused our attention in the last few years on sidewalks along the arterial and thoroughfare 
systems. These are projects we propose in our next round of funding.  
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Howard: I would like to know what districts they are in. 
 
Kinsey: It would be helpful if you use the district maps to show the projects.  
 
Mr. Pleasant continued the presentation with slide 18. 
 
Howard: How hard is it to build sidewalks on state roads? 
 
Pleasant: Our success on State roads is improving. There is still a difference in the way we like 
to do things but it's much better that in the past. 
  
Barnes: I would like information from CDOT about how we go about doing our work. CDOT 
takes on safety projects, for instance on 7th Street where people want us to put in an overpass. I 
want to know where things are with that plan, because I think there was a community meeting.  
I have been almost begging you guys to pay some attention to Mallard Creek Church Road and 
David Taylor Drive, as well as that pedestrian crossing in front of Prosperity Creek, and we 
have gotten nowhere in the last seven years since I have served on the Council. It’s a point of 
confusion and frustration for me because people in neighborhoods will blow up an issue, and 
whether it’s a true problem or not you guys will pay attention to it. We can bring issues to you 
and we get reasons why nothing can be done, and that’s frustrating. Another example is at 
Sharon Amity Road and Castleton Drive and what you will be implementing there. I want to 
know what your processes are about how you decide to take action on some concerns and not 
others. I need to know how to explain that to my constituents.  
 
Pleasant: We can definitely bring those processes back to you and let you take a look at how we 
do that work. You will get a report on Friday about Sharon Amity Road and Castleton Drive 
that will illuminate a lot of our decision making for you. We have a High Accident Location 
List where we keep track of those locations and address them in priority order.  
 
Barnes: We will see some attention paid to Castleton Drive issue now, and something that has 
been in the queue for years will get bumped down. I can’t understand how that happens. 
 
Howard: Before we leave the two projects that Mr. Barnes is talking about (one is his area and 
one in mine), what do you do on State road when safety issues arise?  What are the things we 
could have told the developer they had to do to deal with people crossing from one side of the 
road to the other? I’m asking if it’s the state’s responsibility to communicate with the developer, 
or is it our responsibility? 
  
Pleasant: Some issues in Council member Barnes’ district really do relate to state road 
intersections, so we have less influence. We try very hard to have dialogue with the State, and in 
some cases it works and in some cases it doesn’t. 
 
Howard: The University area is about 15 years from being like Steele Creek, so how do we deal 
with that now so that as development continues, we won’t have the same issues as roadways are 
widened.  
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Pleasant: From the development side, you addressed it in the Urban Street Design Guidelines 
and recent amendments to the subdivision ordinance.  
 
Howard: Not on state roads though. 
 
Pleasant: As it relates to development, if there are sight related types of issues that need to be 
mitigated like traffic signals, crosswalk, etc., we can have the development industry participate 
in that. You will see on your Council agendas from time to time a budget ordinance for a 
developer funded signal, so we do that that dynamic at work. I would say the developer 
involvement is probably more active now than it was ten years ago.  
 
Howard: Since the developer is gone in both instances, we need to figure out if the issues 
belong to the State or us, and get the problems solved. I also want to know how projects get on 
the CIP list. 
 
Mr. Pleasant continued the presentation with slide 21. 
 
Howard: One of the things we heard in the Loop Study is that the roads will go across at grade 
and it works better if you can send stuff underneath. Is there a reason the train cannot go under 
the road? 
  
Pleasant: In this case, the train is going to have to cross on top. It all depends on how the grades 
work out. Once this part of the project is completed, there will be a railroad bridge over a future 
road. The road will not be in place for a while. 
 
Mr. Pleasant continued the presentation with slide 28. 
 
Howard: It seems that you would need to make some improvements on Carnegie Boulevard 
because it becomes almost a thoroughfare and not just an internal street to a business park (see 
slide 28).  
 
Pleasant: Carnegie Boulevard is a four-lane road now.  
  
Barnes: As I understood it from our budget discussion last year, a good bit of the cost was 
driven by the acquisition of that parking deck and the land in that corridor (see slide 31). I ask 
because Council member Dulin asked why we are spending that much money on that short 
piece of road, and it was because of the deck and the dirt that we have to buy to build the road. 
One of the reasons I would move to approve once we get to that point is because it’s not a waste 
of money when we have to take control of private property in order to build the infrastructure.  
 
Howard: How many spaces is that building going to lose? 
 
Jeb Blackwell: I think the question was would we deal with a parking issue there? We have 
included money for reconstruction on the deck.   
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Howard: Will you be relaxing the parking requirements? 
 
Blackwell: No. We’ll create the spaces by adding an additional deck.  
 
Pleasant: I would guess the parking here greatly exceeds what is required. From a personal 
observation, I have yet to see anyone park on this deck. I think people enjoy parking under it to 
shade their cars.  
 
Howard: If the original building had more parking then they needed, will the current 
requirements be less so that we don’t have to build as many spaces back? 
 
Blackwell: That’s something we'll work out in the details. When you take non-required parking 
spaces but they feel they have to have them, you may end up compensating for them.  
 
Howard: I never see anyone parking on the back, so if they have too many spaces let’s just let 
them out of that through some update to their site plan.  
 
Blackwell: We'll work that out the property owners. 
 
Pleasant: I believe this is a project we proposed to build a little later in the program. It will give 
us time in the beginning of the program to begin doing the planning and design work and to 
work out any issues. Because it hasn’t been funded yet, we haven’t taken a very deep dive into 
the design work. 
  
Hall: That is something we would normally take into account in the planning and design 
process. 
 
Howard: I’m going to say what I said in the ED Committee meeting; I don’t want to go to the 
public and ask for one more penny than we have to ask for. So the better we can know those 
types of things ahead of time, and the tighter we can make those numbers, the better it is for 
everybody. We can make a motion to support the three projects today before we leave. 
 


 Mr. Barnes moved to recommend to the full Council to include the Traffic Control and Bridges, 
Road Infrastructure Projects, and Sidewalks and Pedestrian Safety for approval (slide 32). 


 
Council member Autry seconded the recommendation. 
 
The vote to move the projects to the full Council was unanimous. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 1:40. 
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MUMPO Planning Area 
Boundary Expansion


&
Memorandum of Understanding 


Revision Status


TAP Committee
January 30, 2013


Presentation Overview 


• Planning area boundary expansion status


• Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) revisions
– Process
– Status of Key Issues


• Voting
• MPO fees & local match
• New name
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Planning Area Boundary 


• Status
– Boundary approved by 


Lincoln & Union BOCs


– Iredell County 
endorsement pending
• Awaiting information 


on fees
• Working boundary: S. 


Yadkin River


– Endorsed by MPO


Memorandum of Understanding


Memorandum of Understanding
– MPO governing document
– Sets forth roles & responsibilities; membership, etc.
– Must be updated to reflect new members, changing 


circumstances


MOU Subcommittee-11 members
– 8 MPO members


• Charlotte, Davidson, Huntersville, Matthews, 
Mecklenburg County, Mint Hill, Stallings, Union 
County


– 1 Lincoln County BOC member
– 1 Iredell County BOC member
– 1 representative of the three Iredell municipalities
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Current Voting Structure


• Weighted system
• Vote total: 38


Allocation
• Charlotte: 16
• Mecklenburg & Union BOC: 2
• Municipalities > 20,000: 2 
• Municipalities < 19,999: 1  
• Municipalities < 5,000: 0
• NC Board of Transportation: 1


Current City population share: 66%
Expanded MPO City share: 60%


Votes Needed to Adopt Measure


Current Structure
• Charlotte requires 4 additional votes for a motion to be 


adopted
– Minimum of 2 additional jurisdictions


• Example
– Charlotte (16) + Mecklenburg (2) + Matthews (2) = 20


Expanded MPO
• Assume all jurisdictions are voting members
• Assume Charlotte retains current vote percentage-42%
• Charlotte requires 7 additional votes for a motion to be 


adopted
– Minimum of 3 additional jurisdictions


• Example
– Charlotte (29) + Huntersville (3) + Mecklenburg (2) +  


Mooresville (2)
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MOU Key Issues-Voting


Subcommittee Recommendation-October 2012
– Eliminate 5,000 population minimum
– Each member jurisdiction should receive at least one 


vote
– Retain weighted voting concept


Subcommittee Recommendation-December 2012
– Maintain weighted vote concept similar to current 


structure
– City maintain same percentage as current (42%)
– Other jurisdictions receive one extra vote per 20K pop
– Each County receives two votes


MOU Key Issues-Fees & 
Local Match


MPO Fee
– Annual fee assessed to voting members
– Based upon dollar value of TIP projects in both counties
– Cap: $150,000
– Equal to estimated cost of two engineers (2003)
– FY 2013 contribution: $50,843.20


Local Match
– Federal funds require local match


• Planning funds 20%
• Transit planning funds 10%


– City covers local match
– FY 2013 estimated City contribution: $390,800
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MOU Key Issues-Fees & 
Local Match


Issues: MPO Fee
– Revamp fee assessment method?


• Current method confusing
– How to calculate fee?


Issue: Local Match
– Share match among member jurisdictions?


Consultant assisting with developing 
recommendations


MOU Key Issues-Name


MPO & TCC Survey Results
– 49 responses
– Suggested name to begin with:


• “Charlotte”-10 votes
• 4 member counties named (MUILMPO)-8 votes
• “Metrolina”-8 votes
• “Catawba”-5 votes
• “Central Piedmont”-2 votes
• “Greater Charlotte”-2 votes
• “Metro Area”-2 votes


Subcommittee Recommendation
– Charlotte Regional Transportation Planning Organization







1/29/2013


6


Next Steps 


MOU Subcommittee/MPO
• February 20 


– Subcommittee meeting
• Additional discussion of 


voting issues


– MPO meeting
• Discussion-no action to be 


requested


• March 20
– Subcommittee meeting
– MPO meeting


• Possible action on voting 
arrangement 


City Council
• TAP Committee 


recommendation
• Council directed vote for 


MPO representative
– Goal: before March 20
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Capital Investment Plan Referrals


Transportation & Planning Committee


January 30, 2013


Capital Investment Plan
Transportation & Planning Committee 


Referrals


• Traffic Control and Bridges
– Upgrade Traffic Signal System Coordination
– Upgrade Traffic Control devices
– Repair and Replace Bridges


• Road/Infrastructure Projects
– Prosperity Church Road
– Eastern Circumferential/Railroad Bridge
– Park South Drive Extension


• Sidewalks and Pedestrian Safety
• 26-Mile Cross Charlotte Trail
• Northeast Corridor Infrastructure (NECI)
• East /Southeast Corridor


– Monroe Road Streetscape
– Idlewild Road/Monroe Road Intersection
– Sidewalk and Bikeway Improvements


• Northeast Corridor Bridges
– Research Drive – J.W. Clay Connector over I-85
– University Pointe Connection – IBM Drive to Ikea Boulevard
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Items to Discuss


• Review TAP Committee timeline
• Project Groupings
• Review connection between CIP and 


the TAP
• Review proposed CIP projects


Committee Meeting Schedule


Transportation and Planning Committee Meeting Schedule
• January 30th 


• February 11th 


• February 28th


• March 18th


City Council Budget Retreat
• March 20th


– Committee to Report on CIP Referral Recommendations
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Project Groupings


January 30th


• Traffic Control and Bridges
• Road Infrastructure Projects
• Sidewalks and Pedestrian Safety


February 11th


• Northeast Corridor Bridges
• Northeast Corridor Infrastructure (NECI)
• 26-Mile Cross Charlotte Trail
• East/Southeast Corridor


February 28th


• Economic, Social and Environmental Benefits
• Committee discussion


Connection between CIP and 
Transportation Action Plan (TAP)


• In 2011, City Council adopted the 
updated TAP – Charlotte’s long-range, 
comprehensive multi-modal 
transportation plan 


• TAP defines transportation-related
– Policies
– Programs
– Projects


• Best transportation plan is the right 
land use plan – CC&W


• TAP assumes $100M a year in 
transportation investments


• Proposed CIP includes numerous 
projects that implement the TAP
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CIP Projects – January 30th


• Repair and Replace Bridges ($14M)
• Upgrade Traffic Signal System Coordination ($15M)
• Upgrade Traffic Control Devices ($19M)


Repair and Replace Bridges


 198 city-maintained bridges 
and culverts


 Federal law requires 
inspection every 2 years


 Repairs are conducted on a 
2-year cycle following 
inspections


 35 bridges/culverts 
identified as potential need 
for replacement over the 
next 25 years
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Repair and Replace Bridges


Highland Ave – Before 


Highland Ave – After 


 Inspect and repair all city-
maintained bridges and culverts


 Replace bridges and culverts as 
determined structurally deficient 
and/or functionally obsolete


 $14M


Upgrade Traffic Signal System 
Coordination


 Improve traffic flow and 
use street system more 
efficiently


 $15M
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Upgrade Traffic Signal System 
Coordination


60% of Master Plan is 
implemented


Recently completed projects
• Park Rd.
• NC 51
• Trade/Beatties Ford/Sunset
• Monroe/Independence
• Davidson/Parkwood/The Plaza


• Projects to be implemented
• Graham St.
• Statesville Ave.
• Ballantyne area
• Wilkinson Blvd.
• Steele Creek Rd.
• W.T. Harris Blvd.
• Mallard Creek Church Rd.


Upgrade Traffic Control Devices


 Upgrade traffic control 
devices


 $19M


City maintains 735 traffic signals







1/30/2013


7


Upgrade Traffic Control Devices


Projects include:
 Upgrade 75 intersections per 


year
 Replace obsolete traffic control 


equipment
 Upgrade pedestrian signals 


with APS (Accessible Pedestrian 
Signal) devices


Sidewalk and Pedestrian Safety


Sidewalks and Pedestrian Safety - $60M
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Sidewalk projects moving 
towards completion


• 24 projects currently funded 
• Examples include:


– Ballantyne Commons Pkwy (1) 
– Blue Heron Dr
– Carmel Rd
– Coulwood
– Manning/Wintercrest
– Mallard Creek Rd
– Milhaven Ln
– Mineral Springs Rd
– Nations Ford Rd
– Nevin Rd / Gibbon Rd
– Orvis St


– Park Rd ped crossing
– Providence Rd
– Remount Rd
– South Blvd
– Sunset Rd
– South Tryon St / Tyvola
– West Blvd
– West Sugar Creek Rd
– West Tyvola Rd
– University City Blvd


Sidewalk Projects to be funded 
with next round of CIP funding


• Funding for up to 70 projects 
• Next 15 streets that would be 


reviewed for programming:
– Ballantyne Commons Pkwy (2)
– Johnston Rd
– Kuykendall Rd
– Little Rock Rd
– North Hoskins Rd
– North Sharon Amity Rd
– North Tryon Street
– Nations Ford Rd
– Old Providence Rd
– Pineville-Matthews Rd
– Rea Rd
– Sandy Porter Rd
– Sardis Rd North
– Sharon Rd
– WT Harris Blvd


“Worn path” along W. Sugar Creek
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Long History of Sidewalk Building


Long History of Improving 
Pedestrian Safety
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Road/Infrastructure Projects


• Prosperity Church Road – $5M
• Eastern Circumferential/Railroad Bridge – $11.6M
• Park South Drive Extension - $8.3M


Road/Infrastructure Projects


• Prosperity Church Rd 
Northwest Arc & other 
infrastructure


• Eastern Circumferential/    
Railroad Bridge


• Park South Dr Extension
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I-485 is moving forward in the Prosperity Village area


Prosperity Church – NW Arc


Prosperity Church Rd Northwest Arc


• Key part of a overall infrastructure 
investment in Prosperity Village


• Completes northwestern leg of the I-
485/Prosperity Church Rd interchange 
as envisioned in the area plan


• Timed with the 2014 opening of  I-485 
to ensure that the interchange functions 
properly


• $5M
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By NCDOT


By Developer


By City


Existing


Dashed Line =
Future Alignment


Additional Infrastructure Needed 
For Interchange to Function


NW Arc and 
Ridge Rd.


Interchange will not work without the City’s improvements 


Prosperity Village 
Center Concept


Land Use and Transportation Together
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Eastern Circumferential/Railroad 
Bridge


Eastern Circumferential/    
Railroad Bridge


• Railroad bridge – Council approved funding 
for bridge over railroad on 12/10/12


• Constructs the Eastern Circumferential from 
Hanberry Blvd to Back Creek Church Rd


• Coordinated with NCDOT’s railroad project


• $11.6M


Railroad Bridge


Eastern Circumferential – Key 
Route


• Parallel route to Harris 
Blvd. and I-485


• Connects Mallard 
Creek Church Road to 
Sardis Road North


• Route goes through 
Charlotte, Mint Hill, 
and Matthews
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Park South Drive Extension


Park South Dr Extension
• Extends Park South Dr as a 2-lane street 


from Fairview Rd to a new roundabout at 
Carnegie Blvd


• Extends existing eastbound left-turn lane 
on Fairview Rd 


• Enhances street network in the area    
and reduces delays at other signalized 
intersections along Fairview Rd


• Consistent with two recent rezoning 
approvals which will build a portion of  
this alignment and the roundabout


• $8.3 million


South Park Traffic Patterns


24,000 
employees
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Supports Plans and 
Recent Development


Approved Rezoning, 2011 - 006


• Right-of-way and street stub 
provided by development


• Identified in South Park 
Bike/Ped Implementation 
Plan


Park South Dr. Extension 
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Next Meeting – February 11th


January 30th


• Traffic Control and Bridges
• Road Infrastructure Projects
• Sidewalks and Pedestrian Safety


February 11th


• Northeast Corridor Bridges
• Northeast Corridor Infrastructure (NECI)
• 26-Mile Cross Charlotte Trail
• East/Southeast Corridor


February 28th


• Economic, Social and Environmental Benefits
• Committee discussion


Questions







Transportation & Planning Committee 
Wednesday, January 30, 2013 


12:00 – 1:30 p.m. 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center 


Room CH14  
 
 
 Committee Members:  David Howard, Chair 
     Michael Barnes, Vice Chair 
     John Autry 
     Warren Cooksey 
     Patsy Kinsey 
     


 Staff Resource:  Ruffin Hall, Assistant City Manager 
 


 


AGENDA 
 


I. MPO Planning Area Boundary Expansion– 30 minutes 
Staff Resources:  Bob Cook, Planning 
Update on the expansion of the MPO’s planning area boundary and concurrent efforts to revise its 
Memorandum of Understanding.   
Action: For information only 
 


II. Capital Investment Plan Referrals – 60 minutes 
Staff Resource: Ruffin Hall, City Manager’s Office 
Staff will begin overviewing capital projects referred to the Transportation and Planning 
Committee, starting with transportation projects under the Increasing Connections category.  
Examples include road construction, sidewalks, pedestrian safety, traffic control and bridges. 
Action: For information only 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
Next Scheduled Meeting: Monday, February 11, 2013 – 3:30 p.m.  
Future Topics - Capital Investment Plan Referrals (continued) 
 
 
 


Distribution: Mayor & City Council    Julie Burch, Interim City Manager  Leadership Team   
  Transportation Cabinet     Bob Cook     
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