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CALENDAR DETAILS: 
 
Monday, April 1 
  3:00 pm Governmental Affairs Committee, Room 280 
  AGENDA: Federal legislative update; State legislative update 
 
  5:00 pm Council Workshop and Citizens’ Forum, Room 267 
   
Wednesday, April 3 
  12:00 pm Budget Committee, Room 280 


AGENDA: April 10 Budget Workshop agenda; Employee benefits considerations; 
School Resource Officers; Potential Budget Calendar adjustments 


 
Thursday, April 4 
  12:00 pm Economic Development Committee, Room 280 


AGENDA: Draft FY14 Focus Area Plan; CMDC/Greenway Business Center loan; 
Woodfield NoDa partnership proposal; Youth Council/Youth jobs initiative 


 
April and May calendars are attached (see “Calendar.pdf”). 
 


INFORMATION: 
 
Community Input Session on Former Eastland Mall Site 
Staff Resource: Peter Zeiler, N&BS, 704-432-2989, pzeiler@charlottenc.gov  
 
On March 8, 2013, Neighborhood & Business Services (N&BS) invited three development teams 
to submit proposals for the redevelopment of the Eastland Mall site. The three invited teams 
were selected from qualification statements submitted February 15, 2013. Two of the teams, 
ARK Ventures, Inc and Studio Charlotte Development LLC, have accepted the invitation to 
propose. After reviewing the Request for Proposals and associated documentation, the third 
team, Film Studio Group / Winter Properties / Frank Martin, has declined to submit a full 
proposal.  
 
In 2003, City Council adopted the Eastland Area Plan which established a land use plan for the 
general Eastland area. From 2006 through 2009, N&BS held periodic community wide meetings 
to collect input and help shape a more targeted vision for the Eastland site specifically. The 
principles of the Eastland Area plan and the community vision for the specific site were 
included in both the Request for Qualification and the Request for Proposals to help 
development teams shape their responses.  
                                                                                                                                                                                                          
On April 5, 2013 N&BS will facilitate meetings between community stakeholders from the 
Eastland area and the invited development teams. These meetings are designed to ensure the 
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development teams have a full understanding of the community vision and can develop 
proposals reflective of and sensitive to that vision. Twenty-five percent of the scoring criteria 
for the proposals will be based on the development teams’ responsiveness to the stated 
community vision where possible. Stakeholders were nominated by District 5 Council 
Representative John Autry and leadership of Charlotte E.A.S.T, a volunteer board established 
to work toward the recommended goals of the City’s Eastland Area Plan. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
February 28 Transportation and Planning Committee Summary (see “TAP Summary 
022813.pdf”) 
 
March 6 Budget Committee Summary (see “Budget Summary 030613.pdf”) 
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            Budget Committee  
Meeting Summary for March 6, 2013 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 


 
 COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS  
 
I. Review Proposed March 20 Budget Workshop Agenda  
 Staff:  Randy Harrington, Budget and Evaluation Director 


 (Attachment 1 – Proposed March 20th agenda) 
   
 
II. Current Pay-As-You-Go Capital Program Overview 
 Staff:  Randy Harrington, Budget and Evaluation Director 
 (Attachment 2 - FY2013-FY2017 General CIP Pay-As-You-Go 
     Program) 
   
III. General Revenue Overview 
 
     
 


COMMITTEE INFORMATION  
 


Present:  CM Barnes, CM Fallon, CM Kinsey, CM Mayfield, CM 
Cooksey 


 Absent:   CM Dulin 
 Time:   2:10 p.m. – 3:25 p.m. 
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ATTACHMENTS 


1. Proposed March 20th Agenda 
2. Current Pay-As-You-Go Capital Program Overview 
3. Q&As from February 20th Budget Committee 


 
DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS   


 
Committee Discussion: 
 


Barnes: Welcome everyone to the March 6 Council Budget Committee meeting.  Please introduce 
yourselves.  
 
We have three items on the agenda today. The first one is to review the agenda for our March 20 
Council Budget Retreat and Mr. Harrington will talk about that.  
   
Attachment 1 - Review Proposed March 20 Budget Workshop Agenda 
 
Randy Harrington, Budget and Evaluation Director. There are 3 items on your agenda today. 
The first one, the proposed budget workshop agenda, is the only one of the three that requires any 
action by the Committee. The other two are for informational purposes only. We thought we 
would take the opportunity on the second topic, the Pay-As-You-Go Program. We have been 
talking a lot about this in the general CIP. There are two parts of the General CIP, the debt side 
and the cash side. We want to talk a little bit about the cash side. Scott Greer will talk about the 
general revenue overviews and about what they track in terms of various types of properties, sales 
taxes, occupancy taxes, etc., and give a brief update on what we know now at this point about the 
County’s revaluation process and where that is and next steps in the process.  


This is what we are planning on doing for the committee today. 


Barnes: I want to ask a couple of questions of Mr. Greer about the Airport Bonds if he will be 
prepared to talk about that.  


Revised March 20 Budget Workshop Agenda 


Harrington:  On your second page is the proposed draft agenda with 3 main topics: 1) Greg 
Gaskins will give an overview of the property and sales tax components and any updated 
information we have on that as well as Greg will talk more to the full Council about what we 
know about the revaluation piece and the bill that is in the legislation right now and perhaps any 
additional updates as it relates to any State tax reform.  But the bulk of the workshop will be 
focused on the committee report-outs from the General CIP Referrals. These have made their way 
through the committees for the most part and an opportunity for the committee chairs to point out 
the areas that have been discussed as well as any recommendations that have come out of the 
committees. One suggestion or thought I proposed to the committee and to the Council as well, 
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and the Manager may have some thoughts on this, too, the purpose for the discussion of the CIP 
referrals is an opportunity to get feedback from Council to staff on next steps, if any, as it relates 
to the Capital Program and a chance to give us any guidance and to potentially come back with 
anything else that you may want to know. The bulk of the work for the March 20th workshop 
would be giving us that direction. At the April 10 workshop, at that point we are at a certain stage 
of our budget process if there is a lot of new information and new requests that come out as it 
relates to the Capital Program, we won’t have the time to turn around something new or different 
as it relates to preparing the information for May 6. From a process standpoint, having Council’s 
feedback and direction at the March 20th meeting would be ideal. Obviously, this is a Council 
process for you all to work through but just from a staff’s perspective, Julie can you add to that?  


Burch: To reemphasize that, in order for something to be reflected in the Manager’s recommended 
budget, we really need direction from the Council on the 20th of March as it relates to the CIP, 
particularly. I would be stressing that on this day, too. 


Barnes: Let me ask this question. From the committees that I am on I have made an effort to get 
out of committee all the CIP items back to the full Council. So, as we go down this A-E list, Mr. 
Harrington, we referred out the items we had from this committee. The community safety 
committee referred out the items that it has. I don’t know about Economic Development, but on 
the other two and with Housing and Neighborhood Development, there were a couple of 
outstanding questions about housing, but otherwise we were preparing to refer those out. With 
Transportation Planning we referred out from there, I believe, all the CIP requests. So, my point is 
we were trying to get out of committee all of those items to get back to the full Council to 
minimize the amount of work that you all would have to do on March 20, April 10 or May 6. In 
other words, I am hoping that if we have referred everything out by the 20th you won’t get hit with 
any April surprises.  


Burch: I think the distinction here, in terms of our discussing this, this is reporting out to all the 
committees on March 20, but beyond that direction from the Council based on those reports for 
whether or not or to what extent you want the City Manager to include the CIP in the 
recommended budget, and what we are saying is we really would like to have that guidance on the 
20th of March and not wait till the 10th of April. In other words, all the committees report out and 
the full Council makes some determination around what has been reported out as far as how it 
would translate into a CIP.  


Kinsey: I understand we could do a number of different things. We could request the Manager to 
put the CIP in the budget, we could raise taxes, whatever is needed to do for the CIP, and not put 
bonds on the ballot in the fall, and I will not support putting bonds on the ballot in November. 
But, if we went on and did adopt the CIP to raise taxes, I think that helps us toward bonds when 
we do put them on the ballot next year, we have to put them on 2014, or else we will screw up our 
AAA rating.  


Harrington: I think what you are referring to is the potential of adopting a tax rate that year and 
that would provide a level of funding into the Capital program a year in advance and likely help 
with a rate that would be required.  
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Kinsey: The rate would be lower? 


Harrington:  Likely. 


Kinsey: OK. And will all those options be put forward to the next meeting because it is something 
we all need to consider?  


Harrington: Yes. What the Manager and I are saying is we would need to get Council’s direction 
on which options, if any, to bring back. If Council wished for an option that did that, that 
implemented a rate but did not have a bond cycle until 2014 to start, then what would that rate 
look like, and we could go back and compare that and report back on April 10 at the Budget 
Workshop on what that would look like. 


Barnes:  Help me to understand, Ms. Kinsey, why we raise taxes and not put the bonds on the 
ballot until a year from now.  


Kinsey: Just exactly what Randy said. It would help us with the rate; the interest rate for the 
bonds. 


Harrington: Right. You’re essentially advanced funding. You have that year of revenue built up in 
the Municipal Debt Service fund that, in turn, can be applied to the Capital Program and requires 
a lower tax rate to fund the CIP.  


Barnes: So, what would be the dollar difference? 


Harrington:  I don’t know that at this point. 


Barnes: What difference does it make whether you do it in 14 or 13? 


Harrington: I don’t know at this point. From this process we still have to bring that back. But, one 
of the things we are doing right now here in the next week we will be getting updated tax numbers 
from the County Tax Office. And we will be using that to update all of our financial models and 
that goes back into the Capital Model as well for us to be able to provide an update to Council.  


Kinsey: I want to help people understanding this is an election year. We have gotten a lot of 
criticism this year, and I’m not real sure we need to put bonds on the ballot in addition to 
everything else we have screwed up.  


Barnes: I think that perpetuates the dysfunction that you are going to raise taxes at year end. 


Kinsey: I am fine putting off the whole thing. 


Barnes: I haven’t heard that. 


Kinsey: I’m trying to look towards November. 
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Barnes: I heard some folks talking about it last year but haven’t heard anybody brave enough this 
year.  


Kinsey: I’m fine delaying the whole thing until 2014. 


Fallon: Do you have an idea of what the tax rate will be? 


Harrington:  Not at this time. 


Fallon: And when you take the money that the County is going to give us, is that incorporating the 
fact they will have to give back a lot of money on the tax rate? 


Harrington:  That is one of the pieces that we will have to factor in is assumptions on what that 
would look like and the Finance Department has already been tracking that and monitoring it, and 
it is still unclear what that impact will be to us. That obviously impacts potential revenue coming 
in and that, in turn, impacts the tax rate. 


Fallon: I think they are up in the air, so how can we know something solid to make a decision on. 
Do you have any final idea what you are talking about, how may cents? 


Harrington: Not at this time. I’m sorry. We’ll be running that here as soon as we get the updated 
information. At this time, the best information that we have is the current 3.6 cents in the full 
package. 


Fallon: That including the Streetcar? 


Harrington: That one does, yes. But that would be one of the pieces that we would be prepared to 
bring back to the April 10th Budget Workshop as we would have new information at that time to 
help us calculate that. 


Kinsey: Are you talking about the tax rate?  


Harrington:  The increase that is required? 


Kinsey: No, money from the County. I don’t understand. 


Barnes: Are you talking about the refund? 


Kinsey: We don’t get any money from that, do we? 


Fallon: It impacts what we will get from them because they can’t give us what they are going to 
have to give back. It will impact how much we get from them. 


Kinsey: We don’t get it from them. That’s property tax. They just collect it for us. We are talking 
about property tax. 


Harrington:  Correct. 
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Barnes: I want to see if I can view this world. What we are saying is that we could propose a CIP 
this spring and establish a rate that advanced that package and put part of that package on the 
2013 ballot, or we could do nothing as we did last year, or we could celebrate for this year that we 
will finance a CIP and then put those bonds on the ballot for 2014. Is that the lay of the land, 
generally? 


Harrington:  Yes. 


Mayfield: So, a follow-up to chairman Barnes’ question, when you come back to us will you bring 
back those 3 scenarios? 


Harrington: We will bring back those scenarios Council requests us to. 


Mayfield: It might be helpful for everyone to see what those 3 scenarios are and the impact if we 
do nothing. What has the impact of us doing nothing last year cost us as far as interest rates and 
the cost of everything moving forward? I don’t think everyone really has taken into consideration 
what that financial impact has been by us not moving forward with Capital Investment Plan  last 
year and how that’s going to affect us financially this year.  


Harrington: The one area where we know it will impact us, there are probably a few projects in 
the first year that, due to construction costs and inflation, we are looking at right now to see what 
adjustments we need to make. 


Barnes: Mr. Harrington, during a number of the committee discussions, we actually asked about 
the increase in cost, particularly dealing with public safety. How much more is that joint 
Communications Center going to cost us? This is a question we put to staff at that committee. So, 
some of your colleagues are getting numbers on the increased cost that we have experienced 
because of our failure to adopt a CIP last year. And, so, to the point that Ms. Mayfield raised, 
there may be folks who have already put that together. 


Harrington: One of the pieces that we plan to include in the upcoming March 20 workshop is a 
one sheet summary that outlines the projects that we anticipate needing additional funding 
because of price inflation. We have already prepared that piece and will bring forward to Council 
as part of your packet. You will know at that workshop which projects that encompasses. 


Charlotte-Mecklenburg Utility Budget 


Harrington:  Barry Gullet will give Council an overview of some of the thoughts and thinking of 
next stages. At this time, I don’t anticipate them being in a position to recommend an exact rate, 
but typically they were finding their volume metric flows, and etc., even.  


Cooksey: We had been dancing around the drought situation in wintertime which did not affect us 
as dramatically because it’s winter. Are we anticipating that we will still be below our estimated 
rainfall over the next few months or have you had any of those conversations? 
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Harrington: We’ve not had any conversations about that specifically. Anecdotally, it seems we 
have been getting a lot of rain.  


Cooksey: I learned long ago not to base what the actual situation is based on a lot of heavy rain. I 
didn’t know if you’ve had any conversations yet about this dissipating or feel we would be getting 
back to normal or still be kind of skirting the edge of the drought situation. 


Barnes: Anything else on that issue? 


Harrington: We don’t have a presentation but will provide an update on what we know in terms of 
the federal and state budgets. We all know that the so-called sequestration, which is the automatic 
budget cuts, have gone into effect. That plays out over a period of time, and we are still trying to 
determine exactly what those are. In a nutshell, the budget cuts are given to federal departments 
and in many respects they are deciding which areas are cut. We are still working through that to 
figure out. But at least we want to report back to Council what we know and what we don’t know, 
and any next steps that we anticipate through these processes. 


Video at Workshops 


Harrington: At one point a year or so ago there was some interest to potentially have video at 
Budget Workshops to be on the Government Channel, and Kim McMillan has had some recent 
conversation about some of those capabilities. We do have that capability. It is a minimal cost and 
can be absorbed within the existing Corporate Communications budget.  I wanted to broach that 
subject as a FYI. It’s an idea, and I didn’t know what kind of reaction the committee would have.  


Barnes: You mean to carry it live on 16 and the Web?  


Harrington:  Yes. 


Barnes: I think it would be great. What do you guys think? I think people are curious as to how all 
the dysfunction occurs.  


McMillan: We get more contexts around the issues because the media is there, but you just get a 
headline, you don’t get context. 


Barnes: I agree, and they report what they want to report. 


Barnes: From our perspective, I think you are saying let’s do it and do it in an open forum. Right? 


Harrington:  Are we prepared on the 20th? 


McMillan:  We’re ready. 


Burch:  We just felt like if you think this is a good idea or not. It’s entirely up to you. And we 
would start on the 20th if you are OK. In terms of the full Council, do you think you need to touch 
base at the dinner on the 18th as we are together at the Zoning dinner to mention it then? 
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Barnes: Do you guys want to simply ask the Mayor to essentially seek the consent of the full 
council or to have a vote here as a recommendation to do it?  


Burch: I wasn’t really seeking any formal action. I was just trying to get a head nod. 


Kinsey:  Yes. Put it in the memo. 


Barnes: The 20th workshop will be televised. Nobody will pay attention to it. 


Harrington: My last comment about the workshop, Michael Gallis has given presentations to a 
couple of committees, and he’s not on the agenda for a presentation, but he will be available at the 
workshop in case there are any questions or comments.  


Barnes: How much are you paying him? 


Harrington: We are paying him. I can certainly get you that. I think it’s in the $20,000 - $30,000 
range. 


Barnes: And he’s been at the Retreat and the committee meetings. I like him. I was just curious as 
to whether he was a new employee. 


Harrington: Is that the right ballpark? 


McMillan: It’s $60,000. 


Harrington: $60,000? 


Barnes: For how many hours? 


McMillan: Lots of hours.  


Barnes: I think he’s doing some things for you, Ms. Campbell. 


Campbell: Good evening. Yes, it is $60,000, and, for the hours, they have not only been the 
opportunities that you have seen him as committee members but you remember as part of our 
presentation, we said that he had met with the staff over nine meetings with us and those meetings 
were anywhere from 2 - 3 hours and then I would meet with him in between those meetings to 
prepare for those meetings, so it is a lot of hours. And, I really want to go on record saying that 
everything that Mr. Gallis has done for us has been at a drastically reduced rate from what he 
normally charges. For the exercises that he just went through, it would normally cost us about 
$200,000, and I am serious. Again, based on his rates, and when we have some preliminary 
conversations with him, you’re crazy, we can’t pay you this amount of money. But, essentially 
what we did was compressed a lot of work and analyses into a timeframe that we could get you all 
some answers to at least the two committees’ questions in regards to economic impact.   


Barnes: I appreciate that. Anything else for the Planning Director? 
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Overview of Capital Investment Program 


Harrington:  The next item on your agenda is the overview of the current Capital Program. The 
General CIP has two components: Debt funding component which is 6½ cents of the property tax 
rate and then you have Pay-As-You-Go fund which includes 1.2 cents of the property tax rate in 
addition to a couple of other sources you will see on the following page of your packet. What I 
thought I would do is take a few minutes to give you an overview of what’s in Council’s Pay-As-
You-Go Program, and if you have any questions to highlight this since it has been in discussion 
from time to time, but Council’s focus for the last year has been on the debt side. The schedule 
you have in front of you, Attachment 2, the Pay-As-You-Go portion under the top section related 
to the revenues that fund the Pay-As-You-Go program, the first line, the property tax, is that 1.2 
cent dedication and that goes to funding it. We also have some revenue that is related to the 
synthetic tax increment grants, some interest income, and sales tax. There is a formula that we use 
to provide some funding to the Pay-As-You-Go Program with the sales tax revenue we get in. 
Automobile registration fees: $25.00 of the $30.00 registration fee goes into the Pay- As-You-Go 
Program. Vehicle rental tax: there are 5 pennies of that tax that come to the program and then 
various fund balances in capital reserve funding and then some program income from repayment 
of home loans and then, as you may recall, any sale of land that the City receives typically that is 
funneled back into the Pay-As-You-Go Program for re-appropriation. On the expenditure side, 
there was a question from Councilmember Kinsey about the MOE, and this is where the 
maintenance of effort is funded. You see there the schedule to begin the uptick in FY14 for that 
contribution. There are also, as part of the contribution to the Cultural facilities, maintenance and 
required capital repairs as it relates to the culture facilities plan. 


Barnes: Regarding the MOE money, that goes to the MTC for CATS purposes. It’s not project 
specific? 


Harrington: Correct. 


Barnes: I just wanted to clarify that. There has been some talk about our contributions. 


Kinsey: On the contribution to Cultural, that is for Capital? They are not reneging on what they 
told us as far as the maintenance. It’s just regular maintenance. Because I know they are having 
some funding problems. It’s anticipating capital like roofs or HBA fees or something. 


Harrington: We do have a small account for roadway planning and design for minor work and the 
use of some cash to advance some small project type designs. The synthetic tax increment grant 
project, the payments that go outside of it. As you will recall, there was the revenue that came in 
from the tax cut and then the expenditure side in terms of what goes back out on those 
reimbursements. There are neighborhood grants in there, innovative housing which supports and 
complements your HOME and CDBG Programs.  


Kinsey: Did you say that includes the HOME? 
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Harrington: These would be so that the City’s cash support of our HOME and CDBG programs, 
so additional funding that we are using to complement those types of programs. 


Kinsey: This is additional on top of what we get from the Feds. 


Harrington: Correct. Then we get into what I would call a more traditional type of smaller capital 
program, maintenance type programs - sidewalk and curb repairs. These are for minor fixes and 
maintenance items. This is not your full sidewalk programs. These are for small fixes, such as 
broken sidewalk, etc.  


The StreetCar Starter Project, the operations, we have communicated that over the last couple of 
fiscal years and have been programing that in the Pay-As-You-Go Program for the StreetCar 
Starter Project. As for the operating, at least holding that aside right there.  


The Business Corridor Revitalization – That’s funded at $2M a year.  


Barnes: That has in my opinion come from State funds. Because I hear people now wanting to use 
it for everything under the sun they can’t suck out of the Council Discretionary account. If there 
was $20M in the Council Discretionary account, it would be used to do everything but stuff we 
should be doing. Talk to me if you could, Mr. Harrington, about the balance in that account and 
the appropriations over the last four years. For example, I know that we dedicated part of the 
Eastland purchase; part of that money came from corridor money. Right? It had been set aside for 
that purpose. 


Harrington: For the purchase of Eastland? 


Barnes:  Right. 


Harrington: That was from the $16M of neighborhood improvement bonds that were identified for 
Eastland construction, and those bonds, that component was set aside and used for that purchase. 


Barnes: Did we use any Corridor money for that? 


Harrington: I don’t believe we did. No, we did not. 


Barnes: What have we been using it for? Buying hotels and motels? Restaurants? 


Harrington: Right. I’m trying to think of a recent project. I will be happy to report back. Generally 
speaking, I think you had a question on the balance. 


Barnes: Yes, I wanted to know the balance, 15, 13?  


Mayfield:  Somewhere between 13 and 14. 


Harrington: Yes. 
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Barnes: Patsy and you and I have been dealing with this issue from 9th Street up to Dalton Avenue 
or up to 28th and we saw plenty of our reconfiguring that area and so forth and I’d like to know the 
status of that. And I’d also like to know what we are doing to advance the North Tryon Plan in my 
district, but to figure out whether we are tapping into the right piles of money, whether we should 
be advancing things like that because I think, if you get a partnership (WSOC is apparently more 
engaged now) working with people helping them improve their corridor and because of the 
corridor revitalization money, I am wondering whether we should start looking to that to actually 
rehab the corridor before building hotels and restaurants like we did on 74. Does that make sense? 
In other words, save it before it becomes Independence. I got a report about that road thing up 
there. What happened?  


Kinsey: It’s going to help. No, it’s going ahead. Isn’t that bond money, the N. Tryon Street? 


Harrington: Yes. It’s existing bonds, half a million. 


Barnes: So it’s funded. Well, that’s even better. 


Harrington: Yes. 


Kinsey: But talking about the Corridor funds, everybody wants to tap into it. You remember in 
Neighborhood Development, someone said maybe we could tap into the Corridor funds for the 
Renaissance match.  


Barnes: And from my perspective, you could use it to fix up Wilkinson Boulevard, West 
Boulevard, Graham Street, Statesville Avenue, N. Tryon, Central. That’s the perspective I have 
always taken is that you use it to help beautify and revitalize, but to actually use it for that 
purpose. And it’s not your fault, it’s our fault. Because to your point, people will say take it out of 
the Corridor money. But, I kind of wonder whether what we are actually doing with that money is 
what we should be doing. Some of this stuff that people want us to do doesn’t cost a lot of money. 
And you could tap into a half million dollars and accomplish a lot in these corridors.  


Mayfield: Can we get an update on what the business corridor funds have been allocated for and 
what is currently allocated for. Those are very valid points. I just had a conversation with ? two 
days ago about the gateway into the City on Wilkinson Boulevard when you are come in from the 
Airport and what needs to be done over there.  


Barnes: It’s like coming in on N. Tryon Street at the train station. What the heck? 


Cooksey: How did we wind up with such a nicely, large Capital Fund balance for FY 12 and the 
Capital Fund balance for 2013 by sizable as being spread out by 5 fiscal years. What are our rules 
and procedures over the fund balances? 


Harrington: A good bit of that, the $18M, we held quite a bit in reserve through the great 
recession as a contingency of options so part of that is a reflection of where we got to a point 
where we were ready to program them back in. So that’s the bulk of that. This is just cash that is  
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available from projects that have been completed and so then we just plug them back into the 
program.  


Cooksey: I get that they are holdovers and now we have made it through the storm and it’s time to 
free it up. It looks to me like a major offset on the expenditure side of the ERP, and I’m happy to 
support the ERP and whatever other technology investments we make. While I realize it’s also 
outside the 5-year window here, I do have to follow the usual script and note that, as I see the 
expenditure increases begin in FY15 for the StreetCar operation, $750,000, $1.5M, $1.5M, it 
appears to me as I’m looking at the revenue side that what’s meeting that first three years of some 
very serious one-time allocations, so, it looks like the $750,000 in FY15, if I look at what’s 
changing from 2014, 2015 the biggest island that I see is the Capital fund balance 2015 going 
from $636,000 to almost $1.5M there, then for FY2016, the main change I see there is a $1.6M 
estimated for sale of land for Central Yard and then we have another $1.5M for StreetCar 
operations in FY17 where we have a variety of funds kicking in to help cover that but it’s going to 
be interesting to see what 2018 brings next year on how to offset that. 


Kinsey: Randy, on the roof repairs and parking lot/deck repairs, is that just for this building or 
would that also be the Cultural Arts Building? 


Harrington: No. It would be for most all your other city facilities. There is close to 194 City 
facilities that the city owns - about 5M square feet of space. 


Kinsey: Not including the Culture facilities. 


Harrington: That is correct.  


Barnes: The StreetCar operation fees, that $750,000, $1.5 and $1.5 are coming out of the 1.2 cent 
property tax. Is that right? Are we funding the operation out of the property tax? 


Harrington: I would generalize it a little bit more.  It’s coming out of a variety of revenues. It’s not 
tied to a specific revenue. 


Barnes: There is something that came up that we talked about and there was an indication it was 
being funded from PAYGO. 


Harrington: Yes. 


Barnes: Which is generally from the 1.2 cents, right? 


Harrington: Yes, the 1.2 cents is one of the main components in the Pay-As-You-Go Program. 


Cooksey: But it’s less than 20% of the total. 


Barnes: Ok. Continue, please. 
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Harrington: In the interest of time, we will run through what I would consider more traditional 
type maintenance programs: roof replacements, CMGC and Plaza maintenance, fire station 
maintenance, tree program for replacement as well as trimming services, landscape median 
renovations and finally the continual appropriation for technology for minor type technology 
investments that the City manages for City departments. That gives a basic overview of the Pay-
As-You-Go Program. 


Barnes: Under the Government Plaza Maintenance, does the County have to kick in the same 
amount? 


Parks: That particular line item is for the cost of maintaining this building, and the County pays 
their proportional share of that cost based on the square footage. 


Barnes: For example, I think some parts of this building need a touch-up. Like CH-14. There are 
holes in the walls. There are some places where people have busted out the drywall. So there are 
some places that need upfitting and that would be a part of that partnership between the City and 
County because they use that room.  


Kinsey:  What about the school? Their headquarters are here now.  


Barnes: When I say the County, I mean CMS and the County.  


Kinsey: As long as the schools are included under the County. 


Barnes: What do you think about that, Julie, about the maintenance touch-up thing? 


Burch: I was trying to think where are the holes in the wall? 


Barnes: As you are heading back toward CH12.  


Burch:  In the hallway?  


Barnes:  Yes, in the hallway. I think a patch will work. 


Burch: We’ll ask our building folks to check into it. 


Kinsey: If we do it, hire John Friday or somebody to do it right. 


Barnes: Our dais is coming apart. Have you noticed our seams are starting to pile up? In other 
words if this money is not programmed, Ms. Burch, I wonder whether we could program part of it 
to help deal with some of these issues of upkeep and some of your offices need attention as well. 


Harrington: And this does go toward that. The funds are already there to do this type of 
maintenance. This is a 25 plus year old facility and my house is about 25 years old and is starting 
to need a few things. Those things happen. 


Barnes: If you can give me just informally, Manager. 
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Burch: Yes, I will do that. We will check with the building people, particularly on those two 
things you mentioned.  


Fallon: What does the Enterprise Resource Planning consist of? 


Harrington: Yes, that’s the new city-wide software program that is coalescing all of the City’s 
financial and procurement and project functions into one unit. That was approved by Council 
almost two years ago. So, it is a huge undertaking and huge project, one of the largest projects we 
have ever undertaken internally. A lot of opportunity for cost efficiency, better report information 
and financial management. 


Fallon: Why then is the technology investment not included in it? 


Harrington: The technology piece is for what I would call more ad hoc, smaller type programs and 
various technology needs in particular departments where they may need $50,000 or $100,000 for 
new particular software or technology upgrades in terms of being able to continue to deliver 
services. It encompasses a wide variety of smaller type project, whereas the ERP was one big 
project that needed to be addressed with a different approach.  


Barnes: OK, this is very helpful. 


Kinsey: It is. 


Barnes: Anything else. 


Harrington: I don’t. I’m happy to move to the next topic if the committee so chooses. 


Barnes: Did you all see the answers to the questions that we had asked?  


Kinsey: I did. 


Harrington:  I will turn it over to Mr. Greer who will give an update on our General Revenue 
Overview. 


Greer:  Randy wanted me to talk to you a little bit about the main revenues that the City receives, 
where they are, what we do, etc., and talking about the bonds. Sarah and Adam worked with me 
very closely, and we monitor all the major revenues of the City and keep track of things that 
happen in the world that might affect those, etc., and pretty much follow this year round, so, it‘s 
not just something we do at budget time. 


Property Tax  


For FY13 we were pretty conservative in our estimate related to the losses and that’s been the 
challenge that we have had for the last few years with the revaluation in FY2012, and doing the 
budget for FY13 there was a lot of questions about where this was heading and obviously it is 
heading south a little bit.  As a result of how we did that we probably will hit the FY13 estimate 
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within a million dollars and probably will be about right now $800,000 under what the budget 
estimate was to begin with. A lot of that has been the fact that the appeals process has picked up a 
little bit since all the controversy and the amount that’s being lost to appeal is also increasing. The 
guessing game is that we know people are going to appeal their values and we know ultimately 
some of those values are going to be reduced as a result of the appeals. But, trying to guess that is 
very difficult so we have history and talk to the tax office about it. But that’s one of the biggest 
challenges.  


Property tax, otherwise, is extremely stable. So, what we are seeing going forward, and you will 
notice we have a very low rate of increase in the property tax for the 14 budget, and it’s a little bit 
hard to understand because you are starting to see a lot of news about the growth in building 
permits and seeing things coming out of the ground; there are a ton of apartments going up in the 
City. It kind of does make sense and the reason that it is actually a little bit below what we might 
expect, there are a lot of factors that go into property tax. One aspect is what we call utility-owned 
property. Those properties are assessed by the State and not by the local tax assessor. Things like 
electric transmission lines, telecom equipment, switching systems, gas lines and then it also 
includes rail cars and airplanes. We have seen those properties dropping in value to some extent. 
There are various reasons for that and in some cases things get moved out. There has been a pretty 
radical drop in the use of telecom equipment in the last 6 or 7 years. People use a cell phone rather 
than a home phone. So that industry is completely changing. Those properties are on our tax rolls, 
and they are set by the State. We don’t have any control over it, and that has been a weak spot in 
property tax. In addition to that, the business property, we are talking about the ERP, what we are 
seeing is that companies are spending less on these big computer systems. If a bank downtown has 
some major computer system that is considered a property, we tax it, and we get money for it. If 
they don’t replace them as rapidly as they used to or if they depreciate faster than they thought or 
they buy cheaper systems, that all reduces the tax base. In addition to that, we all know that one of 
the main things that’s happened in the last few years with our economy, a lot of manufacturing has 
gone away, and manufacturing machinery, 30 or 40 years ago the city would have been full of 
textile equipment and machines. Those things are gone away. Those properties are even being sent 
overseas or scrapped or just not worth anything because no one is using them. So, those are some 
of the reasons that you have a little bit of a tempering of the tax base. Real estate is still 70% or 
more of the total tax base, but there is some tempering with that. Another point, and I don’t know 
if Greg made this point at the Retreat or not, but in 2002 the tax base was $50M. In order to 
achieve a 1% growth, you needed $500,000 in new property. Today, we are approaching $100B, 
so you need $1B to get 1%. So, as the base gets bigger, the percentage that brings in the money 
goes down. So that percent number is not necessarily intentionally going to get more dollars in the 
percent than 1% than what we used to. And that’s one of the things when you look at. Property 
values in Mecklenburg County probably are similar today to where they were in 2003 and 2004. 
That tells you we used to have a lot more of it because there has been so much growth. It also is 
tacked with the reval and the way the properties are actually valued and ties in to how this comes 
out. I hope I haven’t bored you with property taxes. I know these are things you guys get called 
about.  


Fallon: On the reval, a lot will go down and some will go up.  Will it balance it? 
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Greer: That was my next point. The bill that is in the legislature now, we don’t know if it is going 
to change, it says they are going to go out, apparently, the reval had been done on the basis of, I 
guess, drive by part of the County. They actually look at every single property. They are going to 
look at that. That’s going to change probably a lot of values and that means, you are right, some 
will go down and some will go up. There is no guarantee in the way this is written for that to 
balance. Our normal reval process would balance everything out because we do the tax neutral 
rate. There have been no discussions of a new rate to balance it, so let’s assume that we don’t 
know if it will be high or low. That’s completely unknown. What we do know related to that is 
that it’s a bit stacked against the City in this manner. If a person owned a property and paid 
property taxes and that property is deemed to be less than the assessment, they will get a refund of 
the difference plus interest and that’s the person who paid the tax. 


Fallon: Is that only if they protested it or is it going to be everyone? 


Greer: Everybody. If they come back and they say your value was $100,000, and it should have 
been $90,000 you will get a refund or at least two, if not three, years’ worth of the difference the 
tax on $10,000 plus interest, and the interest is likely going to be a number higher than what you 
might think. On the other side of the coin is that, if you currently own a property and the value is 
deemed to be higher than you were taxed on, the current owner will be billed for the three years of 
various taxes. They will not be charged interest.  Regardless of whether they come out higher or 
lower, that’s a toss of the coin. But no matter what, the people who get refunds get interest, and 
the people who don’t get refunds pay just the flat amount. The other part of that is, the key point, 
if I bought the house, like today, and somebody else had paid the taxes for two years, they would 
get the refund. But if the house was valued higher than estimated, I have to pay all the taxes. So 
that’s the other part that you will probably hear about. That’s what is in the bill. Now whether 
that’s going to go on. 


Barnes: There are going to be lawsuits. What if the other guy died? 


Greer: The estate gets it. 


Barnes: You said so much I was thinking of a question I wanted to ask you. Should we be 
estimating the amount of money that we may lose as a result of this? Are we going to be 
participating in this refunding? Or is it all from the County? 


Fallon:  No. 


Greer: No, we will be participating in the fact that we are paying for it.  


Barnes: Will we have to transfer any money back. 


Greer: My guess is they would do a net so we receive money from property tax on a daily basis so 
they will probably net it out. What we actually do now, if the process is the same, we get a list 
from the County, we have to go to the Council and get it approved and then we mail checks for 
the refunds. So it would be just us writing the checks.  
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Barnes: And so will the number be significant enough in your estimation that we should segregate 
some money within our fund balance to cover doing that. 


Harrington: We are already doing that. 


Greer: We have already done that. We did that last year. 


Barnes:  How much? 


Greer:  $10M. I found out today in preparation for this meeting that the County has put $16M, 
which is about equivalent to what our $10M is. It sounds like we are on the same page.  


Kinsey: So, if I would pay and I get a rebate; does the County send me a check?  


Fallon: You get two checks. 


Greer: Yes. You get two checks. That’s because of the State law.  


Fallon: From watching them last night, they are being upheld. Out of 50 out of 70, they upheld the 
fact that those people were overcharged, so it looks like it’s going to be a great deal of money 
having to be returned. Those are the ones who appealed to Raleigh.  


Greer: When you think about it, there are 300,000 parcels in the county. The only people that are 
complaining are those who really super think that their houses or property, or whatever it is, is 
overvalued. Those are the people you are hearing from. My fear is, and I have no evidence of this 
matter, you will see high expensive properties are going to be reduced and little small houses are 
going to increase. So, to give one person a $10,000 refund, it takes 10 people giving a $1,000 bill 
if it’s balanced. There could be and we just don’t know; it’s hard to say or estimate it. What we 
did last year was a little bit more scientific in terms of how we determined that $10M. That was 
coming from the fact that we had an estimate and we had all the numbers and we could see the 
dollars coming in, and they were matching, but it was clear that that money was stuff that we 
expected to lose in appeals and, because the appeals process takes longer than a fiscal year, that’s 
why we started doing it and will continue. I think, once we know more, we can look at the need to 
do more of that. 


Harrington: I think what Scott is getting at, we tried to be proactive in terms of anticipating what 
the potential for appeals could be and try to manage it in ways so we don’t have sticker shock. 
There could be some surprises coming back depending on the final legislation, but we tried to 
work hard and be prepared and make sure we are in a position to address that. 


Barnes: OK. 


Greer: The rest of this is not nearly as complex or long. On Sales Tax, we saw a rebound on the 
first several months of the fiscal year. We have a lot of concern about the payroll tax and 
sequestration and how that might affect retail sales going forward. We are expecting a wait and 
see. We are expecting some growth, but it is not going to be as rapid as it has been the last couple 
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of years in the sales tax. The other thing is because the County lowered their tax rate last year you 
will see a slight increase in the amount we get in the overall distribution process.  


Barnes: I tend to deal with all kinds of grassroots issues on what I think is a fairly practical 
common management perspective on a lot of this stuff we deal with. I think that the increase in 
gas prices, coupled with the payroll tax increase, will have a negative effect, but it will not show 
up until the summer. 


Greer: Right. 


Barnes: And, I will tell you the old country way. It is easy as pie to get around Charlotte right now 
in rush hour, morning and afternoon. Harris Boulevard - fairly light, 85 - flowing. In other words 
when prices are going down, Harris is clogged, 85 is crazy all the time and now you go to a gas 
station you get $2 of gas. And then the payroll tax increase hurt a lot of folks because they did not 
expect it. 


Greer: That is something I will wind up with and get to that. That’s exactly the point we are 
talking about. That’s an issue we’ve dealt with CATS on as well. On the business privilege tax, 
there has been discussion on and off for years about eliminating that. Right now there is no 
serious discussion that we are aware of that that’s moving forward, at least for this year. The only 
point I make, that’s a difficult tax to estimate because, when the money comes in, it’s like the first 
few days of the fiscal year and the last few days of the fiscal year so you have a polar process and 
it’s done on a cash basis. We think we are in good shape for the year. It’s pretty much in line with 
what is expected.   


Our third largest revenue source is the utility franchise tax, and it’s based on gross receipts of 
electric and is also based on __________ ______ _____. That has served us well on the gas side 
not so well on the telecom side, and electric bills have gone up quite a bit. Hotel occupancy rates 
have been around 70%. 
 
Cooksey: With occupancy rates of 70%, more supply will be built. 
 
Barnes: Imagine what a 1,000-room hotel could do. 
 
Greer: Rental car tax has not been doing well; not sure why it hasn’t bounced back; half of car tax 
revenue is local original (for example, someone from Charlotte whose car breaks down and they 
rent a car); we didn’t really expect to see a bump from the DNC because so many people were 
using buses. 
 
Greer: Eric Anderson, Interim County Tax Assessor, will provide final estimates to City staff this 
Friday. Greg Gaskins will report to Council on March 20th. 
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Greer: There’s a lot of talk about tax reform at the state level; tax laws were created when the 
economy was manufacturer-based. 
 
Greer: Would like to talk about what is driving revenues: 1) jobs - and we’re getting jobs, but 
unemployment rates are higher than the national average, in part because more people are feeling 
good again and looking for jobs again; 2) housing - definite signs of life in the market; a lot of 
apartment construction (CM Barnes - that could be bad); 3) middle-class squeeze - healthcare 
increases, jobs changing from full-time to part-time, pharmacy and food prices are up. 
 
Harrington – The next Budget Committee meeting will be on April 3rd at noon. Councilmember 
Cooksey can sit in for Kinsey. Kinsey will not be here. 
 
Barnes – Is there anything else?  Okay, I appreciate everybody being here and 
I look forward to seeing everyone on April 3rd, and maybe next week’s NLC trip.  
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COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 


 
I. Subject: Draft FY2014 Focus Area Plan 


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


Action: For information and possible Committee recommendation 
 


    


 COMMITTEE INFORMATION   
 
Present: David Howard, John Autry, Michael Barnes, Warren Cooksey, Patsy 


Kinsey 
Time: 12:00 pm – 1:30 pm 


 


ATTACHMENTS 
       
      Handouts 
       Agenda  
 


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


 
I. Draft FY2014 Focus Area Plan 
 
Howard: Today we’ll get an update on how the Focus Area Plan (FAP) changed since we saw it 
last.  
 
Hall: I’m going to ask Danny Pleasant to make some comments about the FAP in terms of the 
draft we’re putting on the table for your consideration. Staff has been working on some 
alternatives to adjust the Transportation FAP based on change in the industry, some quantitative 
things, and to try to anticipate some of the thoughts you may have. Rest assured, this is your 
Plan, this is your recommendation, and we want to get you to a comfortable level. I want to 
thank Danny Pleasant and Debra Campbell as well as a lot of staff who get together in our 
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Transportation Focus Area Cabinet to brainstorm some of those things. In terms of process 
today, we are introducing the draft plan. You don’t have to take action today. The concept 
would be to talk about some things, get your feedback, and take action at your March 18 
meeting so it can move forward to the Council sometime April on the same track as the other 
committees.  
 
Mr. Pleasant began reviewing the DRAFT – FY2014 Strategic Focus Area Plan (see 
attachment). 
 
Kinsey: How can we track Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT)? 
 
Pleasant: That’s a model variable that we use in our Travel Demand Forecasting Model. We 
approximate the percentage through a mathematical formula.  
 
Kinsey: How accurate can you be? 
 
Pleasant: Modeling is an estimation, not a precise science.  
 
Howard: Should we set some overall goal from one benchmark date to another date to reduce 
the numbers each year?  
 
Pleasant: Right now, it’s set up to reduce each year. I’ll defer to Dan Gallagher since he’s more 
involved with the process. 
 
Gallagher: This is a variable that we’ve looked at to determine the best way to track it. One way 
is through the model, and we’re looking at a couple of other ways. We have reached out to the 
North Carolina Department of Motor Vehicles to see if we can obtain odometer readings by zip 
code, which would give us yearly numbers that might allow us to drill down to a geographic 
area to see how VMT is either increasing or decreasing as areas develop. We could set 
benchmarks or we could report each year over time to track the trends.  
 
Howard: I would be interested to know whether or not we could grab information from parcel 
ownership to show who owns vehicles along the lines of the Centers, Corridors and Wedges to 
track their VMT.  
 
Steinman: The years when we can get reliable information are the years we do a survey of 
households to get VMT. We finished one last year and we completed one about ten years ago, 
so now we can compare the trend over a ten year period. Annual reviews will likely show 
fluctuations that have nothing to do with land use. The fluctuations will be due to the economy 
and the price of gas. We are trying to combine the best methods to give us the most reliable 
information.  
 
Howard: I understand what you are saying, but it would be nice to have some targets regarding 
VMT.  
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Cooksey: What items on the FAP besides the last one (Develop CIP funding strategy for 
transportation improvements) would require Council’s attention over the next year.  
 
Pleasant: There are many smaller incremental decisions that are pieces of the different 
initiatives that would require Council’s attention.  
 
Cooksey: I see there is a mixture of staff/Council involvement across the initiatives, but what 
consequences do we want to set up if the targets aren’t met? We can adopt targets, but if they 
aren’t met then what’s the purpose of listing them here? 
 
Hall: We’ve had this discussion before, and I agree the purposes of the measures are blended in 
this particular plan. There are elements that are very staff driven such as complete bond projects 
on time, and some are joint such as the pavement condition survey rating. If we wanted to 
improve that rating it could mean putting more money into street resurfacing, but that also 
requires Council approval. The value of the overall FAP in terms of accountability is that it 
gives the staffs a framework of how we’re going to approach policy recommendations to 
Council. The overarching approach from a five year perspective is to align our proposals with 
the FAP, or the opposite. At the end of each year, Budget & Evaluation issues a Corporate 
Performance Report that shows where we met the goals and where we didn’t.  
 
Cooksey: I’m starting to wonder how much my sense of disconnect with the FAP is just me and 
how much we are lacking Council involvement in evaluating how we did. Who on this 
Committee can answer how well we accomplished what was set out in the FAP for FY2012 for 
transportation? I’m grappling with to what extent the FAP is something we look at once each 
year or is it something that we as a Council have in our minds as we continue to go through the 
course of the year.  
 
Howard: I think this is a policy framework that everything else hangs on. Policy documents 
typically don’t have deliverables attached to them; they come out of it.  
 
Cooksey: Maybe we shouldn’t be looking at reducing annual hours of congestion every year, 
but maybe we should be analyzing what our trend lines are. I understand it’s not something we 
can change in a year, but if we’re working on it, then the trend lines should be heading in the 
direction we are working toward. For now, the FAP is striking me as something that is just an 
annual exercise for us. For the staff, it is a guiding document and you all put a lot of work into 
carrying it out. I probably need to work with Mr. Pleasant and Mr. Hall offline on this for the 
next meeting.  
 
Hall: I have some ideas about how we can have more discussion about this. One idea is that 
when we get to the end of the year, rather than just sending you a report, the Committee could 
actually go over some of the metrics and show some of the trends. We don’t do that right now, 
mainly because of feedback we received from past Councils not wanting to get that deep into 
the material.  
 
Howard: Why don’t we just cover what actually changed and then move on?  
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Hall: I suggest you spend the remainder of your time talking about the walkability and bicycle 
friendliness piece.  
 
Mr. Pleasant discussed the measure to improve Charlotte’s walkability and bicycle friendliness. 
 
Howard: Does anyone around the table see some validity in doing walkability and bicycle 
friendliness scores around our transit centers? 
 
Steinman: Some of this is about cause and effect, and walk scores is on the cause side and VMT 
is the effect. The more people can actually walk from place to place, the less they are likely to 
drive. They are interrelated.  
 
Cooksey: I appreciate the information, but it reminds me of what frustrated me about the bicycle 
plan that we adopted in 2008 that I voted against. The reason I voted against it is that it had a 
statement in recognition that we were by some national metric a bronze level city, but we 
wanted to be either silver or gold. I remember my frustration at the time was that the document 
didn’t make explicit what we had to do to get to that gold level. There was reference to the 
national standard but no linkage between the way the national standard measured and what it 
was we were doing. I don’t want us to fall into the same trap with walkability.  
 
Hall: We agree that we need to look into the walk score and flesh out what things would be the 
most effective to impact those particular pieces. That evaluation piece is a part of what we’re 
talking about.  
 
Pleasant: Walk score is an evolving metric. It started out as being strictly proximity land uses. It 
didn’t get into the walking environment itself. I understand now they are introducing algorithms 
that do that, so over time we think it will be better.  
 
Autry: Do we adjust the goal or the strategy? I still question what the strategies are to help 
implement and achieve the goals that we set.  
 
Hall: I think that is a valuable point to make. We have talked about that a lot and the difficulty 
for Council members is seeing one part of the entire picture. I’m happy to give you the other 
pieces of the entire machine if you are interested. FAP is started at the retreat, approved in 
April, and the Manager’s recommended budget comes out in May. When we start our process of 
developing the departmental business plans, those plans are deliberately shaped around the 
FAP. So, when the departments’ request resources and when they talk about how their 
organization is doing and what their plans are for the next year, they are asked to frame that 
within the context of the FAP.  
 
Kinsey: My perspective is that when we have a general plan, we expect staff to carry it out and 
we ought to give staff the ability to do that. I don’t think we should get involved on this level; 
that’s staff’s job in my opinion.  
 
Howard: We just need to understand better how the plan measures out at the end.  
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Cooksey: Very clearly, it is Council’s responsibility to determine what gets done and staff’s to 
determine how it gets done. I think the crux of this issue is that Council shouldn’t determine 
how, it should determine what. What we as a Council need to do better is either defining what 
needs to be done or the evaluation of the feedback of how what we said to get done got done.  
 
Hall: If the Council is interested in getting copies of everyone’s business plans, we can provide 
that.  
 
Howard: It might be best to present just one of the FAP items at a dinner meeting from the 
beginning to the report out so that we can figure out where the disconnect is.  
 
Autry: I would like to look at these items more than once each year.  
 
II. Capital Investment Plan Referrals 
 
Hall: I want to express a big, gigantic thank you. There are a lot of people in and outside of this 
room who worked really hard on this evaluation piece with Michael Gallis. I think Debra 
Campbell deserves the most credit for shepherding the process. When we get to the end of the 
discussion, you’ll still have four remaining projects left for Committee action. We also have 
follow up regarding questions you asked at the last meeting. We have one more meeting if we 
need it on March 18, so if you’re not comfortable today we can take more time but if you’re 
good, we can wrap it up today.  
 
Campbell: I want to commend the Planning department as well as all of the other departments 
that helped work through this with our consultant. We were able to do a lot of number 
crunching on the CIP analysis, but we were not as good at providing a quantitative analysis on 
the social and environmental benefits. We looked at them from a qualitative perspective, but we 
weren’t able to quantify them. We can do that but it will take more time and money. You are 
going to see a total economic number of the proposed CIP. I want to clarify what that total 
impact means. The comprehensive neighborhood improvement program is not included in this 
analysis. I will turn the presentation over to Michael Gallis. 
 
Mr. Gallis began the presentation with slide 2. 
 
Howard: It seems that the Applied Innovation Corridor might need an area or corridor plan all 
by itself from a land use perspective.  
 
Hall: A lot of the planning elements for the Applied Innovation Corridor were tied to the 2020 
Plan.  
 
Campbell: There is a major property owner in the area that is interested in further development. 
 
Gallis: We see Innovation Corridor as being from UNCC to the Center City, and we see the 
future of the City’s economy in that corridor.  
 
Mr. Gallis continued the presentation with slide 11.  
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Barnes: Should we add the budget amount alongside the Direct Value and Synergy columns; 
maybe not to your slide, but just for the purposes of our budget process?  
 
Hall: We can certainly do that.  
 
Mr. Gallis continued with slide 11. 
 
Autry: I see all the retail space denoted along Independence Boulevard, especially from the 
Albemarle Road intersection on out, and I have talked with staff about what we perceive as the 
type of retail that will be developed along there when you can only right turn in or out. The 
response from staff was “auto-oriented development.” Is that what you see?  
 
Campbell: Let’s clarify that what you see on the map (see slide 12) is existing, and not 
aspirational.  
 
Autry: A lot of that retail is already disappearing, will continue to do so, and will not come back 
after the widening because all those parcels are going to be so shallow there won’t be anything 
there to develop.  
 
Gallis: The plan sees the area as going from a strip development to a nodal development around 
the interchange points. The demographic and the disposable income issue will affect the type of 
retail that will take place here.  
 
Mr. Gallis continued with slide 12. 
 
Barnes: Mr. Pleasant, assuming the Garden Parkway does not occur, how does that affect our 
strategy with regard to road infrastructure at the airport?  
 
Pleasant: I don’t believe we added it into the calculations in this CIP. We haven’t been 
calculating the Garden Parkway from a development perspective much at all. When it’s in, we 
know it will draw a certain amount of traffic to it, but it’s not a huge factor for us.  
 
Barnes: As a contingency, I would like for our folks to provide feedback regarding the value of 
that corridor if we don’t make that $43 million CIP investment.  I think a lot of us will look at 
the airport a bit differently if we no longer own it, so that might create some capacity within the 
CIP.  
 
Gallis: The land where the Garden Parkway is going to go will create a billion dollars or more 
in development. If we don’t build the roads, the development dollars will go into Gaston 
County. That’s almost 4000 jobs from entry level to the top. We want the development here 
whether the airport belongs to Charlotte or not.  
 
Mr. Gallis continued with slide 20. 
 
Howard: Did you measure quality of life regarding the Cross Charlotte Trail? 
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Gallis: We were just looking at economics. Quality of life would fall under the social and 
environmental benefits we proposed, but we couldn’t quantify them (see slide 20). 
 
Mr. Gallis continued with slide 22. 
 
Howard: This is going in because of I-485, correct? 
 
Gallis: Yes 
 
Mr. Gallis continued with slide 24. 
 
Campbell: Could you speak to the jobs column (see slide 25)? 
 
Gallis: This area involves new development, so we couldn’t accurately predict a job increase. 
Planning is taking place now. I understand it will include mixed use development with some 
commercial development. This access will certainly affect the way they are going to think about 
this property, but we didn’t have a good way to predict it.  
 
Mr. Gallis concluded the presentation with slide 26. 
 
Cooksey: Can you tell us where the projections of population growth are anticipated to be in 
and around Charlotte?  
 
Gallis: Light rail development used projections from the real estate world to determine where 
transit actually produced new development. It only produces development when it runs parallel 
to a major interstate or arterial; it doesn’t do it by itself. The question was, would we have 
growth only around the transit line or would we have suburban growth. We have both. We have 
suburban growth, but look at the density of housing going in down south that is now providing 
more residents inside the City. That’s driven by job creation in the city because without job 
creation, those houses wouldn’t be built. We have to balance job creation and where jobs are 
created to maintain the City as a desirable place.  
 
Howard: This is good conversation. Thank you, Mr. Gallis, for the incredible work.   
 
The meeting adjourned at 1:46 
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Proposed Capital Investment Plan (CIP)


Demand Impact Analysis
A Market-Based Approach


Analysis Team


The analysis was conducted by Michael Gallis & Associates and Frank Warren 
of Kimley‐Horn, in collaboration with an Inter‐Departmental Work Team:


 Aviation
 Budget
 CATS
 CDOT
 City Manager’s Office


 CMUD
 Engineering & Property Management
 Finance
 Neighborhood & Business Services
 Planning
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The team held numerous multi‐hour work sessions to examine data and give feedback.


Airport/West Northeast


East/SE


City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP


DEMAND IMPACT ANALYSIS
A Market‐Based Approach


 Demand Impact Analysis focuses on the extent to which CIP 
investments affect, strengthen or improve residential and 
commercial market conditions. 


 It considers both quantitative and qualitative dimensions of 
social, economic, environmental and infrastructure categories.  


 In this new era of limited geographic expansion and revenue 
growth for Charlotte:  to what extent will CIP investments 
impact the future vitality and attractiveness of the City?
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City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP Economic Generators      Investments      CIP


City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP Process
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City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP CIP Economic Benefits Summary


Direct Value Synergy $ Synergy % Total Value Employment


Northeast Corridor Total $525,324,344  $317,978,273 38% $843,302,618 7,773


East/Southeast Corridor Total $59,712,214 $63,120,091 52% $122,832,305 1,401


Airport/West Corridor Total $471,370,103 $471,370,103 50% $942,740,205 6,910 


Cross Charlotte Trail (South) $207,133,412 $10,901,759 5% $218,035,171 577


Prosperity Church Road $76,379,896 $0 0% $76,379,896 1,834


Park South Drive $3,624,269 $0 0% $3,624,269


Total Corridors &  Connectors $1,343,544,238 $863,370,225 39% $2,206,914,463 18,495      


Total: Corridors & Connectors


CIP Corridors & Connectors  ‐ Economic Benefits Summary 2035


Synergy


Direct Value
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City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP Northeast Corridor Key Benefits


 Social
• Increases entrepreneurial and employment opportunities for area residents
• Improves livability and desirability of the area
• Synergies with investments in Double Oaks and implementing area plans 


 Economic
• Changed market conditions attract technology and innovative companies 
• High quality jobs in technology, biosciences, health care and energy industries
• Synergy with Center City Vision 2020 of Graham as entrepreneurial corridor


 Transportation/Infrastructure
• Improves access between key employment nodes and mobility for residents
• Synergy with BLE by increasing density and business activity on corridor 


 Environmental
• Streetscape improvements
• Improved conditions at Old Statesville landfill
• Synergies with storm water and water supply capacity improvements in area


The area between Center City and University City needs improvement.  The area around 
UNCC can build upon recent successes and realize its enormous potential through targeted 
investments and capitalizing on its assets.  These investments can change the position of 
Charlotte within the national innovation and technology economy marketplace. 


City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP Northeast Project Breakout


Direct Value Synergy $ Synergy % Total Value


NE Corridor Infrastructure (NECI) $217,390,188 $144,926,792 40% $362,316,980


I‐85 Bridges


Research to JW Clay $51,216,8523 $8,117,476 14% $59,334,329


IBM to IKEA Blvd  $51,216,8523 $8,117,476 14% $59,334,329


Applied Innovation Corridor
Applied Innovation Corridor $54,536,877 $97,257,594 64% $151,794,471


UNCC Informatics $16,022,750 $843,303 5% $16,866,052


Cross Charlotte Trail  (NE) $95,742,409 $55,748,917 37% $151,491,325


Eastern Circumferential $39,198,414 $2,966,716 7% $42,165,131


$525,324,344 $317,978,273 38% $843,302,618


Northeast Corridor Project Breakout 2035


Direct Value 
Synergy Value
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City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP Northeast Corridor Summary


Direct Value Synergy $ Synergy % Total Value Jobs


NE Corridor Infrastructure (NECI) $217,390,188 $144,926,792 40% $362,316,980 1,866


I‐85 Bridges $102,433,706 $16,234,952 14% $118,668,658 1,244


Applied Innovation Corridor $70,559,627 $98,100,897 58% $168,660,524 567


Cross Charlotte Trail  (in NE) $95,742,409 $55,748,917 37% $151,491,325 583


Eastern Circumferential $39,198,414 $2,966,716 9% 42,165,131 350


Total Corridors & Connectors $525,324,344 $317,978,273 38% $843,302,618 2,744     


Northeast Corridor Economic Benefits Summary 2035


Synergy
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City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP East/Southeast Corridor Key Benefits


 Social
• Provides a community focus and strengthens community fabric through higher 


density residential and commercial development along Monroe Road
• Improves neighborhood amenities and shopping
• Creates a catalyst for revitalizing the area through redesign of Bojangles/Ovens


 Economic
• Creates three parallel economic corridors:  Independence serves large-scale 


highway-oriented businesses; Monroe and Central serve local neighborhood and 
economic activity


• Improves market conditions to support economic viability of the three corridors


 Transportation/Infrastructure
• Improves performance of Independence and connections to neighborhoods
• Creates a network of pedestrian and bicycle paths throughout neighborhoods


 Environmental
• Reuse/redevelopment of unutilized or underutilized brownfield parcels


This established corridor has seen declines and needs to be boosted.  This corridor has 
local and district scale market change potential.  These investments have the potential to 
change the Eastside’s market and development potential within the City of Charlotte. 


City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP East/Southeast Corridor Project Breakout


Direct Value Synergy $ Synergy % Total Value


Implement Independence Blvd Plan


Public Private Redevelopment $4,596,430 $23,536,338 84% $28,132,768


Monroe Road Streetscape $25,794,784 $11,054,907 30% $36,849,691


Idlewild/Monroe Road Intersection $5,834,534 $307,081 5% $6,141,615


Sidewalks and Bikeways $8,479,599 $23,219,476 73% $31,699,075


Bojangles/Ovens Redevelopment $15,006,866 $5,002,289 25% $20,009,155


Total Corridors & Connectors $59,712,214 $63,120,091 51% $122,832,305


East/Southeast Corridor Project Breakout 2035


Direct Value 
Synergy Value
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City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP East/Southeast Corridor Summary


Direct Value Synergy $ Synergy % Total Value Jobs


Implement Independence Boulevard Plan $44,705,348 $58,117,802 57% $102,823,150 445


Bojangles/Ovens Redevelopment $15,006,866 $5,002,289 25% $20,009,155 263


Total Corridors & Connectors $59,712,214 $63,120,091 51% $122,832,305 707       


East/Southeast Corridor Economic Benefits Summary 2035


Synergy
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City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP Airport/West Corridor Key Benefits


 Social
• Provides easy access to a larger job market to residents of West Charlotte and 


areas immediately north
• Supports both Westside and regional housing markets


 Economic
• Leverages new market conditions for attracting global and national scale business 
• Facilitate large-scale commercial development west of the airport.
• Creates significant new jobs within the city, and strengthens the City tax base


 Transportation/Infrastructure
• Improves traffic flows in the area to the west of the airport
• Provides alternative routes for local traffic and truck traffic 
• Synergies with investments in the Airport Intermodal Facility and investments in 


private developments


 Environmental
• Creates potential to create sustainable development in entire area along river


This corridor area is a ‘new frontier’ with potential that needs to be captured and 
maximized.  This corridor has global and national scale market change potential.  These 
investments will change the position of Charlotte in the national and global marketplace.


City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP Airport/West Corridor Project Breakout


Direct Value Synergy $ Synergy % Total Value


Garrison Road $88,495,940 $88,495,940 50% $176,991,880


Dixie River Road $382,874,163 $382,874,163 50% $765,748,326


Total Corridors & Connectors $471,370,103 $471,370,103 50% $942,740,206


Airport/West Project Breakout 2035


Direct Value 
Synergy Value
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Direct Value Synergy $ Synergy % Total Value Jobs


Garrison Road $88,495,940 $88,495,940 50% $176,991,880 864


Dixie River Road $382,874,163 $382,874,163 50% $765,748,326 2,591


Total Corridors & Connectors $471,370,103 $471,370,103 50% $942,740,206 3,455     


Airport/West Corridor Economic Benefits Summary 2035


City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP Airport/West Corridor Summary


Synergy


City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP Cross-Charlotte Trail (South Portion) Benefits


 Social
• Increased access and amenities for multiple neighborhoods and employment 


centers 


 Economic
• Adds an amenity that strengthens market conditions and increases real estate 


values
• Creates a “car-light” lifestyle option that appeals to a broad array of existing 


and future residents, particularly Generation Y and Millenials


 Transportation/Infrastructure
• Builds upon connection with the Northeast portion of the Cross Charlotte Trail
• Provides a new transportation, pedestrian/bicycle corridor across the city that 


fosters a car-light lifestyle and helps minimize vehicle miles of travel


 Environmental
• Creates a new green corridor across the City  


The 26‐mile Cross Charlotte Trail will help tie together the successful Little Sugar Creek 
Greenway with a series of urban and suburban trails.  The goal would be to create a series 
of economic nodes (trail‐oriented development), tied together by the Cross Charlotte Trail, 
that create a high return on investment for the City, residents and businesses.







3/13/2013


11


Direct Value Synergy $ Synergy % Total Value Jobs


Cross Charlotte Trail (Southern Portion) $207,133,412 $10,901,759 5% $218,035,171 577


Cross Charlotte Trail (Southern Portion) Economic Benefits Summary 2035


City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP Cross Charlotte Trail (Southern Portion)


City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP Prosperity Church Road Interchange Benefits


 Social
• Creates a stronger town center to function as a focus for the growing 


Prosperity community


 Economic
• Increases market access for commercial developments
• Improves sidewalk and pedestrian access throughout the town center and 


community


 Transportation/Infrastructure
• Prevents failure of the intersection and increases access to town center and 


surrounding community


 Environmental
• Reduces emissions due to congestion


This project will expand the intersection to provide a new access.  It will construct the 
Northwest Arc to complete the northwestern leg of the I‐485/Prosperity Church Road 
interchange as envisioned in the area plan.
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Direct Value Synergy $ Synergy % Total Value Jobs


Prosperity Church Road Interchange $76,379,896 $0 0% $76,379,896 1,834


Prosperity Church Road Interchange Economic Benefits Summary 2035


City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP Prosperity Church Road Interchange Benefits


City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP Park South Drive Benefits


 Social
• Provides easier access to existing commercial and new multi-family 


residential in the area


 Economic
• Increases market access to existing commercial and planned developments


 Transportation/Infrastructure
• Reduces congestion on Fairview and the internal street network by providing 


a new access route


 Environmental
• Reduces emissions through more direct routing of traffic patterns in the 


SouthPark area


This project extends Park Drive South as a two‐lane street from Fairview Road to a 
new roundabout at Carnegie.  It will improve access to Carnegie and reduce traffic 
bottlenecks and delays at other signalized intersections along Fairview Road.







3/13/2013


13


Direct Value Synergy $ Synergy % Total Value Jobs


Park South Drive Extension Connector $3,624,269 $0 0% $3,624,269


Park South Drive Economic Benefits Summary 2035


City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP Park South Drive Summary


City of Charlotte
Proposed CIP


Summary:  Major Conclusions


 Generates $2.2 billion estimated total real estate market value.


 Supports an estimated 18,495 permanent jobs by 2035.


 Only by an integrated approach will synergy value be realized.


 Captures value generated by over $5 billion in other 
investments across the City.


 Creates social, economic, transportation and environmental 
benefits for the City and its citizens.


 Strengthens competitiveness of Charlotte regionally, nationally
and globally.
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AGENDA 
          


I. Draft FY2014 Focus Area Plan – 30 minutes 
Staff Resources:   Debra Campbell, Planning 


            Danny Pleasant, Transportation 
Staff will introduce the Draft FY2014 Focus Area Plan for Transportation and receive comment.  
The Transportation and Planning Committee may then propose amendments and take action at a 
future meeting. 
Action: For information only 
Attachment:  1. Draft FY2014 Strategic Focus Area Plan.doc 
 


II. Capital Investment Plan Referrals – 60 minutes 
Staff Resources:   Ruffin Hall, City Manager’s Office 
              Debra Campbell, Planning 
              Danny Pleasant, Transportation 
Guest Resource:  Michael Gallis, Michael Gallis & Associates  
Staff will review the results of work with the consultant on development impacts of the proposed 
CIP within social, environmental and economic criteria.  Committee may consider follow up 
information from prior Committee questions.  At the conclusion, the Committee may take 
additional action on recommendations to the Council. 
Action: For information and possible Committee recommendation 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
Next Scheduled Meeting: Monday, March 18, 2013 – 1:30 p.m.  
Future Topics- CIP (if needed), Park Woodlawn Area Plan, Draft FY2014 Focus Area Plan 
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“Charlotte will be the premier city in the country for 
integrating land use and transportation choices.” 


 
 


 
Safe, convenient, efficient, and sustainable transportation choices are critical to a viable community.  
The City of Charlotte takes a proactive approach to land use and transportation planning.  This can be 
seen in the Centers, Corridors and Wedges Growth Framework, the Transportation Action Plan and the 
2030 Transit Corridor System Plan that provide the context for the Transportation Focus Area Plan. 
  
The City’s strategy focuses on integrating land use and transportation choices for motorists, transit 
users, bicyclists and pedestrians.  A combination of sound land use planning and continued 
transportation investment will be necessary to accommodate Charlotte’s growth, enhance quality of 
life and support the City’s efforts to attract and retain businesses and jobs. 
 


Focus Area 
Initiative Measure 


FY 2012 
Actual 


FY 2013 
Mid-Year 


Status 
FY2014  
Target 


Enhance multi-
modal mobility, 
environmental 
quality and 
long-term 
sustainability  


Reduce annual hours of 
congestion per traveler, as 
measured by Texas 
Transportation Institute, for 
the Charlotte Urban Area 
compared to top 25 cities 


.8% 
increase 


 
Top 25: 


.7% 


Charlotte: 
0.7% 


Top 25:      
- 3.4% 


Any increase will be less 
than 5-year average of 
top 25 cities 


Reduce Vehicle Miles 
Travelled (VMT) per capita NA NA 


Reduce VMT per 
capita from prior 
year 


Decrease commute times  40.8% NA 


Increase the 
percent of Charlotte 
commuters with a 
commute time of 
less than 20 
minutes. 


Accelerate implementation of 
2030 Transit Corridor 
System Plan as conditions 
allow: 


1. LYNX BLE 
 


 
 


2. Streetcar Starter 
Project 


 
 


3. Transit Ridership 
 
 
 


4. Red Line 
 


 
 
 
 
DEIS 
Complete 
 
 
PE 
Complete 
 
 
3% Goal 
6.4% Actual 
 
 
Advanced 
Work Plan 
 


 
 
 
 
FFGA 
Approved 
 
 
Construction 
underway  
 
 
0% Goal 
0.3% YTD  
Oct 2012 
 
NA 
 


 


 
 
 
 


1. Begin construction 
by 6/30/14 


 
 
2. Complete 


construction by June 
30, 2015 


 
3. Increase by 2% 
 


 
 


4. Participate in 
NCDOT/NS Corp “O” 
Line Capacity Study 
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Focus Area 
Initiative Measure 


FY 2012 
Actual 


FY 2013 
Mid-Year 


Status 
FY2014  
Target 


Promote 
transportation 
choices, land 
use objectives, 
and 
transportation 
investments 
that improve 
safety, promote 
sustainability 
and livability 


Improve Charlotte’s 
walkability and bicycle-
friendliness 


NA 
(New) 


NA  
(New) 


Increase Charlotte’s walk score 
relative to peer cities.  


NA 
(New) 


NA  
(New) 


Increase Charlotte’s walk score 
in mixed-use activity centers. 


NA 
(New) 


NA  
(New) 


Complete a scan of City policies 
and practices impacting 
walkability and recommend 
needed improvements by June 
2014. 


NA 
(New) 


NA  
(New) 


Implement 15 or more 
pedestrian safety and/or 
crossing projects by June 2014. 


18.8 
sidewalk 


11.1 
bikeways 


13.4 
sidewalk 


2.5 
bikeways 


Implement 10 miles of new 
sidewalk and 10 miles of new 
bikeways annually. 


Decrease vehicle accidents 
per mile traveled by 
monitoring crashes annually 
and identifying, analyzing 
and investigating hazardous 
locations and concentrating 
on patterns of correctable 
crashes -23.5% 


NA 
(Reported 
at end of 


year) 
Decrease vehicle accidents per 
mile traveled below prior year 


Improve City Pavement 
Condition Survey Rating 88 85.4 Achieve Survey Rating of 90 
Increase % of transportation 
bond road projects 
completed or forecast to be 
completed on schedule 79% 73% 90% or better 


Communicate 
land use and 
transportation 
objectives as 
outlined in the 
Transportation 
Action Plan 
(TAP) 
 


Complete and present TAP 
Annual Report to the City 
Council Met Met Complete by January 2014 
The City will work with 
MUMPO to initiate the 2040 
Long Range Transportation 
Plan to help advance 
economic development and 
regional land use goals. N/A N/A 


Complete project ranking by 
August 2013 
 
MPO approval of 2040 LRTP by 
March 2014 


Collaborate with regional 
partners on CONNECT, to 
plan for future growth and 
development.   


Collaborate with CONNECT 
Partners to engage the public in 
developing a consensus growth 
scenario by June 2014. 


Seek financial 
resources, 
external grants, 
and funding 
partnerships 
necessary to 
implement 
transportation 
programs and 
services 


Work with legislative 
partners and stakeholders to 
consider new revenue 
sources to fund 
transportation 
improvements. 


N/A 
(New) 


N/A 
(New) 


Continue to evaluate the 
legislative environment 
regarding new revenue sources 
and lend support to acceptable 
solutions.   


Develop CIP funding 
strategy for transportation 
improvements N/A 


(New) 
N/A 


(New) 
Develop project list for CIP 
bond funding. 


 







Questions and Answers 
February 11, 2013  


Transportation & Planning Committee Meeting 


 
 
Question 1 (Howard): Where are the potential nodes for increased private sector 
development along the 26-mile Cross-Charlotte Trail?  
 
Attachment 1 shows the key nodes of anticipated private sector development opportunity 
along the 26-Mile Cross-Charlotte Trail.   
 
Question 2 (Cooksey):  What are the property values within a ½ mile of the proposed 
Trail? 


 
The table below shows the 2011 property values within ½ mile of the proposed 26-mile 
Cross-Charlotte Trail totaling approximately $7.2 billion.  Approximately $5 billion of the 
total are residential properties and $2.2 billion are non-residential properties.  


 


Total Property Values within 1/2 mile of Entire 26-Mile Trail 


  2011 Values 


Residential  $         5,034,013,357  


Non-Residential   $         2,187,047,828  


Total    $       7,221,061,185  
 
 
Question 3 (Howard, Cooksey and Barnes):  What are the opportunities for private sector 
investment for each CIP project? For example, can the City ask CMS to donate ROW for the 
bridge project or work with other developments in the area that will benefit from these 
proposed projects? 
 
Through the land development process, the City consistently works with adjacent property 
owners to coordinate and partner on future projects.  The University Pointe Bridge (one of 
the proposed CIP projects) is a good example of this type of partnership.  Through the 
development process, the City worked with Crescent Resources at the time to ensure that 
the ROW, grading and their proposed road construction was coordinated with the concept 
designs for the future University Pointe Bridge.  The ROW preservation and dedication that 
was done through the development process will help to keep project costs down and result 
in a better project. 
 
The City will continue to seek partnership opportunities on this project (with CMS and 
BICO) to see if additional opportunities are available.  The City expects there are other 
development-based partnerships that can be realized on the other CIP projects.  Advancing 
the CIP projects into planning and design will help the City to establish partnerships, 
protect future project alignments and help to moderate project costs. 


 
City Staff did reach out to CMS staff regarding the ROW acquisition needed for the 
proposed construction of the bridge. Staff has not yet received a definitive answer from 
CMS or Mecklenburg County. However, the committee could make this request a part of its 
recommendation to the full Council to officially request a formal answer from CMS.  


  







Question 4 (Autry): What are the traffic projections for the intersection of Idlewild and 
Monroe?  
 


In 2009, CDOT identified the Idlewild and Monroe intersection as one of the high-priority 
signalized intersections for an upcoming CIP project.   
 
That selection was based on two factors:  


1) Existing deficiencies (inadequate storage/capacity at turn lanes and inadequate 
components for travel by pedestrians and bicyclists), and  
2) Proximity to NCDOT’s construction project along Independence Blvd. 
    


In 2011, this intersection was nominated for the CIP as a project with a projected cost of 
$4 million.  Starting In 2012, two large land development projects were proposed at the 
two eastern corners of this intersection. CDOT worked with NCDOT and the two 
developers to determine the comprehensive set of modifications to be accomplished at 
this intersection. All parties are committed to incorporating bike lanes, and better 
sidewalks and crosswalks.   
 
A final decision on the number of vehicle lanes has not yet occurred; the decision 
depends on the results of the analysis of traffic volumes associated with “background” 
local and regional travel and changes in traffic patterns associated with the construction 
about to be underway by NCDOT. Later this year, CDOT and the other stakeholders 
expect to complete the allocation of impacts and costs and then determine how many 
turn lanes should be built at this intersection.   


 
Question 5 (Howard and Cooksey):  What are the options for using alternative financing 
tools such as TIFs, TIGs, STIFs, MSDs, and SADs to fund the 26-Mile Cross-Charlotte Trail, 
the East/Southeast Corridor, the two bridges in the Northeast Corridor, and NECI?  
 
Staff is continuing to work on the assessment of the various alternative financing tools as 
they apply to each of the CIP projects and will provide an update at the February 28th 
Committee meeting.   
 
Below are definitions and descriptions of each of the alternative financing tools that could 
be considered for funding the 26-Mile Cross-Charlotte Trail, the East/Southeast Corridor, 
the two bridges in the Northeast Corridor, and NECI.  
 
Tax Increment Financing (TIF) – Tax Increment Financing is a legal tool authorized by a 
constitutional amendment approved by the voters in 2004. In a true TIF, a district is 
legally established, funds are borrowed and used for public improvements in the district, 
and incremental taxes (i.e., property taxes collected from the district above the amount 
collected in the area prior to establishment of the district) are pledged as security for the 
debt.  In a TIF, a municipality typically pledges incremental taxes from an area with 
multiple property owners, all of whom are impacted somehow by the project financed by 
the TIF.  The City could then issues bonds, typically 20 to 30 years in length of term, 
backed by the incremental taxes created by the multiple properties.  The bonds could be 
issued before the project occurs and be used to pay for the project up front.   
 
Tax Increment Grant (TIG) – is a funding option Charlotte has used to capture incremental 
taxes as part of an economic development agreement with a developer or business.  
Typically the grant is paid over a series of years to either reimburse the developer for 
constructing public improvements (such as streets) as part of their project, or for creating 
jobs and increasing the tax base.  In this model, the developer or business takes the risk 
of not being fully reimbursed or compensated if it is not successful in generating sufficient 
incremental taxes.  Examples include reimbursing the developer for the cost of raising and 
improving Eighth Street as part of the Levine First Ward project, the Ballantyne Road 
improvements infrastructure reimbursement agreement, and grants made to businesses 
through the Business Investment Program. 







 
Synthetic Tax Increment Financing (STIF) – Synthetic Tax Increment Financing is a policy 
device that mimics a TIF but takes advantage of the lower interest rates of more traditional 
financing devices. A STIF works similar to a TIF in that the projected incremental taxes are 
identified as the source of debt service, but are not pledged as security for the debt.  An 
example of a STIF is the cultural arts facilities project where the City financed the 
acquisition of the four facilities (i.e., Bechtler, Mint, Gantt, and Knight) with COPs, but 
developed a financing model that uses incremental taxes from the Duke Energy Center 
tower (guaranteed by Wachovia/ Wells-Fargo) along with funds made available from the 
vehicle rental tax to service the debt. 
 
Municipal Service District (MSD) – As established in NC §160A-536, MSDs may be 
established by City Council for the purposes of providing one or more of the statutorily 
authorized services, facilities, or functions in addition to or to a greater extent than 
provided in the rest of the city: 
 


Statutory purposes of an MSD  
(may provide one or more services/facilities/functions) 


beach erosion control and flood and 
hurricane protection works sewage collection and disposal systems 
downtown revitalization projects drainage projects 
urban area revitalization projects off-street parking facilities 
transit-oriented development projects watershed improvement projects 


 
Successfully designed MSDs have easily identifiable geographies to generate revenues to 
finance, provide, enhance, and maintain the economic vitality and quality of life in the 
central business district or other commercial areas.  MSD revenues are generated through 
an ad valorem property tax paid by the property owners (residential and commercial) in 
the designated districts and must be spent on programs and services that enhance the 
quality of the districts. 
 


 
Special Assessment Districts (SADs) – Similar to MSDs, Special Assessment Districts pay 
for public improvements that benefit the property affected by the improvement. The City 
levies a special assessment related to the benefit received by the property owner.  There 
are two types of Special Assessments – Traditional and New.  The information below 
provides further detail on Traditional Special Assessments, New Special Assessments, and 
the difference between New Special Assessments and MSDs 


 
Traditional Special Assessments - As established in NC § 160A-216, these Special 
Assessments may be approved by City Council for the purposes of providing one or 
more of the statutorily authorized services or functions in addition to or to a greater 
extent than provided in the rest of the city. The City must pay for the full costs of the 
public improvement upfront, and then may recoup costs through the assessment once 
the project is complete.   
 


Statutory purposes of Traditional Special Assessments 
(may provide one or more services/functions) 


beach erosion control and flood and 
hurricane protection works water systems 
curbs and gutters; streets sewage collection and disposal systems 
Sidewalks storm sewer and drainage systems 


 
New Special Assessments - During the 2008 and 2009 legislative sessions, the 
General Assembly granted a new level of assessment authority – entitled “special 
assessments for critical infrastructure needs.” This new assessment authority is effective 
August 3, 2008 until July 1, 2013.   







 
Statutory purposes of New Special Assessments, effective until July 1, 2013   


(applies to capital costs) 


Auditoriums, coliseums, arenas, stadiums, 
art galleries, museums  


Public transportation facilities, including 
equipment, buses, railways, ferries, and 
garages 


Housing projects for low to moderate income  Sanitary sewer systems 


On- and off-street parking and parking 
facilities Streets and sidewalks 


 
Other differences between the new special assessment method and traditional special 
assessment method include:  
• Requires a petition signed by at least a majority of property owners to be assessed 


who represent at least 66% of the assessed value  
• Authorizes borrowing money to front the costs of projects for which assessments 


may be imposed according to one or more of the following methods: revenue 
bonds, project development financing debt instruments, general obligation bonds  


• Allows special assessment before the projects being financed are complete  
• Does not expressly limit the bases upon which the assessment may be made 


Instead, leaving the bases of the assessments within the discretion of the governing 
board, subject to the requirement that the assessments bear some relationship to 
the amount of benefit that accrues to the assessed property.   


• Authorizes governing board to allow assessments to be paid in up to 30 annual 
installments, with interest 


 
Key Differences between New Special Assessments and MSDs 
• Special Assessment projects are typically more focused and specialized in nature; 


for example, a Special Assessment may fund a sidewalk, while an MSD may fund an 
urban area revitalization 


• For a Special Assessment, both private and non-profit entities pay the established 
assessment rate (with the exception of property owned by the federal government); 
conversely, for an MSD, non-profit entities such as Presbyterian Healthcare, 
Johnson & Wales University, and Johnson C. Smith University, would be exempt 
from paying property taxes 


• The process for a Special Assessment begins with a petition signed by at least a 
majority of property owners to be assessed who represent at least 66% of the 
assessed value; whereas, the MSD process is initiated by a proposal or report from 
City Council.  
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