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CALENDAR DETAILS:

Monday, May 30
MEMORIAL DAY HOLIDAY

Wednesday, June 1
MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL TO RALEIGH

12:00 PM Housing & Neighborhood Development Committee, Room 280
AGENDA: Emergency solutions grant requests; July Neighborhood Board Retreat
update; Mayor’s Youth Employment Program update

Thursday, June 2
6:30 PM CM Mitchell’s ‘Engagement Through Economic Development’ Town Hall
Meeting, Room 267

May and June calendars are attached.

May-June 2016. pdf

INFORMATION:

June 3 - “Front Porch Friday” Event on CMGC Plaza
Staff Resource: Wilson Hooper, City Manager’s Office, 704-336-8774, whooper@charlottenc.gov

Council and the public are invited to attend “Front Porch Friday” on the Charlotte-Mecklenburg
Government Center plaza on Friday, June 3. This event is designed to test different ways of
using the CMGC plaza space.

In the near future, the CMGC’s plaza will need to be torn up to remove the defunct fountain
and perform major maintenance to the building’s loading dock underneath. This work will
present an opportunity to reconfigure the sparsely-used plaza in a way that makes it a more
inviting entryway for the public to the Government Center, and a space that employees can
enjoy. “Front Porch Friday” will showcase concepts that can inform the future design and use,
all of which were generated by employees during a fun, design thinking ideation session held in
February 2016. The three themes are:

e “Garden in the City” will feature lush landscaping, trees, and seating areas for
contemplation.

e “Playground for All” will feature swings, games, and fitness programming.

e “Market Commons” will feature outdoor meeting spaces, coffee, and vendors/farmers
market.
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The event will begin with a yoga class at 6:45 a.m. and conclude with food trucks from 3:00-
6:00 p.m. Outdoor workspace, swings and rocking chairs, and recreational activities will be
offered throughout the day. Staff will be evaluating participation and use of the space on that
day. In addition there will be opportunities for employees and the public to give feedback. The
information gathered will be available to inform the plaza redesign in the future, and temporary
or interim changes that could be made to the plaza and how it is used that could be low cost,
but high yield.

The event is being sponsored by Engineering & Property Management, with support from
Charlotte Center City Partners and Mecklenburg County Park & Recreation.

Wesley Heights Residents Participate in Tailgate Talk Meeting
Staff Resource: Barry Gullet, Charlotte Water, 704-336-4962, bqullet@charlottenc.qgov

On May 24, Charlotte Water hosted a Tailgate Talk public meeting in the Wesley Heights
neighborhood. Staff representing several work areas of Charlotte Water met at the intersection
of S. Summit Avenue and Litaker Drive to meet with residents and answer any questions.
Charlotte Water has recently invested more than $2 million in the neighborhood to rehabilitate
the aging water and wastewater infrastructure. Unfortunately, through the course of those
improvements, customers experienced brief episodes of abnormal iron concentrations in April
and May of this year. Although staff responded quickly, corrected the problems and normal
water quality resumed within the day, communicating those activities to the neighborhood
through normal channels has not proved sufficient.

The Tailgate Talk allowed customers to speak directly with Charlotte Water lab, field operations
and customer service staff as well as department leadership. Charlotte Water Director Barry
Gullet assured customers that the drinking water is safe to use and drink. Staff also described
rehabilitation work, monitoring results, and upcoming activities to ensure iron concentrations
will continue to be managed.

Equitable Economic Development Fellowship
Staff Resource: Ann Wall, City Manager’s Office, 704-336-3187, awall@charlottenc.gov

Three staff members -Kevin Dick Economic Development Director; Todd DelLong,
Redevelopment Manager and Ann Wall, Assistant City Manager- will be participating in a new
national fellowship launched by the National League of Cities. The Equitable Economic
Development Fellowship aims to influence economic development policy and practice so that
equity, transparency, sustainability and community engagement become driving forces on
projects. The fellowship will provide a program of leadership development, technical assistance,
peer learning, and team reflection. Six cities will participate along with Charlotte including
Boston, Houston, Memphis, Milwaukee, and Minneapolis. The effort will be led by the National
League of Cities, PolicyLink, and the Urban Land Institute.
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Park Road Lane Shifts During Bridge Rehabilitation
Staff Resources: Gus Jordi, CDOT, 704-336-7086, gjordi@charlottenc.gov
Devendra Patel, CDOT, 704- 432-5243, dpatel@charlottenc.gov

To accommodate rehabilitation of two Park Road bridges over Little Sugar Creek and Briar
Creek, beginning June 10 traffic patterns on Park Road between Villa Hermosa Drive and
Manning Drive will shift and the number of travel lanes will be reduced to one in each direction.
A map of the affected area is included below.

Construction will begin on June 11 and last until August 22, 2016. These dates, during CMS
summer break, were chosen in an effort to minimize the impacts to the motoring public during
construction.
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2016 State Legislative Report #5
Staff Resource: Dana Fenton, City Manager’s Office, 704-336-2009, dfenton@charlottenc.gov

Attached is the Week 5 State Legislative Report.
week 5 report
combined. pdf
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ATTACHMENTS:

February 1 Environment Committee Summary
20160201 ENV
Committee Summary

March 14 Environment Committee Summary
20160314 ENV
Committee Summary

April 11 Transportation and Planning Committee Summary

"X

April 11, 2016 TAP
Committee Summary

May 2 Environment Committee Summary

X

20160502 ENV
Committee Summary

May 9 Transportation and Planning Committee Summary

X

May 9, 2016 TAP
Committee Summary
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Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12:00pm 3:00pm
Environment Mayor and City Manager Search
Committee Mtg., Council to Committee Mtg., HR
Room 280 Raleigh Large Conf. Room
5:00pm
Council
Workshop/Citizens’ 12:09pm
Housing &
Forum, Room 267 Neighborhood
Development
7:00pm Committee Mtg.,
Budget Room 280
Presentation,
Meeting Chamber
8 9 10 11 12 13 14
2:00pm 1:00pm 12:00pm 9:00am — 12:00pm
Transportation & Budget ED & Global District 3 Budget
Planning Adjustments, Competitiveness Workshop, Steele
Committee Mtg., Room 267 Committee Mtg., Creek AME Zion
Room 280 Room CH-14 Church — 1500
Shopton Rd.
5:00pm
Council Business
Mtg., Room 267
5:30pm
Budget Public
Hearing, Meeting
Chamber
15 16 17 18 19 20 21
12:00pm 12:00pm
Council Agenda Mayor and Community Safety
Briefing (optional), Council to Committee Mtg.,
Room 886 . Room 280
Raleigh
12:00pm
Intergovernmental
Relations Committee
Mtg., Room 280
5:00pm
Zoning Meeting,
Room CH-14
22 23 24 25 26 27 28
5:00pm 12:00pm 1:00pm
Citizens’ Budget ED & Global
Forum/Council Adjustments/Straw Competitiveness
Business Mtg., Votes, Room 267 Committee Mtg.,
Room 267 Room CH-14
5:30pm
Mayor and MTC Meeting, Room
Council to 267
Raleigh
29 30
Memorial

Day




Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat
1 2 3 4
6:30pm
Mayor and CM Mitchell’s
Council to Engagement
Raleigh Through Economic
Development Town
Hall Mtg., Room 267
12:00pm
Housing &
Neighborhood
Development
Committee Mtg.,
Room 280
5 6 7 8 9 10 11
12:00pm 12:00pm
Environment NCLM ED & Global
Committee Mtg., Town Hall Competitiveness
Room 280 Day Committee Mtg.,
q Room CH-14
5:00pm Raleigh, NC
Council
Workshop/Citizens’
Forum, Room 267
12 13 14 15 16 17 18
2:00pm 12:00pm
Transportation & Community Safety
Planning Committee Mtg.,
Committee Mtg., Room 280
Room 280
5:00pm
Council Business
Mtg., Room 267
7:00pm
Budget Adoption,
Meeting Chamber
19 20 21 22 23 24 25
12:00pm 5:30pm 12:00pm
Cou?cil ?genda ) MTC Meeting, Room ED & Global US Conference of Mayors
Briefing (optional), 267 Competitiveness .
Room 886 Compmittee Mtg., Anr!ual Me_etmg
Room CH-14 Indianapolis, IN
12:00pm
Intergovernmental
Relations Committee
Mtg., Room 280
5:00pm
Zoning Meeting,
Room Ch-14
26 27 28 29 30
12:00pm
Governance & Mayor and
Accountability Council to
Committee Mtg., .
Room 280 ’ Raleigh
2:00pm
City Manager’s
Update Mtg.,
Room CH-14
5:00pm
Citizens’
Forum/Council
Business Mtg.,
Room 267

US Conference of Mayors
Annual Meeting
Indianapolis, IN
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CITY MANAGER’S OFFICE
MEMORANDUM

May 27, 2016

TO: Ron Carlee, City Manager
Ron Kimble, Deputy City Manager

FROM: Dana Fenton, Intergovernmental Relations Manager

SUBJECT: 2016 State Legislative Report #5

Trending Topics

Senate will be releasing their budget recommendations on Tuesday, May 31.

House and Senate are aiming to adjourn the session by Friday, June 24, which means that
adjournment could occur in as few as four weeks.

Senate Commerce Committee reported out Regulatory Reduction Act of 2016 (HB 169 —
Hager), which will be calendared for Senate floor debate on Tuesday, May 31. HB 169 includes
section repealing recycling requirements for discarded computer equipment and televisions that
is based upon US EPA finding that electronics can be safely disposed of in municipal landfills.

Senate passed Municipal Service Districts (HB 1023 — Davis) legislation and has been sent to
the Governor for consideration. Charlotte Center City Partners worked with the sponsors to craft
the legislation.

Attached is a summary of the Prosperity & Economic Opportunity for All NC Act (HB 1090
— S. Martin / SB 826 — Gunn) prepared by the bill sponsors. The legislation is intended to
address economic development needs, with an emphasis on rural needs. Local sponsors of the
bills are Representatives Bryan, Carney, Jeter, and Rodney Moore, and Senator Ford.

Administrative & Fiscal

2016 Appropriations Act (HB 1030 — Dollar): House budget bill amends the previously
adopted State General Fund budget for FY 2016-2017. General Fund spending increases 2.3%
above previously appropriated levels for FY 2016-2017 to $22.225 billion. HB 1030
incorporates HB 988 that repeal the light rail funding cap.


http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=h169&submitButton=Go
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=H1023
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=h1090&submitButton=Go
http://www.ncleg.net/Sessions/2015/Bills/Senate/PDF/S826v1.pdf
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=h1030&submitButton=Go
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Administrative Changes Retirement System / Treasurer (HB 1134 — McNeill) would end
effective July 1, 2017 any agreements between the retirement system and cities to remit the
retiree share of health insurance premiums to the City, if the retiree has health insurance through
the City. The service started out of convenience before automatic drafts and electronic banking
was available, but it places the State Treasurer in the position of acting as a bank without the
insurance protections. In the case of City of Charlotte retirees, the system deducts the costs for
the retiree’s health care premium from their monthly retirement checks and remits the funds to
the City. The cessation of this convenience will require the City to implement an alternative
system for retirees to pay health insurance premiums directly to the City. City is working with
the League and other affected cities to ensure that sufficient time is available to transition retirees
to alternative payment systems.

Repeal House Bill 2 (HB 946 — Jackson / SB 784 — VVan Duyn): Companion bills to, as the
titles clearly state, repeal House Bill 2 enacted in the Second Extra Session. HB 946 was
referred to House Judiciary 1V and, if favorable, Appropriations. SB 784 was referred to Senate
Appropriations / Base Budget and, if favorable, Senate Ways & Means.

The Equality for All Act (HB 1078 — Sgro): Maodifies portions of House Bill 2 passed in the
Second Extra Session relating to public accommodations and employment by adding sex, sexual
orientation, gender identity, disability, marital status, familial status, military or veteran status, or
genetic information to list of protected classes. HB 1078 extends similar protections to housing,
education, credit and insurance. HB 1078 increases staffing in the State’s Human Relations
Commission to investigate complaints and authorizes additional appropriations for the
Commission. HB 1078 referred to House Judiciary 1.

Change the Local Option Sales Tax Adjustment Factor (SB 846 — Brown): Legislation
would replace the system of local option sales tax adjustment factors for the various counties,
which range from a low of 0.81 for Columbus County to a high of 1.49 for Dare County, with
one that uses the development tier system. Tier one counties, presumably the poorest counties,
would have a 1.10 factor, tier two counties at 1.00, and tier three counties at 0.90. Mecklenburg
County, which currently has a 0.89 factor, would be grouped with other tier three counties at
0.90. Another section of the bill would repeal the annual contribution of $17.6 million from the
sales tax proceeds of 21 counties for redistribution to the 79 counties that benefit from the
expansion of the sales tax base enacted in the 2015 session. SB 846 referred to Senate Finance
and, if favorable, to Appropriations / Base Budget.

Economic Development

Municipal Service Districts (HB 1023 — Davis / SB 803 — Wade): Companion legislation
recommended by the Committee on Municipal Service Districts. HB 1023 passed the House and
Senate, and has been sent to the Governor for consideration.

Economic Development Changes and Study (HB 1029 — S. Martin / SB 810 — Brown):
Companion legislation recommended by the Joint Legislative Oversight Committee on
Economic Development and Global Engagement. The legislation calls for creation of the North


http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=h1134&submitButton=Go
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=H946
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=S784
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=h1078&submitButton=Go
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=S846
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=H1023
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=S803
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=H1029
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=S810
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Carolina Workgroup on Economic Development for Distressed Communities. The Workgroup
is to consist of 11 members and is to reexamine North Carolina's strategy for assisting
economically distressed communities to identify new programs to supplement the comprehensive
State strategy of addressing chronic distress and targeting State aid to those communities. The
Workgroup shall examine economic development programs utilized by other states or economic
development entities as well as academic and critical analyses of potential programs and shall
make recommendations on how to implement those strategies that have been successfully
employed or are anticipated to amplify North Carolina's ability to compete in the acquisition of
new industries and job opportunities. The Workgroup shall also create a measurement plan with
goals, objectives, time frames, and action steps that will assess progress toward the overall goal
of reducing or eliminating economic distress within North Carolina. HB 1029 was referred to
House Commerce and Job Development. SB 810 was referred to Senate Commerce.

Eliminate Use of Development Tiers (HB 1082 — Davis / SB 844 — Hise): Companion
legislation recommended by the Joint Legislative Program Evaluation Oversight Committee ends
the use of the current development tier system and replaces it with an economic distress index
that uses unemployment, median household income, average wage, and high school graduation
data. HB 1082 referred to House Rules. SB 844 referred to Senate Commerce, if favorable to
Finance, and if favorable, to Senate Appropriations / Base Budget.

Prosperity & Economic Opportunity for All NC Act (HB 1090 — S. Martin / SB 826 —
Gunn): Legislation to enact a number of new economic development programs and tax
incentives to benefit primarily rural areas. SB 826 referred to Senate Commerce, if favorable,
Appropriations / Base Budget, and, if favorable, Finance.

Infrastructure

Terminate Agreement for Tolling of 1-77 (HB 950 — Cotham / HB 954 — Jeter): Two
different bills with the same title were introduced to terminate the I-77 HOT lanes contract. The
primary difference between the introduced versions of the bills has to do with the payment of
damages to the concessionaire. Section 2 of HB 950 intends for the State to pay any damages
and reads as follows: “Payment of Damages. — If damages or other monetary penalties are
determined to be owed by the State from the cancellation of the Comprehensive Agreement in
accordance with Section 1 of this act, the Department of Transportation shall pay these amounts
from unobligated funds available to the Department.” While HB 954 does not include similar
language, Representative Jeter sought to assure Councilmembers Driggs and Phipps that it was
not his intent to have the State charge “Charlotte” for the costs of cancellation. HB 950 was
referred to House Rules, if favorable, Transportation, and, if favorable, Appropriations. HB 954
was referred to House Transportation and, if favorable, Appropriations.

Repeal Light Rail Funding Cap (HB 988 — Torbett / SB 857 — McKissick): Legislation
recommended by the House Select Committee on Strategic Transportation Planning and Long-
Term Funding to repeal the $500,000 cap on State contributions to new light rail construction
projects. HB 988 was reported out of House Transportation on Tuesday, May 10, and will next
be heard in House Appropriations.


http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=H1082
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=S844
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=h1090&submitButton=Go
http://www.ncleg.net/Sessions/2015/Bills/Senate/PDF/S826v1.pdf
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=h950&submitButton=Go
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=h954&submitButton=Go
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=h988&submitButton=Go
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=s857&submitButton=Go
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Distribution of Highway Use Tax and Fees (SB 798 — Rabon): Redirects highway taxes
collected on short-term lease and rental of automobiles from the State General Fund to the State
Highway Fund, and earmarks proceeds to be used for prioritized capital improvements to Port
Authority and public airports. SB 798 was referred to Senate Transportation and, if favorable,
Finance.

Environmental & Planning

Regulatory Reduction Act of 2016 (HB 169 — Hager) includes section repealing recycling
requirements for discarded computer equipment and televisions that is based upon US EPA
finding that electronics can be safely disposed of in municipal solid waste landfills. Reported out
of Senate Commerce and calendared for Senate floor debate on Tuesday, May 31.

Public Safety

Body-Worn & Dashboard Cameras / No Public Records (HB 972 — Faircloth): Legislation
recommended by the Joint Legislative Oversight Committee on Justice and Public Safety to
establish statewide standards for the release of body-worn and dashboard camera video and
audio. HB 972 was referred to House Judiciary I1.

Local Government Immigration Compliance (SB 868 — Sanderson): SB 868 follows up on
SL 2015-294 (HB 318) by adding “incentives” for local governments to comply with State
immigration laws. If a municipality or county or its law enforcement agency is found to be an
“affected local government”, which is one that is found to be not in compliance with a State law
related to immigration, then that affected local government could lose eligibility for receiving
funds from the Public School Building Capital Fund and Powell Bill programs. Powell Bill
funding provides approximately $20 million per year to the City of Charlotte for maintenance of
local roads and streets. SB 868 creates a cause of action for any person who resides within the
jurisdiction of a city, county, or law enforcement agency that the person believes is not in
compliance with a State law related to immigration to bring an action for declaratory and
injunctive relief, which must be filed in the Superior Court of Wake County. SB 868 referred to
Senate Judiciary Il if favorable, to Finance, and if favorable, to Appropriations / Base Budget.


http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=s798&submitButton=Go
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=h169&submitButton=Go
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=h972&submitButton=Go
http://www.ncleg.net/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2015&BillID=s868&submitButton=Go
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Prosperity and Economic Opportunity for All of NC Act —S826/H1090

Strong, pro-growth measures taken during recent years have positioned North Carolina to
compete for new jobs and achieve continued economic growth. However, over the past year our
business leaders have recognized that a state as large and diverse as ours cannot be satisfied
with a few places producing great economic results while many others stagnate or decline. We
recognize that even more can be accomplished by placing a greater focus on smaller regional
results in addition to statewide measurements. These large measures can allow for smaller
areas of economic stagnation if we are serious about extending economic opportunity to more
places.

Using a more refined method of measurement will reveal the areas in our large and diverse
state economy that still need help reaching their full potential. This will allow us to coax our
state’s economic engine to fire on all cylinders and successfully compete for talent, investment
and jobs on an international scale. We believe that by working together we will be able to
increase the economic competitiveness of communities all across the state and nurture
collaboration among North Carolina’s cities, counties and regions to effectively compete
alongside any other state or country.

A recent report conducted by the North Carolina Chamber Foundation, Spreading Economic
Opportunity Across North Carolina identified stronger links between nonurban communities and
economic hubs located in cities, greater capital formation, regionalism, strategic action plans
and local leadership, to be key needs to foster economic growth in all corners of our state. A
statewide tour by the NC Chamber found that these challenges have been known and studied
for decades, but rarely acted upon.

We believe that the time for action is now. With a new generation of leaders for North Carolina
we are confident that this is the time to commit to working together in order to create opportunity
for every community in our state; and each and every person who calls this great state home.
The NC Chamber and the NC Chamber Foundation have already started working toward these
goals with great community involvement and excitement building statewide. We thank you in
advance for acting to address decades-long challenges and support efforts to advance the
economic opportunities which will allow all of North Carolina to prosper.

House bill 1090/Senate hill 826 include the following provisions:

Providing Access to Entrepreneurs — Crowdfunding

A safe, fair and easy to implement securities law exemption that enables new types of financing
for NC’s startup and small businesses. This is similar to federal Regulations and is a model that
is used by thousands of businesses every year. This is a model that is well understood by the
market place. There are 30 states that have this sort of intrastate crowdfunding and a few
others, including NC in various stages of authorization.

New Markets Tax Credits

The New Markets tax credit would bring at least $700 million of private capital to enhance
investments in lower socio-economic areas of the state. This one time 25% credit will tie to the
federal dollars and private capital for seven years with a guaranteed 1:1+ ROI to the state. The
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new capital enables businesses to increase payroll, expand and train the workforce, purchase
manufacturing equipment and build facilities. According to the US Treasury, federal investment
will leverage private money at a 13:1 ratio. When the state adds an additional credit this will
guarantee additional dollars at a lower cost. This type of program has been and is being used
in states like FL proving successful many times over.

Escheats Fund Provision —

This program will unleash NC’s entrepreneurial spirit and give every business a chance to
compete. This would use $100 million from the escheats fund over a 5 year period - $20
million/year to help everyday funding access to businesses. The fund could only use 1/3 of the
money in major market areas such as the Triangle to maximize opportunities for non-urban
areas of the state.

Repeal 1%/$80 Mill Machinery Privilege Tax

The mill machinery tax is a privilege or excise tax imposed on manufacturers that purchase mill
machinery (i.e., manufacturing equipment), parts and accessories. The tax is equal to 1% of the
price of such machinery, parts and accessories. The tax is capped at $80 per article. In other
words, it is a direct tax on manufacturing.

Items subject to the mill machinery tax are not subject to the sales tax. Currently, the mill
machinery tax costs NC manufacturers approximately $50 million per annum. The mill
machinery tax increases manufacturing costs and acts as a disincentive to capital investment. In
addition, the mill machinery tax increases the sales price of finished goods, which are
themselves subject to the sales tax when sold to consumers. The mill machinery tax thus has a
pyramiding effect of subjecting the same value to multiple levels of taxation.

None of our neighboring states imposes such a tax. This makes it hard for NC to compete for
manufacturing jobs and places a particular hardship on rural regions of the state that are
struggling to attract and revitalize the manufacturing industry. There is no statutory definition of
“manufacturing” or “mill machinery”. This has led to much controversy and litigation over the
years. In addition, taxpayers and the Department of Revenue are frequently at odds over what
constitutes a single “article”. For instance, the Department may assert that a single piece of
machinery delivered in a multiple parts for on-site assembly or a single quantity of fungible
goods constitute numerous taxable articles. These controversies and uncertainties drive up
compliance costs and creates confusion. While the tax is a substantial burden on
manufacturers, it generates less than .2% of the state’s general fund revenue.

In summary, repealing the Mill Machinery Tax would substantially improve NC’s business
climate without imposing a significant revenue impact. It would remove a drag on capital
investment, encourage the creation of manufacturing jobs, help in revitalizing NC’s rural areas,
enhance NC’s competitiveness with neighboring states, reduce the economic inefficiencies of
tax pyramiding and eliminate significant sources of tax controversy.

NCDOT Permitting Modifications

Reducing the cycle time for obtaining a NCDOT permit will help bring predictability to the
permitting process, improve turnaround time and reduce cost. Doing so will benefit NC,
particularly non-urban areas as industry will be able to deploy infrastructure that meets the
needs of the state and its citizens in a more efficient and cost-effective manner.
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Innovation 2 Jobs —

This program will address both a key source of the state’s innovation (universities) and the key
means by which those innovations are translated into commercial products. This will create a
statewide network that develops and leverages existing NC entrepreneurial management talent,
and recruits world-class investors, skilled entrepreneurs and managers to NC. By working in
conjunction with the universities and private sector, the 12J program will put NC n a better
position to attract world-class entrepreneurs and grow jobs and the economy.

NC Food Processing and Manufacturing initiative —

Further development in the food manufacturing and production industry can add up to 38,000
jobs and $10.3 billion annually to NC”s economy — The NC Food Processing and Manufacturing
Industry: An Economic Feasibly Study (2014). The Governor's Food Manufacturing Task Force
concurred that there is a tremendous economic growth opportunity if we act now to take
advantage before other states put aggressive plans in place. To start, the state must develop a
leadership team made up of government, business and economic development leaders and will
have access to its own staff, marketing dollars and a business development manager.

Tourism and NC Marketing and Foreign Investment —

This provision would increase funding for the domestic and international tourism and advertising
to expand awareness and inspire visitation to NC. As part of the benefits, previous ROI studies
show these types of efforts can generate approximately:

-$828 million in new visitor spending

-$43 million in new state revenue

-$26 million in local tax revenue

-8,000 new tourism related jobs

Strengthening NC’s Innovative Economy — Research and Development Program

North Carolina’s economy thrives on innovation, with world-class scientists, engineers and
inventors working around the clock to propel our state forward into the 21* Century and beyond.
This level of innovation requires significant investment in cutting-edge research and
development programs. However, this investment ended last year when research and
development tax credit expired.

An R&D grant program would award employers in key industries for investing in technological
innovation and creating jobs. And these research programs drive job growth, as intellectual
property supports 1.77 million workers in North Carolina — more than half of all private sector
jobs —and IP-intensive companies produce more than 100 percent greater economic output per
employee than other sectors (Source: Global Intellectual Property Center, US
Chamber).Without a R&D grant program to attract new businesses and fund more jobs for
companies already here, employers in key industries will be less competitive. This would
provide an important addition to our state’s economic development toolbox, attracting and
growing the innovation needed to foster a secure future for all North Carolinians.

Surplus Property

There is some legal discussion that there may be some gray areas in the Umstead Act that may
prohibit the state from either leasing land that is currently owed to a third party for private
development or the ability to lease underutilized parking spaces to a third party. This would
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allow the state to enter into agreements to lease real property and parking spaces for private
use.

Small Town Main Street Revitalization Provision —

The purpose is to provide economic development planning assistance and coordinated grant
support to designated micropolitians around NC. This will help with downtown economic
development initiatives and historic preservation.

Prosperity Zone Planner Positions

Placing individuals in offices throughout the state, specifically in all of NC’s prosperity zones
facilitates that person becoming more directly invested the regional community. Having a
person in all prosperity zones will aid in economic development strategic planning, land use
planning, implementation services and technical support. This section applies money in order to
accomplish this.

Community Economic Development Support

A public -private, place-based, multi-year effort to assist North Carolina’s economically
challenged communities to conduct competitiveness assessments, and to develop, and
implement local strategic action agendas. Using a private model, the program will; anticipate
future economic opportunities, bring together expertise, align and leverage existing resources
from education, government and the business community, support local leadership, and take
specific actions to improve local economic prosperity.

The program will identify and engage 8 communities each year, one from each of the state’s
Prosperity Zones. Each community will receive;

e A consultant team to manage the action agenda development and support

implementation

An economic analysis of the community

Local training on global trends and their impact on the community

Local leadership training and support to engage all groups within the community

Public input collection and management

A multi-year strategic action agenda

Two years of plan implementation support from various existing state

organizations and private consultants

e A multiple community joint learning and support process. All eight communities
will bring their leadership teams together twice each year for joint training, best
practice sharing, and support.
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Charlotte City Council

Environment Committee

Meeting Summary for February 1, 2016

COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS

l. Subject: Post Construction Stormwater Ordinance
Action: Unanimously approved.

I1. Subiject: Solid Waste Services Study
Action: None taken.

1. Subject: Urban Forestry Management Plan
Action: Deferred to March meeting.

COMMITTEE INFORMATION

Present: John Autry, James Mitchell, Patsy Kinsey, Al Austin
Time: 3:00 p.m. to 4:05 p.m.

ATTACHMENTS

Agenda Package

Mitigation Fee Task Force Consensus Resolution.ppt
Draft Ordinance

Solid Waste Services.ppt

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS

Chairman Autry called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the room to introduce
themselves. He then turned it over to Assistant City Manager Debra Campbell who was covering
the meeting for Hyong Yi. A decision was made to defer the Urban Forestry Management Plan
item to the March meeting.

Apwnh e
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l. Post Construction Stormwater Ordinance

Ms. Campbell stated Darryl Hammock will present and staff is requesting the Committee
endorse the consensus reached by the Task Force and staff. Mr. Hammock reviewed the
“Mitigation Fee Task Force Consensus Resolution” presentation (copy attached). He discussed
the timeline and background of this subject, the purpose and need for mitigation fees on
redevelopment sites, examples from the Cato expansion and the Bank of Ozarks, and discussed
how the mitigation fees are used. Mr. Hammock went on to review the key benefits of
mitigation fees for redevelopment projects and for watersheds. Criticism of mitigation fees was
discussed, as well as the current ordinance. Mr. Hammock talked about the Task Force and what
they were asked to do and after numerous meetings a consensus was reached for the amended
ordinance to make permanent an option for redevelopment sites to pay a mitigation fee in-lieu-of
onsite compliance, adds safeguards for headwater “Quality Stream” protection, adds limited on-
site control of pollutants, and raises mitigation fees while adding incentives for onsite controls
through fee reduction for partial compliance. Staff is onboard with the Task Force’s
recommendation and asks that the Committee endorse it as well.

Q&A:
Austin: How many mitigation sites have been created?

Hammock: About twelve and we have a few planned and some in the pipeline to be constructed.
Austin: How much money has been collected?

Hammock: Two million so far for redevelopment.

Campbell: What is the cost of doing a regional facility?

Hammock: Depends on the size but anywhere from $50,000 for the smallest up to $1 Million for
larger ones.

Mitchell: Is that comparative to what other like cities are charging?

Hammock: We are the leaders and I’m not aware of anyone else doing this in NC.
Austin: How long does it take to build a regional pond or wetland?

Hammock: Between 2-3 years depending on the size.

Austin: How many are in District 2?

Hammock: | don’t have that answer, but can find out.

Kinsey: Is it not going to get more difficult to find land?

Hammock: It will become increasingly difficult maybe 20 years from now and approaching that
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time will cause a reassessment of this topic.
Autry: Could you do a bmp in a flood plain?
Hammock: Yes.

Council member Austin made a motion and was seconded by Council member Mitchell to adopt
the revisions as presented by staff. (Motion passed unanimously)

Hammock: This will go to the full Council for a public hearing in February and for Council
adoption in March. The effective date will be July 1, 2016.

I1. Solid Waste Service Study

Ms. Campbell introduced Michelle Moore, Victoria Johnson and Kim Eagle and stated they
would talk about the Solid Waste Services Study item. She stated that staff is not asking for
action today, but would request if the Committee feels comfortable with what is presented to
have it moved to the Budget Committee to be reviewed and discussed for the budget process.
Ms. Moore began reading through the “Solid Waste Services Study” presentation

(copy attached). She discussed the background of this study, the goals of the study, what the
current policy is as it relates to multi-family units, and reviewed the current services that Solid
Waste Services provides. She reviewed the issues with the current practices and discussed the
recommendations from the 2014 consultant study and the Privatization and Competition
Advisory Committee. They recommended eliminating collection services for multi-family homes
(complexes with five or more units), revising the City Code to limit provision of collection
services to single-family dwelling and special residential units, and to eliminate the multi-family
solid waste fee. Ms. Moore discussed the different benchmark cities they looked at both outside
and inside NC and discussed the monetary impact to the service model change.

Q&A

Austin: Regarding the benchmark cities, how long has Raleigh not provided multi-family pick-
up?

Ellen Price: 1 don’t know the exact timeframe, but it has been within recent years that they
moved away from it.

Johnson: Around 3 to 5 years.

Austin: How would we roll this out to the general public?

Johnson: The current contract goes to December 2016, and we could execute the 6-month
extension and that takes us to June 2017. We would contact all that are affected, explain it to

them and let them know their options. The associations can pool together and work to get a
contract with the private market. This will be an education campaign.
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Austin: My only concern is visually how this will look not providing the service to the multi-
family customer.

Johnson: We would hold workshops and such. It will be an active public relations campaign.

Mitchell: Have you received any feedback from stakeholders in the room; Republic and the
Apartment Association?

Johnson: We have talked to Republic and the Apartment Association when doing RFP’s last
year. We asked how they felt about if they went to the open market, because it’s business for
them. | can’t speak for them and say they are in agreement.

Autry: Understanding the open market and options will be the responsibility of the apartment
owner or manager, not the actual tenants.

Johnson: Yes.

Autry: | just want to remind the Committee that there was legal action taken against the City
recently from some stakeholders.

Thomas Powers: The lawsuit was filed about inequities that were being administered by the City

for Solid Waste collections for multi-family in general. That case proceeded all the way to the
North Carolina Supreme Court where the City was unsuccessful. We were successful at the

Court of Appeals but unsuccessful at the trial court level. To Victoria’s recommendations, that is
something that the City Attorney’s Office can support because it does address the inequities that
are on-going for the last few decades on this issue. So, yes, there may be some political issues,

but it does address a lot of the legal issues as to what service we are providing, who is paying for

that service and what are they receiving regarding what we are providing and what they are
paying for.

Autry: If there are no objections, we should take Option 1 through the budget process, vet it with
the Budget Committee and make it part of the discussion during the budget retreats.

Kinsey: | agree.
Austin: | do, too.

Eagle: We will take that as a statement of support from the Environment Committee to the
Budget Committee to continue the conversation.

Autry: Yes.

Meeting is adjourned at 1:15 p.m.



Environment Committee

Monday, February 1, 2016; 12:00 — 2:00 p.m.
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center
Room 280

Committee Members: John Autry, Chair

James Mitchell, Vice Chair
Claire Fallon

Patsy Kinsey

Al Austin

Staff Resource: Debra Campbell, City Manager’s Office

AGENDA

Post Construction Stormwater Ordinance

Staff Resource: Darryl Hammock, Engineering & Property Management

As requested in an October 2014 Council Action, a yearlong process has concluded on
how to administer a mitigation fee in-lieu-of onsite stormwater management. This fee is
associated only with redevelopment projects located in certain geography. A diverse
task force has reached consensus on a methodology and staff supports their
recommendation. Staff will explain the need for and role of mitigation fees, the
timeline, and the recommendation including how it compares to the existing fee policy.
Action: The Committee is asked to endorse the consensus reached by the Task Force and

staff.

Solid Waste Services Study
Staff Resources: Victoria Johnson, Solid Waste Services
Kim Eagle, Office of Strategy and Budget
Staff will provide an update on the Solid Waste Services Study. Current policies and
future options will be reviewed.
Action: None, for information only.

Urban Forestry Management Plan

Staff Resource: Gina Shell, Engineering & Property Management

Staff will introduce plans for creating an urban forestry management plan, the next step
in the City's 50% canopy by 2050 strategy.

Action: None, for information only.

January 11 Environment Committee Follow-up Information:
1. Q&A document

2. Solid Waste Services Report

Next Meeting: Monday, March 14 at Noon in Room 280

Distribution:

City Council Ron Carlee, City Manager Executive Team
Bob Hagemann Stephanie Kelly Environmental Cabinet
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Questions and Answers
January 11" Environment Committee

Question 1: What would the cost be to add a new street sweeper crew in Solid Waste
Services?

The total cost for adding a new street sweeper crew to Solid Waste Services is
outlined in the table below.

Street Sweeper Crew | Budget

Operating Expenses (annual expenses)

Salary + Benefits of 1 Driver $66,000

Operating Costs (gas, maintenance, supplies, etc.) 20,000
Total Annual Operating Expenses $86,000
Capital Expense (one-time expense)

Street Sweeper (7-10 year life cycle) 234,000
Total FY2017 Cost $320,000

Question 2: What would the cost be to add a new litter collection crew in Solid Waste
Services?

The total cost for adding a new litter collection crew in Solid Waste Services is
outlined in the table below.

Litter Collection Crew | Budget

Operating Expenses (annual expenses)

Salary + Benefits of 1 Driver and 1 Laborer $115,000

Operating Costs (gas, maintenance, supplies, etc.) 11,000
Total Annual Operating Expenses $126,000
Capital Expense (one-time expense)

Crew Cab Pick-Up (5-7 year life cycle) 38,000
Total FY2017 Cost $164,000

Environment Committee January 11, 2016 Page 1
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CHARLOTTE.

MEMORANDUM

February 17, 2014

TO: Mayor & City Council
Manager’s Cabinet

FROM: Ron Carlee, City Manager (Qf

SUBJECT: Solid Waste Services Report

As discussed at the January City Council retreat in Winston Salem, the attached document,
“Multi-family, Small Business and Rate Structure Review” was completed by a solid waste
management consultant retained by Solid Waste Services to explore issues identified by the
Council Environment Committee in 2012. Staff reviewed the targeted deliverables of the study
with the Environment Committee in September 2012 and reported on initial results in March
2013. Solid Waste Services staff has written a response to the consultant report which is also
attached. Key messages about both reports follow:

e TIn an cffort to continuously improve, the City of Chatlotte initiated an assessment of solid
waste setvices provided to multi-family and small business. ’

s The report completed by GBB Solid Waste Management Consultants provided a
thorough evaluation of services, comparisons with peer cities and highlighted
opportunities for improvement.

e The City of Charlotte has established a process by which the recommendations will be
vetted and reviewed.

o Initially, staff will review the report with the Privatization and Competition Advisory
Committee (PCAC) and the PCAC observations and suggestions will be forwarded to the
Environment Committee.

e The existing Solid Waste Services ordinance and practices have been in place for more
than 18 years and the GBB Report and review provides an opportunity to assess local
service needs, identify industry best practices and to make adjustments as needed.

I have asked the Privatization and Competition Advisory Committee (PCAC) to work with staff
to assess the consultant’s report and staff>s response. The PCAC will develop a set of
observations and recommendations for presentation to the Environment Committee. 1am
referring this report to the Envitonment Committee for them to make recommendations to City
Council for Council's consideration.
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City of Charlotte

Rate Structure Review

Prepared by:

iBi:
A,

SOUD  WASTE
MANAGEMENT
CONSULTANTS

Gershman, Brickner & Bration, Inc.

8550 Arlington Boulevard, Suite 304
Fairfax, VA, 22031

www.gbbinc.com
800-573-5801

March 11, 2013
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1.0 Introduction

Charotte, “The Queen City,” is the largest city in Narth Carolina. The seat of Mecklenburg
County, Charlotte has a population of just over 750,000, which comprises a majority of
Mecklenburg County’s population and about 40 percent of the larger metropelitan area.

In 2012, the City of Charlotte (City) retained Gershman, Brickner and Bratton, Inc. (GBB) to
provide consulting services on two primary topics. First, GEB was directed to evaluate the
cost and fee structure of the City's solid waste management program and make
recommendations on cost  allocation :

methodology, fee structure, and biiling and
collections, In “The North Carolina
Benchmarking Project,”* an annual study
conducted by the University of North
Carolina and the North Carolina Local
Government Budget Association, Charlotte
was found to consistently outperform other
municipalities in cost and efficlency for
trash, recyclables and vyard waste
collection. It is only through vigilance and regular program evaiuation, however, that such
excellence is maintained.

Second, at the direction of Charlotte’s Solid Waste Services Department (SWS), GBB
conducted this analysis of the City's large multi-family collection program. This evaluation
included benchmarking Charlotte against five other cities: three U.S. cities of comparable
size, population density and service level,® Greensboro, North Carolina and Raleigh, North
Carolina; intensive field observations; and interviews with property managers in Charlotte.

1 .S, Census Bureau 2011 estimate is 751,087 for City of Charlotte and 1,795,472 for the Metropolitan Statistical
Area.

2 Online at hitp: R Ac. &
® Austin, TX; Baltimme, MD and Columbus, OH

GEEB 12073-01 2 MARCEH i4, 2013
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2.0 Executive Summary

Since 2004, Charlotte’s Solid Waste Services Department (SWS) has been adjusting its
multi-family and smail business collection service programs in an effort to provide adequate
service, at equitable fees while maintaining efficient spending levels. SWS has implemented
changes to the type of service, contracting method, and pricing levels it employs, but
challenges remain. There are many ways to improve the way that SWS meets the trash
and recydiing collection needs of multi-family residents and small businesses.

GBB has researched collection systems In communities across the United States, with
regards to collection frequency, collection methods, financial structures and service provider
arrangements. This research has shown that aithough many aspects of collection systems
vary between communities, with a clear vision and a strong mission, an organization can
find a system that will most appropriately meet its goals.

SWS vision and mission statements are as follows, respectively:

“We will be a leader in the solid waste industry and the service provider of
choice for the City of Charlotte.” '

“We will partner with the community to deliver competitive and quality solid
waste services thar promote an atlractive and healthy environment.”

As it moves forward toward improving services, SWS has elected to address challenges
facing its multi-family collection services. The supplemental service? implemented in the
past is due for revaluation, as some multi-family customers find the once weekly service
fevel inadequate, causing them to hire private sector collectors to provide additional service.

In order to determine better ways to address these challenges, SWS asked GBB to examine
the services provided by the City to small businesses and multi-family complexes with more
than 29 units, compare or benchmark these services to other cities, and provide the City
with service and rate change recommendations.

As a result of our evaluation, which included benchinarking, field work, interviews, data
review, and the development of a cost allocation model for disposal costs and revenues,
GBB has developed a number of recommendations for service and fee changes for solid
waste services for all customer groups: single-family homes, multi-family complexes, and
small businesses, These recommendations offer an equitable approach to collection
services for these customer groups and also provide a fee structure that will help the City
capture its true costs for trash and recycling services.

Our recommendations include the following:

4 In the context of solid waste collection services at multi-family properties, “supplemental service” means trash
collection above and beyond the standard service level provided by SWS. When the service level was reduced to
once weekly in the FY2006 budget, the regulated community began to express concerns about costs to supplement
the City service in order to meet their desired level of service, ’

GBEB 12075-01 MARCH 11, 2013
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o Eliminate trash and recycling collection for multi-family complexes with five or more
units and small businesses, with the exception of small businesses in the Special Tax
District. Multi-family complexes with five or more units and non-exempt small
businesses must make their own arrangements for trash and recycling collection.

= Develop a fee structure that includes the following:

o A Systems Benefit Fee, to be pald by all entities, that covers the
administrative costs for solid waste programs and public education programs
as well as maintaining and cleaning benefiting all citizens such as street
sweeping and litter picking

o Disposal Fee paid by the single-family homes and multi-family complexes with
fewer than five unlts .

o Refuse and Recycling Collection Fee for single family homes and multi-family
complexes with fewer than five units

s For single-family homes, eliminate the current Solid Waste Fee and adjust property
taxes on single-family units to offset a portion of the new fees

o Multi-family complexes with five or more units pay the System Benefit Fee, but must
make thelr own arrangements for trash and recycling collection with private haulers

s Require that all non-residential units and small businesses outside the Special Tax
District make their own arrangements for recycling collection

= In the Special Tax District, all units (single-family, multi-family and non-residential}
must pay the System Benefit Fee, Disposal Fee, and Refuse and Recycling Collection
Fee.

If the Clty decides to continue to provide trash collection services to multi-family complexes,
under the new fee structure multi-family properties will pay the private hauler directly for
disposal and collection, in addition to the Systems Benefit Fee paid by all entities in the City.

GBEEB 12073-01 4 MARGCH 11, 2013
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3.0 Background

The goal for solid waste services in the City of Chariotte is to provide an equitable and
affordable [evel of service to residents that promotes an attractive and healthy environment.
The services provided are:

s Trash collection for residential units, multi-family developments of 30 units or more,
and small businesses with less than or equal to 512 gallons of waste per week

e Recyclable material collection

s Bulky item collection

» Yard (green) waste collection - For muiti-family development of 30 units or more,
this is limited to Christmas Trees

The City of Charlotte’s department of Solld Waste Services (SWS) provides collection of
trash, recycling, yard waste and bulky items from residential customers in single-family
homes and multi-family properties with fewer than 30 units. Under contract with a private-
sector collector, SWS also provides collection of trash, recycling, bulky items and Christmas
trees from multi-family residences with 30 of more units. The crews that service publicly-
owned trash cans, Including those at bus stops, also provide trash-only collection to eligible
small businesses. SWS keeps the clty streets clean through [litter picks, dumping cleanups
and street sweeping. _ ‘

Charlotte residents pay for their trash service in three ways. First, the City assesses each
single-family residence a solid waste fee and each multi-family property a per-unit solid
waste fee.” The fee is used to pay for disposal and processing at the Meckienburg County
designated disposal facilities. Second, SWS is a General Fund agency, constituting 9.6
percent of General Fund expenditures in FY2013.° Therefore, through payment of various
taxes, including property taxes, all taxpayers fund SWS services, including residential
collection, street cleaning, education and special events services. Third, Mecklenburg
County assesses each City single-family residence a solid waste fee and each multi-family
property a per-unit solid waste fee.” These fees pay for recycling and waste reduction
services and facilltles across the County.

There are differences in collection among the residential unit types and small businesses.

Collection service to single-family homes and multi-family properties with fewer
than 30 units. Single-family customers and those in multi-family properties with fewer
than 30 units (which are treated as single-family) receive collection of trash and yard waste
once per week and recyclables every other week. Both trash and recyclables are collected
in roliout carts, and yard waste is collected in bags, piles, or personal containers.
Customers call SWS to schedule collection of bulky items, such as furniture and appliances.
Collection of trash, yard waste and bulky items from single-family and small multi-family
properties (fewer than 30 units) is provided by City employees, and recyclables are
collected by a private-secter contractor,

5 In Y2013, the City solid waste fees were $47 for single family and $24 per unit for multi-family,
5 FY2013 City of Charlotte Strategic Operating Plan.
7 In FY2012, the County solid waste fees were $15 for single family and per unit for multi-family,

GBEB 12073-61 5 MARGH 11, 2013
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Collection service to multi-family properties with 30 or more units. SWS contracts
with a private-secter collector to provide service to multi-family properties with 30 or more
units. For these larger multi-family properties, the City offers a per-unit service level.
Once-a-week trash collection is provided from eight cubic yard (CY), un-compacted
containers, with one container allowed for every 30 units in multi-famify complexes, At
properties where a compactor is in use, the service level is 8 CY {compacted) per 90 units.
SWS provides one recycling station per 80 units; Each recycling station consists of five 95-
gallon rollout carts, which are serviced once per week. Bulky waste is collected as
scheduled with property managers and Christmas trees are collected once annually.

Collection service to small businesses. There are approximately 2,500 smail businesses
receiving City trash collection. Small non-residential businesses that generate 512 gallons
or less of trash per week {about 2.5 CY) receive once-weekly collection. Small businesses
are not eligible for yard waste, recycling or bulky item collection through the City.

Disposal. For each service provided to residential units, the City provides appropriate
disposition of the materials collected. The City has the goal to maximize recycling, including
recycling of yard waste. Therefore, the City processes yard waste at one of the four
Mecklenburg County-staffed drop-off facilities. Primary processing is done at the County
Compost Central facility, adjacent to the West Meckienburg facility. Yard waste is processed
to produce mulch and compost.

Bulky wastes are separated and taken to the Mecklenburg Metal and Tire Recovery Facility
to recover recyclable material, including steel and tires. Non-Recyclable bulky waste items
are disposed of at the Charlotte Motor Speedway Landifill, owned and operated by Republic
Services {Repubiic), which has a disposal contract with Mecklenburg County. Solid waste
from City collections and processing residues are disposed at this landfill. Other recyclable
materials (glass, cans, cardboard) are taken to and processed at the County’s Metrolina
Recycling Facility.

Recent developments concerning multi-family collections In July 2010, the City
issued a request for proposals for once-weekly multi-family garbage and recyclables
collection, by-appointment bulky item collection, and annual Christmas free collection. The
contract would Include provisions for City payment of disposal costs associated with
supplemental services arranged by individual multi-family properties with the City
contractor. On September 27, 2010, the City awarded the contract to Republic, and on
January 14, 2011, the City Manager executed a three-year contract with two ocne-year
renewal options.® In May 2011, a lawsuit was filed against the City regarding the payment
of disposal charges only for supplemental service provided by Republic. A judge found that
the practice violated North Carolina law and ordered the City to reimburse any and all
haulers that provided supplemental services. The City appealed and obtained a stay in
February 2012,

During the FY2013 budget process, staff recommended eliminating muiti-family
supplemental disposal payments altogether, as this would eiiminate the Court-challenged
element and would not pose additional administrative or operational costs for SW5. The

8vgolid Waste Services FY2013 Multi-family Service, Disposal Fee, and City Ordinance Recommendations”

GBE 1207301 G MarRcw 11, 2813
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Council approved the recommendation, and on July 15, 2012, the contract with Republic
was amended. The change resulted In a net-zero impact to the budget because the per-unit
multi-family Solid Waste fee was reduced to account for the reduction in disposal fees that
would be paid.

Properties are classified by the City Tax Office as single family residential or multi-family,
and the Solid Waste Fee is currently based on the property classification and historicaily,
disposal costs, which do not necessarily align with the current level of service provided by
SWS. The problem areas are highlighted in red in Table 1 and are represented by the
approximate unit counts listed below under the following Property Types: apartments,
duplexes, triplexes, quadraplexes, mobile homes, business garbage & those serviced by
private hauler. '

Table 1
Classification and Fee Biscrepancies

il _Week]y rollout g bage, ‘weekly. curbs:de
210,572 yard waste & bulky, bl weekly rolloul: g
o ._Weekly dumpster or compactor garbage,_" R
recydling, buiky

__Weekly rollo garbage, weekly curbSIde_.
"":“__recyclmg ..... 5 SRy o
L Weeldy r rollout garbage weekly curbs:d_e_}_'_ SR

yard ) waste & bulky, bi- weekly rollout R
'recyclmg

i _Weekly rol[out garbage ‘weekly, curbs:de
_ ;yard Waste & bulky, bl weekly rollout

512 'allons) -

prop assified as multi-family but served as single-family

nc

In the interest of providing the best balance of service equity, cost management, quality
operations and environmental excellence, GBB was directed to benchmark the current
method of collecting and paying for collection from farge multi-family properties and smali
businesses against high-performing cities throughout the U.S. SWS pre-screened North
Carolina cities Greensboro and Raleigh, and GBB proposed a list of other U.S5. cities, from
which SWS added Austin, TX; Baltimore, MD; and, Columbus, OH. These cities were chosen

% Unit counts are from 2012,
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due to their size, population density, level of service provision, and other determining
factors. For example, like Charlotte, Austin provides service in a central business district.

4.0 Project Objective and Approach

The objectives of GBB's review were to examine the services provided by the City to multl-
family units greater than 29 units and small businesses, compare or henchmark these
services to other cities, and provide the City with service and rate change
recommendations. GBB conducted a detailed review of the City’s multi-family and small
business programs, a series of interviews with City personnel and henchmark City
representatives, and field work.

The initial focus of our work included a review of data provided by the City, an initial
planning conference call, and preparation and further review of additional data as
requested.

Using the information received from the Clty, interviews, and field work, GBB undertook the
following activities:

o Assisted in the development of a cost allocation model for disposal costs and
revenues for each SWS customer group;

o Identified and benchmarked five other communities’ programs and fees for multi-
family properties and small businesses;

o Performed on-location field work and data gathering from multi-family properties
with 30 or more units and small businesses;

e Reviewed best practices that incorporate efficient, cost- effectsve programs that could
be applied to the City’s multi-family and small business collection and fee structures;

o Interviewed apartment association representatives and multi-family property
managers while on site for the field work to develop a clear understanding of the
qualitative, operational and policy dynamics that impact services; and

o Evaluated and developed recommendations for service changes and solid waste fee
structure that can be updated periodically, including recommendations for single-
famity homes, multi-family properties and small businesses.

Based on this approach, sections 5 and 6 of this report outline our findings, conclusions and
recommendations.

GBBE 12073-01 8 ' MARGCH 11, 2013
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5.0 Observations, Findings and Analysis

5.1 Benchmarking Other Communities

GBB compared the multi-family and small business programs and fees offered by the City of
Charlotte to those of other governmental entities. As part of this task, the project team
identified 17 cities with characteristics that are reasonably comparable to Charlotte in key
demographics and compared their solid waste management programs, services and fees to
those of the City. The list of comparable cities took into consideration certain differences
such as geographic location, population, waste stream characteristics, and fiscal conditions.
This initial list of potential benchmarking communities is provided in Attachment 1.

From this list of comparable cities, the City’s project team chose the five cities they
determined best represented the key characteristics: Raleigh, NC; Greensboro, NC; Austin,
TX; Baltimore, MD, and Columbus, OH, as the five benchmark cities.

Once the five benchmark cites were identified, GBB developed an interview guide, as shown
in Attachment 2, for use during the benchmark interviews with each city’s representative.
Questions focused on waste and recycling services provided, container sizes, capacity
issues, collection frequency and funding sources for each city's multi-family and smalil
business programs.

From October 26, 2012, through November 9, 2012, GBB conducted phone interviews with
representatives from each of the five cities, recording the interview responses in the City
Benchmarking Data Matrix, as shown in Attachment 3. The draft matrix, which compares
data from the benchmark cities to Charloite’s system, was reviewed for completeness and
accuracy and follow-up discussions or interviews were conducted to capture missing data or
clarify some statements recorded during the original interviews.

5.1.1 Austin, TX

The population of Austin is 820,611. There are 345,283 housing units, 47.9% of which are
in multi-unit structures. Renter-occupied units number 171,376, or 50% of housing units.

The City of Austin provides cart-based collection service to single-family homes,
townhouses, multi-family buildings with fewer than four units, and small businesses within
or near residenttal routes. This work is performed by City crews. The City provides
dumpster service to businesses and multi-family properties in the downtown district. This
worl is performed by a contractor. All other businesses and all large multi-family properties
in Austin contract for their own coilection service.

The City charges all customers—residential, small business and downtown district—a
monthly base fee for collection plus a fee for their specific level of service (see below for
examples and details). In addition, every single-family residential unit and business in
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Austin pays a fee for the Clean Community program.'® The Clean Community fee funds a
wide variety of programs including bulky waste collection, street sweeping, recycling drop-
off centers, household hazardous waste collection, litter abatement and enforcement of
certain portions of the City code. The fee is assessed on utility bills and is a flat $6.00 per
housing unit per month. Businesses pay a Clean Community fee of $12.00 per month. All
fees are charged on the customer’s utility bill, and each cost center is visible as a line item
to the taxpayer.

¥

In the downtown district, the base fee is $8.75 for business customers and $7.00 for
residential customers. On top of their base fee, business customers pay by the cubic vard
and residential customers pay per resident. Downtown district customers also pay a special
cleaning service fee which funds nightly street and sidewalk sweeping, public container
garbage collection, Intensive litter abatement and other special needs of this high-density
area. Finally, like all residents and businesses in Austin, downtown customers pay the
Clean Community fee.

Customer billing examples: The following are examples of custormners’ monthly trash
charges. All charges for service include single stream recycling, and there is no Hmit on
recycling setouts. All residential customers receive bulky collection, and single family
homes also receive yard waste collection.

Customer 1: A multi-family customer in the downtown district with two residents in the
apartment.

$7 base fee + ($10 x 2 residential units) + $17 special cleaning +
$6 Clean Community = $50

Customer 2: A business in the downtown district who generates 16CY of trash monthly.

$8.75 base fee + ($10 x 16 CY) + $17 special cleaning +
$12 Clean Community = $197.75

Customer 3: A single-family customer who has chosen a 64-gallon cart for trash. !

$9.50 base fee + (16¢ x 64 gallons} +
$6 Clean Community = $25. 74

Customer 4: A small business receiving cart-based service from the City using two 96-gallon
carts that are emptied twice weekly.* '

$9.50 base fee + ($24 charge for 96-gailon cart x 2 carts) +
$40 for twice weekly collection + $12 Clean Community fee = $109.50

19 This fee |5 charged to all utility customers whether or not they are City trash and recycling collection custcmers.
1 gingle-family customers with up to four units are charged a base fee, a per-gallon charge, and the Clean
Community fee. Customers can choose from four sizes of trash cart: 24, 32, &4, or 96 gallons. The 96-gallon cart is
charged at 25 cents per gallon; the three smaller carts are charged at 16 cents per gallon. Singte-family customers
can also purchase bag tags for excess trash for $4 each from local stores.

2 5ome small businesses near or adjacent to residential areas receive cari-based trash and recycling from the City.
Like all other customers, they pay a monthly base charge plus fees, These customers pay hased on their cart size
and the frequency with which it is emptied.
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Customer 5: A small business with a 24-gallon cart that is emptied once weelkly. Once-
weelly service is included in the price for the cart.

$9.50 base fee + ($3.85 charge for 24-gallon cart x 1 caris} +
$0 for once weekly collection -+ $12 Clean Community fee = $25.35

All other businesses and multi-family properties in Austin not described above or located
outside the downtown district contract for their own trash and recycling service directly.

5.1.2 Baltimore, MD

The population of Baltimore is 619,493. There are 296,615 housing units, 33.1 percent of
which are in multi-unit structures. Renter-cccupled units number 119,737, or 40 percent of
housing units.

The City provides service to multi-family properties with fewer than four units—the same as
single-family service, and private haulers compete for service to multi-family properties
larger than four units and all businesses. Fees to businesses and multi-family properties
with more than four uniis are charged by the private contractors. There was no information
available from City of Baltimore contact on rates being charged by private haulers.

5.1.3 Columbus, OH

The population of Columbus is 797,434, There are 370,489 housing units, 41.1 percent of
which are in multi-unit structures. Renter-occupied units number 160,869, or 43 percent of
housing units.

The City provides trash service to multi-family complexes with more than four attached
units that meet all of the following criteria:

1. Have refuse storage capacity compliance requirements: one-half CY of refuse
starage capacity for each dwelling unit In the complex;

2. Has a Division of Refuse-approved site plan showing the complex has ample
refuse storage capacity; and

3. Have sufficient room for Division of Refuse Collection trucks to safely maneuver

in the complex.

Businesses are all serviced by competitive private haulers. Fees to businesses and multi-
family properties with more than four units are charged by the private contractors. There
was no [nformation available from the City of Columbus contact on rates being charged by
private haulers.

5.1.4 Greensboro, NC

The population of Greensboro is 273,425, There are 122,124 housing units, ~37 percent of
which are in multi-unit structures. Renter-occupied units number 48,257, or 39.5 percent
of housing units.
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The City provides trash and recycling services to single-family homes, multi-family
properties with eight or more units, and small businesses. Mo additional fees are charged
for cart service, but If customers have dumpsters, there is a flai charge per dumpster,
regardless of size. There also is a different price for a Vertipak compactor. Recycling is
charged per collection location only, not per containet.

5.1.5 Raleigh, NC

The population of Ralelgh [s 416,468. There are 171,888 housing units, 38.8 percent of
which are in multi-unit structures. Renter-occupied units number 70,605, or 41.1 percent
of housing units.

Under a new policy, the City provides trash service to multi-family properties with five or
fewer units. Previously, the City collected trash from apartment buildings or complexes that
were ground-tevel only. Those properties are grandfathered-in from the previous policy,
and none of those legacy properties has more than 25 units. Any new construction will fall
under the five-unit rule.

Any apartment or condominium complex can request that the City set up and service a
recycling center on site. There are no additional fees for the service. The recycling center
accepts bottles, cans and mixed paper, but not cardboard. As cardboard is banned from
disposal in North Carolina, the complexes are required to arrange for recycling of cardboard
on their own.

Businesses in the Central Business District can receive bundled trash and recycling service
or recycling-only service from the City at their discretion. Fees are determined by the level
of service and whether the business receives collection six or seven times weekly.

Businesses within or adjacent to a residential neighborhood can request City recydling-only
sarvice. Several factors determine whether or not the City will accept the applicant into the
system, and the customer must provide carts and pay a monthly fee for service.

5.1.6 Multi-family service

Of the five benchmark cittes GBB analyzed, four—Austin, Baltimore, Greensboro and
Raleigh—do not provide collection services to the majority of large multi-family properties.
One city—Austin—provides services to multi-family residential properties within thelir
downtown district. In the downtown district, there are mixed use high-rise buildings in a
special tax district, and the City of Austin provides collection of trash and recycling to both
the residents and businesses in these buildings. The fifth city—Columbus—provides services
to multi-family complexes with more than four units; however, trash collection is the only
service provided. The City of Columbus provides funding to the Solid Waste Authority of
Central Ohio (SWACO) for recycling. Table 2 provides a high-level review of the major
multi-family system components in each city.
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Table 2
s Provided by Survey Cities to Multi-family Units

Trash .Bu!ky
and Yard:
. Waste S
Weekly (cart) =
: 15't1mesweek{ LSNP
(dumpster) E

Trash and -

City

‘7 locatlons “ ﬁj;f': ':_ .'Ye;s- e

5 N/A B| Week[y

. Clty :

' GeneraIFund S Ge_hékal Fund i

_D]spOsal' B R N AR Coilect:on Ser\nce
by o R B and) Dlsposai Dependent
SNP = Service not provided to mult] family complexes larger than specified in the Size Criteria.
NA = Not Applicable

1 — Provides Dumpster or semi automated cart service to multi-family units,

2 - Raleigh considers properties with greater than five units to be multi-family and does not offer
service to such properties; however, this is a relatively new policy and there are some legacy
customers with up to twenty-five units that continue to receive service as of this report.

3 - Provides drop boxes if requested by complex.

4 - Solid Waste Authority of Central Ohio

5 -System funding source is Enterprise Fund as of FY 2013.

5.1.7 Small business service

Of the flve benchmark cities GBB reviewed, two cities—Baltimore and Columbus—do not
provide collection services to businesses. Two cities—Austin and Raleigh—provide service
to businesses neay or adjacent to the residential routes that can use roliout carts to colfect
their waste. These cities also provide service to businesses within a special tax district.
These districts are characterized by mixed use buildings, some of which are high-rise. In
Austin, the City provides collection of trash, bulky items, and recycling to both the residents
and businesses in the downtown business district. In Raleigh, the City provides collection of
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trash only in the central business district. The last city interviewed—Greensboro—provides
services to small businesses across the city.

Table 3 provides a high-level review of the small business system services provided by each
city.

Table 3
Service Provided by Survey Cities to Small Businasses

Trashand

N by o R

Cayand s
conkractor

- 1-4timesperweck S

CChyand oo
contractor::

| partef :

“General Fund. - 7 kg

... City charges rates ..
© - competitive with the .
. ' private ector for:

" “tontainer service

Waste Fee
_:Recydling
Fea ©

SNP = Service not provided

NA = Not Applicable

1 - The City of Charlottes only collects waste from business weelkly with <=512 gallons.

2 - Austin and Raleigh collect from small businesses in residential areas and from businesses inside
high-density tax districts. These customers recelve service 5 or 6 days per week.

3 - Beginning in FY13, Raleigh Solid Waste Services operates as an enterprise fund; previously, it was
subsidized by the General Fund. :
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5.2 Fieldwork and Observations

5.2.1 Collections Review Process

On-location visits were made to Charlotte multl-family and small businesses the week of
November 12, 2012, to obtain information and insight en the waste practices of these
sectors. Fach day, the GBB team developed a route sheet for multi-family and small
businesses with addresses that would be visited the next day. The GBB team strategically
examined visits prior to collection day to gain an understanding of the properties’ capacity
and service needs. During the course of the week, the GBB team recorded personal
observations, took photographs and interviewed stakeholders. Below is a description of
GBB’s ohservations and information collected during the five days that the GBB team was
on-location.

Upon arrival, the GBB team first visited several setout locations before going to SWS offices
to meet with key project personnel from the City. The purpose of the meeting was to
review the scope and objectives for the fieldwork. Based on information gained in the
benchmarking analysis and knowledge of industry best practices, the GBB team determined
that the following Information, at a minimum, was to be obtained at each location, if
available:

e« Number, size and types of trash containers;

e Number, size and type of recycling containers;

e Fullness of containers;

e Cleanliness of the area where containers were located; and

e Photos documenting the approach te the setout location and containers.

After the meeting, the GBB team visited and recorded data from several additional
" locations. The group met later that evening, revisited the original approach and adjusted
accordingly to develop a plan to continue visiting as many setout locations as possible.

In order to maximize the number of visits, the GBB team strateglcally developed daily
routes of stops in densely populated areas (combination of multi-family and small business}.
These observation routes were developed utilizing MapPeint software. Figure 1 shows a
page from the sampling route sheet for Thursday, November 15, 2012, with multi-family
and business locations. These stops were to be serviced on a Friday pickup day by the
contracted hauler or SWS.

MARGH 41, 2013
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Figure 1
Sample Route Sheet

During the week, the GBB team visited approximately 200 locations and recorded data from
setouts at 182 locations: 137 multi-family properties and 45 businesses. The GBB team
was unable to obtain information from some locations bhecause access was Hmited to
residents or there were no containers set out for pickup at the time of observation.”

The site locations fall into three categories: multi-family complexes of large apartment or
condominium buildings, multi-family townhouse-style developments, and smail businesses.

5.2.2 Multi-family Buildings

in the large muiti-family apartment and condominium buildings, the containers were
typically located in designated indoor or outdoor areas within the each complex. The GBB
team was unabie to observe the containers set out for collection at a few buildings since
several limited access to residents or other- authorized persennef only. At the locations
where access was available, the setout areas were generally clean and free of litter and
odors. In buildings or complexes with front-load containers, the containers generally
appeared not to be full {only 13 out of 84 buildings had full containers), and since
compactors are sealed, therefore restricting visual inspection, the GBB team was unable to
assess how full they were. The recycling containers were generaily fuller than the trash
containers, The recycling containers at most of the setout locations were 96-galich or 64~
gallon carts provided by the City. Some complexes have chosen to contract with private
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- haulers for the collection of dedicated cardboard containers. Figure 2 shows some of the
multi-family buildings the GBB team observed. and different types of trash and recycling
management systems.

Front-end loading box for trash with small recycling can; bulky waste area;
“drive-thru” recycling area with compactor nearby (not shown)

Senior citizens” community with interior chutes and compactors for trash and
Y p
exterior carts for recycling

_ Figure 2
Fxamplas of Multi-family Buildings and Trash and Recycling Systems
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5.2.3 Townhouse-style Developments

At the townhouse-style condominium developments, most of the trash containers were less
than half full. An estimated 25 percent were less than one-quarter full. Most of the trash
containers were front-end load boxes, only a small percentage of the locations had
compactor boxes. The locations of the trash and recycling containers in most of these
developments appeared to be well planned, with attractive enclosures, clear truck
approaches and easy resident access, and the sites were generally clean and free of litter
and odors. Only a few of the locations appeared to be situated in ways that limited or
restricted access for the collection vehicles. In the developments with compactor units,
there were fewer setout locations for residents than in the developments with front-end
containers. About half of the developments with front-load containers had a fenced area for
the container, and many had fenced areas adjacent to the waste and recycling containers
for bulky items. In other cases, the setout was simply a front-lead container and recycling
carts set in the parking lot.

Recycling containers in the townhouse-style developments were 96-gallon or 64-gallon
carts. Some of the locations had no recycling containers, while other developments had
carts and a separate dedicated container for cardboard. Figure 3 shows some of the
townhouse properties the GBB team observed. :

No visible recycling; Examples of front-end box for trash with recycling carts or bins nearby

Figure 3
Examples of Townhouse-style Multi-family Developmenis
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5.2.4 Small Businesses

While the containers at the multi-family properties were primarily owned by Republic, the
containers at the small businesses are ownhed by the customers or the City. Of the 45 sites
visited, 15 could not be observed or there were no containers set out. Of the remaining 30
sites, 50 percent had recycling containers. Sixteen of the 30 locations had their contalners
in an area Inaccessible to the GBB team. Fourteen locations had trash containers that the
GBB team was able to ohserve. Three of the sites had dedicated containers for cardboard
recycling collection, and two had containers for special recycling, such as fats, oils, and
grease. Figure 4 shows some of the small businesses we observed.

Figure 4

Examples of Small Businesses
5.2.5 Summary

Most: of the setout locations were clean and free of litter and fewer than five of the 200 sites
visited had need for a significant cleanup effort. Observations were strategically conducted
a day before the scheduled collection day in order to audit the amount of waste coflected.
Most of the multi-family complexes had front-end containers for trash containers, and they
were half full or less. Very few containers were full or overfilled to the extent that waste has
fallen onto the ground around the setout location. There were fewer than 10 locations
where containers were full. Around 30 percent of the multi-family sites observed had roil-
off compactor trash containers, and the amount of materfal inside could not be determined.
Table 4 shows a summary of the field work observations.
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_ Table 4
GBB Field Work Observation Results

TAB7 e g
WETO WA
125 '(91.2_%) I ST 30 (66_.7%) SR
. 125 (100%)_,_. - (100%)5_';' g

' How full were the cans?? Ll How full were the cans? S
S Y - Fuu.__._ 0w Y e Rl
':_6% - 2% 4% 5% L10% 0% 10% A7% 7% 13%
BB (688%). L _' 16(533%).

How full were the cans?. How fu/l Were the cans? :

e :{;3_/4:_:’__f__Fgu__ﬁ}fﬁ.__'_;‘o v %l

’ “20%-,_. 18% 7% “’34_°_./o" 3% 13% 25% 6% - 19%

2nd3 (10 4%) S _ 3 (10% _ :
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14%. ':'-:2_1% '.3".17"6'/5 -_ 36% B 14%'% 0% - ':'33_%13 67% _0% e .'09_/;

1 (0 8%) o iy (o 6%)

1 - There were 12 multl famlly and 15 small busnness sites Where the GBB team was not able fo
make observations due to an inahility to access the containers.

2 - Number of sites tabulated in the “How full are the cans...” columns does net sum to the total
number of sites observed bhecause some of the containers were closed, locked, or otherwise
inaccessible and the GBB team was not ahble to observe their contents.

3 - The City does not provide recycling services to small business; however, as noted, recycling
containers for single stream and cardboard collection were observed.

A majority of the recycling containers at multi-family properties were half or more than half
full. At 34 percent of the multi-family sites, the containers were completely full. At small
businesses the containers observed were about half full. Many of the site managers
interviewed by the GBB team emphasized that the capacity of their single-stream recycling
containers is not sufficient and they often throw recyclables into their trash containers.
Despite this common situation which could be remedied by adding front-end boxes for
recyciing, 96-gallon size rollout carts provided by the City per the current contract are the
most common recycling receptacles. The large multi-family building complexes were more
likely than the fownhouse-style developments to have separate, dedicated cardboard
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containers. These were usually accompanied by carts for the other recyclable materials.
Figure 5 shows a breakdown of additional quantitative field observations.

o Muitifamily
sites
visited

e Smali
businesses
visited

a Total numbey
of units at
those sites

o Businesses

eSites with trash s Multifamily with single
service with single stream
stream recyeling

recycling

Al sites had trash service; a majority had recycling.

Figure 5
Fieldwork Observations by the Numbers

5.3 Full Cost Management and Rate Model

5.3.1 Overview

GBB conducted a detailed assessment of the City’s SWS revenues and costs to develop a
cost model following the U.S. EPA’s Full-Cost Accounting guidelines. The cost model
provides allocation of personnel, equipment, waste and matertals streams, department
overhead, City overhead and services from other City departments among the various cost
centers or activities generating the costs and producing the revenues. The model was then
used as a tool fo analyze and determine an equitable fee structure among the various
customer groups serviced by SWS. The model uses FYZ012 actual financlali data as the
baseline data.
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5.3.2 Background

SWS provides a comprehensive solid waste management program for the City's residential,
multi-family, business, and community services customer base.

SWS customers are defined as follows:

@

"Single Family” includes single-family homes and multi-family units that receive City
collection services in carts. Materials collected include trash, recyclables, yard waste,
Christmas trees, and bulky items;

e “Multi-family” includes muiti-family units that receive Republic Services coilection
services. Materials collected include trash, recyclables, Christmas trees, and bulky
items; '

e “Business” Includes businesses that receive City collection services. Materials
collected include trash only; and,

»  “Community” includes public trash receptacles (e g. Pebblestone) that receive City

collection services. Materlals collected Include trash only (not included in Table 5).

The number of units serviced in FY2012 is shown in Table 5,

Table 5
Units Serviced by City of Charlotte FY2012

210,572
108,313

2,534
321,419

The tonnages disposed or processed in FY 2012 are shown in Table 6. In addition to the
trash from public receptades, the Community tonnages also Include materials from litter
pickup and disposal of materials by other City departments, such as CDOT-Street
Maintenance. '

Table &6
City of Charlotte Tonnages Disposed FY2012

S178,241 0 L 051,045 0 273,810,
77'{)95 i S 8 . :::._ :.- 3 602 o '..8_0’706 :
37,573 0 2,089 0 _-_'..;-.3_.5'-96’_. 00739,758
295,549 . 54,041 47,422 396,713,

1 - Recyclables also mcludes bulky white goods recycled
2 - Totals may not add up due o rounding
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In FY 2012, the SWS's operating budget included 15 separate cost centers. A Dbrief
description of the services provided under each cost center is listed below:

1. 30800 - Sanitation Division
Divisional overhead for garbage, yard waste and bullky items collection;
2. 50820 - Sanitatlon — Landfili Services

Cost of disposal of garbage and bulky items at landfill and yard waste at Compost
Central;

3. 51400 - Special Services

Business and community benefit (e.g., litter pick up, emptying of public
receptacles, etc.) services provided by City;

4. 51402 - Central Business District

Business and community benefit (e.g., litter pick up, emptying of public
receptacles, etc.) services provided by City;

5. 52020 - Solid Waste Services — Administration
Department administration/overhead;
&6, 52020 — Solid Waste Services — Multi-family Contracts

City contract with Republic Services to serve multi-family complexes with greater
than or equal to 30 units;

7. 52023 -~ Miscellaneous Contracts

Contracks for garbage and recycling carts;
8. 52024 - Technology Services

Department information technology support;
9. 52031 - Residential Recycling Contract

Contract for restdential recycling collection;
10.52025 - Contract Monitoring

Fleld monitoring of recycdling, multi-family, and cart contracts;
11.52028 —~ Customer Service

Customer service for garbage, recycling, yard waste, and bulky collection;
12.52032 - SWS - Director’s Qffice

Personnel and operating costs for the Director's Office, Public Service, Human
Resources, Safety and Facilities;

13.52033 - Garbage Collection

Resldential garbage collection provided by City;
14,52034 - Yard Waste Collection

Residential yard waste coliection provided by City; and
15.52035 ~ Bulky Ttems Collection

Residential bulky item coliection provided by City.

In addition to the costs identified in the operating budget, City administration, equipment
replacement, and facility costs were added, as shown In Table 7. City Administration
includes costs for items such as City-provided human resources, attorneys, fleet and
management. Equipment replacement includes an annual depreciation expense for mobile
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equipment, based on the City of Charlotte’s Cost Allocation Plan, and for carts. Facility
costs include costs for operations conducted at a City building or parking lot {e.q., collection
yard).

Table 7
City of Charlotte Solid Waste Services Full Costs in FY2012

.3 45,651,232 . 83.6%
S 2916620 . 53%
% 5750920 . . 10.5%.
L$ 313182 0.6%

$ 54,631,934 ~ 7 '100.0% -

The costs above do not include elements outside the system operated by SWS, such as
multi-family complexes contracting with private companies to collect and transport waste
and recyclables to nearby facilities. The costs above also do not take into account
environmental, health and social costs, costs referred to in “true cost accounting,”
“environmental accounting” or “life cycle casting”. .

Revenues from FY2012 included in the model are shown below in Table 8. The City Solid
Waste Fees, discussed earlier in this report, were excluded from the model as the goal of
the model is to identify a rate structure. The Solid Waste Disposal Tax revenue includes a
State tax rebate from fees collected at the landfill. Recycling Program revenue includes
shared revenue from cardboard recycling. Dead Animal Ceollection revenue Includes fees
collected from animal hospitals. Special Events revenue includes fees collected from special
event sponsors.

Table 8
City of Charlotte Solid Waste Services Revenues in FY2012

$ 501,422
"¢ 239,510
% 3,525
-~ 65544
$ 810,001

5.3.3 Approach and Allocations

For the cost model, the 15 cost centers used to track SWS’s operating budget were
collapsed into six activities, which include collection and disposal/processing for single
family, multi-family and commercial customers. This section discusses the assumptions
used to allocate the financial data from SWS to the cost model, as presented in Attachment
4. The maodel allows for changes to these assumptions if more accurate information Is
provided. The assumptions below are for the first allccation.
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FY2012 financial data is based on the City of Charlotte’s Solid Waste Services Funds
Availability Report for actuals and encumbrances, Fixed Asset Listing and Capital
Financing for Equipment Depreciation and Facility Cost, and the City of Charlotte’s
Administration’s Cost Allocation Plan; '

City Administration costs (excluding service equipment) are allocated to the cost
centers by percentage of direct expenses for each cost center;

Equipment replacernent costs are from the City of Charlotie’s Administration’s Cost

Allocation Plan and are allocated to the cost centers based on City- provided.

allocation of equipment to cost centers. The equipment replacement costs also
include estimated annual cart capital; and

Facility costs are allocated to the cost centers based on City-provided allocation to
cost centers.

The assumptions below are for the second ailacation.

[

Solid Waste Services Administration and Technology Services costs are allocated o
the remaining cost centers by percentage of direct expenses for each cost center;
and,

SWS Department Director and Contract Monitoring costs are allocated to the
remaining cost centers based on City-provided allocation of staff.

The assumptions below are for the third allocation.

a

Sanitation Division costs are allocated to Garbage/Trash, Yard Waste, and Bulky Item
collections based on personal services expenses;

Miscellaneous Contracts costs are allocated to Trash and Recycling based on cart
counts; and,

Customer Services costs are allocated to Multi-family, Garbage/Trash, Recycling,
Yard Waste, and Bulky Item collections based on City-provided allocation of staff.

5.3.4 Cost Model Summary

Based on the previously stated assumptions the 15 costs centers collapse into the following
collection and disposal related activities, as shown in Table 9.

SRBB

Table 9 _
City of Charlotte Solid Waste Services Net Expenses FY2012

T8 :.$6_-,_635,}'7'_.77” -"___.$2 746,625 _:5$_8,"3'{')__5:,5___08 .. $14 297, 139. "$'9'-2'97'-'943

¢1o 700 566 '-53;1 334'4' 479 $2 493 110 e $5 486 881 $1 099 425

:'.f.$_640,756 $82 747' ST o005 $336 993
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“Solid Waste Services” inciudes the net expense for SWS's full costs. “Special Services
includes the net expense for Businesses and Community services. “Multi-famity Contracts
includes the net expense for multi-family. The remaining columns include the net expenses
for “Single Family.” Allocation of these costs to Single Family, Multi-family, and Business is
shown below. Costs for community-related services are allocated among the three
customer types.

L

Table 10
Resulting Rates from the City of Charlotte SWS Full Cost Model FY2012

$193.77 $46,86. $646.07
819620 $19.62 - $19.62

421339 . $66/48  $665.69
L $17,78 ¢ . $5.54 . §$55.47

1 ~ The “Community Benefit” fee covers the costs for services that benefit the community (e.g., litter
pickup, servicing public receptacles, and disposal of materials by other City departments, such as
CbOT-Street Maintenance). '

2 - The “FY2012 Annual Fee” is included far comparison purposes and represents the City Solid Waste
Fee pald by single-family and multi-family customers for disposal only.

5.4 Review of Fee Structure

The City of Charlotte currently funds its solid waste management programs from the
General Fund primarily from the City's real property tax revenue. In addition, each
residential propearty pays a fee for the disposal of trash with a Solid Waste Fee. This fee is
collected through the real property tax system as well. The annual SWS budget is
approximately $46 million, of which approximately $12 million is generated by the Solid
Waste Fee. The fee is different for single-family residences and multi-family residences
based on Tax Office classification. Section 3.0 above provides details of the City's fee
structure for its solid waste management programs.

5.4.1 Fee Structure Alternatives

Solld waste fees can be structured in several ways to include and capture various costs
components incurred for the services. Several alternatives are presented below.

Waste Collaction Fee

The City couid add a new fee based on collection costs to the existing fee charged. The City
has data on the cost of collection from single-family residences and multi-family properties
with fewer than 30 units because the City provides that collection. Also, the City has data
from the Republic contract that details costs of collection from multi-family properties with
more than 30 units. The waste collection fee would be calculated based on the actual costs
to service each type of residential unit. The collection fee would be added to the disposal
fee and collected similarly to as it s now. ' '
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Generator Fee

The City has data on the quantity of solid waste generated by both single-family and multi-
family residential units. The City could establish a new fee based upon this generation for
the various types of residential units. This fee would be based on the average solid waste
volume generated by each housing unit type. Because multi-family properties generate
approximately 60 percent of the trash generated by single family homes, a generator fee
basad on housing type would be fair. This generator fee could be large enough to cover
both the collection costs and disposal costs incurred by the City, not just disposal costs as is
the case with the current fee. This generator fee would replace the current disposal fee.

Pay-as-you-throw

Pay-as-you-throw (PAYT) has been successful in many large cities—e.q., Ft. Worth, TX, San
Jose, CA, and Seattle, WA. PAYT is based on the concept that residents who generate more
waste pay higher fees. Implementing a PAYT system would require a total re-design of the
City's collection system, including an array of containers to offer to each residential unit.
San Jose offers a choice from among four sizes of carts for trash; 20-, 32-, 64- and 96-
gallons, and assesses fees depending on the size of container a customer chooses (with
higher fees for larger size carts). A new fee structure and accounting system would need to
he established as each unit would have an option to choose any cart size, and the fee for
each cart size Is different. Therefore, the City under a PAYT system, SWS would need to
keep track of the cart sizes for each unit and create individualized invoices. The
Mecklenburg County Recycling Survey conducted in 2009 indicated less than 50 percent
support for this approach.

Utility or Service Fee

Utility fees, similar to the water fee, can be charged to all users of the solid waste system.
The fees can be calculated by dividing the full cost of the system by the number of users
and billed monthly, quarterly, semiannually or annually. The utility fee can be billed on a
separate solid waste services hill, or it can be added to an existing biil for taxes, water,
sewage or other ufility.

The City of Seattle has departments for water, wastewater, solid waste and electricity, and
issues a single itemized bill for all services. Some jurisdictions break the overall system
charge into components so that the customers know the cost of each component.
Properties in Montgomery County, MD, receive different services depending upon location
within the County. The County divides its charges into five components, which appear on
individual County annual property tax bills. The following charges are fees, not taxes:

e System Benefit Charge, which covers administration, planning and facility sunk costs

e Disposal Charge, which is based on a generator assessment

o Incremental System Benefit Charge, which covers residential recycling coliection and

other charges
o Refuse Coliection Charge
s leaf Vacuuming Charge

Breaking the charges into components ansures that properties are only charged for services
received.
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6.0 Recommendations

Based on the data provided by the City, GBB's field work and interviews, and information
presented in this report, GBB has developed the following recommendations for changes to
services provided and the solid waste rate structure for single family, multi-family and smail.
business. The recommendations should be simultaneously implemented.

The goal and driver of these recommendations is to provide an equitable approach for
refuse services to single-family, multi-family and small businesses in the City. Our
recommendations are based on best practices and industry solid waste experience
throughout the United States. '

6.1 Modify City trash and recycling collection services provided by
SWS

The GBB team considered the pros and cons in combination with the benchmarking surveys,
interviews, and industry best practices to conclude the following recommendation for the
City to consider.

Working and benchmarking various government agencies, GBB recommends the City
eliminate trash and recycling collection” services for multi-family homes and small
businesses and only provide solid waste and recycling services to single-family dwellings
and small business within Special Tax District No. 1. As such, multi-family units containing
five (5) or more residential units, small businesses which reside outside the special tax
district, and all industrial and institutional properties must negotiate their own contracts for
waste and recycling collection and disposal services with private haulers. This
recommendation will require a change to the definitions of building types, as described in
section 6.2, as well as changes to the City Code, which currently mandates solid waste
collection from all residential units. In order to be equitable, GBB recommends a new fee
structure be instituted as described In section 6.3 of this document.

A summary of the pros and cons of discontinuing trash and recycling collection services for .
multi-family homes and small businesses outside Special Tax District No. 1:

Pros:

= No service impact to single-family dwellings;

e Continue to maintain clean and orderly appearance in the downtown area;

s Provides an equitable solution to all waste generators in the City when combined
with implementation of new solid waste fees,;

e Reduces expenses for monitoring multi-family contractor; and

o Frees up City staff to focus on educating multi-family and commercial business on
recycling.

Cons:
o Potential initial increase in Code Enforcement department;
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Potential financial impact to single-family residents (net of new solid waste fees less
reduced property tax impact); and

Financial impact to multi-family and current small business customers outside the
special tax district (fee charged by hauler less elimination of solid waste fee).

6.2 Revise the City Code to define four property classifications and
limit provision of collection services to single-family dwellings

The City Code currently mandates solid waste collection from all “resldential units.” GBB
recommends the City develop definitions for types of improved properties, as suggested
helow. These definitions are similar to those in Chapter 10 of the City Code.  Further, GBB
recommends that the City limit solid waste and recycling services {o single-family dwellings,
which also requires a change to the City Code.

@

GEBB

Single Family Dwelling - A detached or atfached residence containing four {4) or
fewer dwelling units when each dwelling unit is designed exclusively for residential
occupancy by not more than one family.

Multi-familvy Dwelling - Any residence with five (5) or more residential living units,
including any fiat, apartment, condominium, town home, residential units in multi-
use properties, service—enriched housing or other residence, and excluding a hotel,
motel, or dormitory.

Non-residential Units - A business or commercial establishment and/or industrial
facility including, but not limited to, hotel, motel, dormitory, restaurants and bars,
governmental, recreation, religious, and educational facilities.

Speclal Tax District No 1 — The dwelling and non-residential units located the section
of the city bounded by I-77, Brookshire Freeway, and the John Belk Freeway (I-277),
and the Tryon Street Mall (mall) which includes, the area of Tryon Street beginning
at Stonewall Street and extending to Eighth Street, including the blocks designated
as the 100 blocks of East and West Trade Street, including both sides of Tryon Street
and Trade Street, as identified in Figure 6.
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Special Tax District No. 1

6.3 Develop a new fee structure to be assessed on all improved
properties

In addition to standardizing the definitions, GBB also recommends the City develop a fee
structure based on clearly defined fee categories, which would be applied to the type of
property classifications as outlined above. Currently the City is charging a fee for disposal
only, based on our benchmarking research and industry experience, we do not know of any
other government agency charging for disposal costs only. In our experience, this is unique
as industry best practice is to charge a fee inclusive of all costs, or break out the fees in
categories as GBB is recommending. This fee structure could include the following
categories:

e . Systems Benefit Fee
o Disposal Fee
e Refuse and Recycling Collection Fae

Clear definitions with category descriptions and payment responsibilities will help the City
capture and account for all the costs associated with the solid waste and recycling services
it provides. These fee categories are expanded with some descriptions in Table 11.

GBB recommends that the City consider adopting a fee structure utilizing the categories in
Table 11 to capture all costs incurred for the services it provides, regardless to single family
residences, multi-family residences and non-residential units. Of these types of fees, all
three. would apply to single family residences that receive collection and disposal services
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directly from the City. The system benefit fee, which provides for all administration costs
associated with provision of solid waste and recycling services including planning, education
and enforcement, would apply to all improved properties in the City regardless of what
entity collects solid waste and recyclable materials. This spreads the costs of administering
the solld waste system equitably to all properties.

Table 11
Example Solid Waste Fee Structure

These fees prowde forall _Assessed to the : ‘The Systems Benefit Fee is -
administration costs associated wrth “owners of each . a line item on the property
provision of solid waste.and S _'“lmproved” S tax bill. - -
recycling services,: :ncluding : _fproperty in the SRR
planning, education, enforcement < City.= occupancy._-
and general engineering/technicat -'_-permltted BRI
support etc R st residences. and
v Coweoeslinesis o monsresidentlal
improvements
*'with assessed
~value >'$5,000. IR
;The Clty s tlppmg fee is market- : _i ‘The single family The owners of such SRR
based and from its 1nter~|ocal _--'ﬁ-res:dence or. :resrdence or busmess owner'-
-agreement with the County - S 'busrn_ess_owner “-pre-pay the. Disposal: Fee D
-.Contracted Landﬂll TR e “that approximates what = -
_ .- ~thelr.waste would pay at the .
" County. Contracted: Landﬂll
/“Coltectors are charged the -
. Disposal Fee In the form of :
. .-aper-ton "Tippmg Fee'ati -
‘"the County: Contracted SR
- Landfill based on: the
1 tonnage of solid waste
- dalivered for dlsposal

;These fees are charged to slng[e- : 'The owners of " “These fees are a. line rtem _.

fa_ml[y househo[ds or. dwe!lmgs In: i isingles famliy and \ on‘the property tax bilt for E

uildings: comprised of four.or fewer - multi-family .of "3smg[e family and multl— Chel

dwelling units:located in the City to.. four or fewer: : family of four or fewer

capture coilectlon costs for these : "; units pre-pay on units SRR

serwces e : - per-household -
S : ' - basis,

1 - If Solid Waste services are provided to multi-family dwelling complexes with more than 4 units and
non-residential units, commercial and small businesses, a similar disposal fee will be assessed.
However, if City services are not being provided to these complexes, a disposal fee will not be
collected because it would be paid by the commercial hauler.

2 ~ Refuse and Recycling Collection fees for multi-family dwelling complexes with more than 4 units
and non-residential units, commaearcial and small business, will be assessed similar recycling and
refuse collection fees if services are provided

A summary of the pros and cons of a new fee structure:

Pros:
s Clearly defined definitions for similar service needs and waste generation sources;
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o New fees can be easily adjusted based on future increases or decreases in expenses.

Cons:
e Polltical will to implement;
s lengthy timeline for process to implement;

6.4 Services and Rate Recommendations

The following recommendations will be based on the previously described definitions and
should be implemented concurrently so the timing of changes te the applicable fees and.
taxes charged is at the same time. GBB’s recommendations that follow are a result of
benchmarking studies, field work and industry experience and knowledge.

6.4.1 Single-family Services and Rate

GBB’'s focus in this review is primarily on solid waste setrvices and fees for multi-family and
small business properties; however, in order to maintain equity in services and rates within
the City, single-family dwelling services must be considered in the overall system and fee
structure.

GRB recommends the City continue trash, recycling, bulky and yard waste colfection
services to those dwellings faliing within the “Single Family Dwelling” definition above. GBB
further recommends that the City modify the fees charged to single-family homes to include
the Systern Benefit, Disposal and Recydling and Refuse Callection fees, since these homes
receive solid waste collection, disposal and other related services directly from the City.
This will provide an equitable solution across all property classifications.

GBB recommends the City eliminate the Solid Waste Fee and adjust the property taxes on
single family units to offset a portion of the cost of the new fees.

Finally, GBB recommends that the individual fees charged, once calculated, be equal to the
City’s actual cost for providing services to the number of single-family units receiving those
services. ' ' ‘

The impact to the resldential units newly defined as single-family dwellings will not have any
effect on services offered and provided by the City. Financially, they will see a change of
fees included in their property taxes to a separate line item or multiple line items and
possible a small increase in their total property tax bill. The health and welfare of the
community will not be impacted by this recommendation.

6.4.2 Discontinue trash collection services to multi-
family units; revise fees; require recycling

Common practice is to provide services based on a specific number of units. Tt is

uncommon for a City. like Charlotte to be invoived and the need for two providers or
different billing arrangements for one customer. GBB recomimends the City discontinue the
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trash, recycling and bulky collection services to those dwellings falling within the “Muiti-
family Dweiling” definition above and eliminate the solid waste fee currently being charged
to those properties. Multi-family properties would need to make their own arrangements for
waste collection and disposal. They have the option of doing it themselves, or using one of
several local private haulers who provide the service in Charlotte. Elimination of City-
provided services will allow these properties to obtain services at competitive or market-
based prices. However, GBB further recommends the reduction in services to multi-family
units be done in paraliel with the implementation of ordinances requiring recycling and City-
supported recycling education programs. '

GBB further recommends that the City improve the multi-family recyding program to
capture additional recyclables, which wiil reduce disposal costs. The multi-family recycling
program should continue to meet the same requirements for materials and processing as
the City’s single-family recycling program, regardless of whether the service is provided by
a private collector or the City.

GBB recommends that multi-family residential properties in the City be required to provide
recycling services to the occupants or tenants that are the same as those provided by the
City to single-family residential units. These services, performed by private haulers, should
include collection of the same recyclable materials and preparation requirements as in the
City’s residential program. Private haulers shall be licensed by the City, to provide services
within City limits along with the City requiring the collection vehicles used be inspected and
permitted by the City.

The system benefit fee covers the administration costs associated with the provision of solid
waste and recycling services, including planning, education and enforcement. Because the
residents are reciplents of such services, multi-family units will be charged the System
Benefit Fee as described in Table 11.

GBB recommends the City eliminate the disposal fee and adjust the property taxes on multi-
family units to offset a portion of the cost of the new fees.

A summary of the Pros and Cons to discontinue multi-family services:

Pros:
= Receive competitive pricing on the open market; _ ‘ 7
e The type and level of service residents recelve is the choice of the property owner,
building manager, association, etc.; '
» Paying for services will drive a more cost effective recycle program; and
s Ability to contract for all service levels required from one hauler.

~Cons:
s Potential increase in cost of services;
o Potential health and safety issue if services are not adequate.

If the City chooses to continue providing services to multi-family units, the procurement of
exclusive services would provide for optimal service rates and direct biliings to the multi-
family property owners for collection and disposal fees. If these services continue to be
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provided, GBB further recommends the City clearly define collection and recycling services
and programs that maximize recyclable recovery and minimize collection and disposal
expenses, contract with one contractor, obtained through a competitive proposal process.
The benefits of contracting for one vendor for all muiti-family collection services typically
include lower rates and better customer service. GBB would recommend that the contractor
direct bill each multi-family owner for services based on the service levels of the service
levels requested by the muiti-family owner or property manager.

A summary of the Pros and Cons if the City chooses option to facilitate services:

Pros:

s Multi-family dwellings will be able to subscribe to service levels as necessary directly
from the City procured hauler;

e Award of a competitively-bid contract to provide services to multi-family dwellings
based on their specific service needs will provide a lower rate due to density
{exclusivity) and lower costs for the private contractor;

» Reduction of administrative support for managing the billings; and

o Multi-family dwellings will directly recelve solid waste invoices and City will only
monltor the contractor’s compliance to the contract.

e City staff must spend time and energy to procure;
s City staff must manage and monitor the contractors compliance to the contract; and
= Potential health and safety issue if services are not adequate.

Regardless, GBB recommends the City eliminate the disposal fee and adjust the property
taxes on multi-family units to cover the cost of the new fees.

6.4.3 Discontinue collection services to non-residential
units, commercial and small businesses oulside
the Special Tax District

GBB recommends the City discontinue trash collection services to those properties that can
ba defined as “Non-residential Units” and are located outside the Special Tax District. This
will be falr and equitable for all businesses outside the Special Tax District,

Elimination of City-provided services will allow these properties to obtain City-mandated and
other services in the open market at competitive or market-based prices. GBB further
recommends the reduction in services to non-residential units be implemented along with
changes to ordinances requiring recycling and City-supported recycling education programs.

GBB recommends that the non-residential properties in the City be required to provide
recycling services to their occupants or tenants that are same as those provided by the City
to single-family residential units. These services should include collection of the same
recyclable materials and preparation requirements as in the City’s residential program.
Private haulers shall be licensed by the City.
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As the City will supply administrative, public information and enforcement services related
to solid waste management, non-residential units will be charged the System Benefit Fee.

GBB recommends the City not adjust the Small Business property taxes to account for the
recuction of services, since the City did not previously charge for refuse collection.

If the City chooses to continue providing services to small non-residential/business units
outside the Special Tax District, the City will need to madify the fees charged for solid waste
services to include the System Benefit, Disposal and Recycling and Refuse Collection fees.

GBB recommends that the City educate and enforce its multi-family existing ordinance for
non-residential, commercial businesses to have a recycling program and to capture
additional recyclable materials, which will reduce disposal costs. The non-residential
recycling program should meet the same requirements for materials and processing as the
City-provided single-family recycling program, regardless of whether service is provided by
a private collector or the City.

The fees charged for solid waste services for Single-family, multi-family and non-residential
units in the Special Tax District No. 1 will need to be modified to include the System Benefit,
Disposal and Recycling and Refuse Collection fees. Currently, the special tax collected from
these businesses is not designated for service enhancements or to help fund SWS; rather,
proceeds from this tax are directed to a non-profit organization cailed Charlotte Center City
Partners (CCCP). Individual fees that, once calculated are equal to the actual cost incurred '
for services provided for the appropriate number of units served will be implemented.

Continuing to provide City services within the Special Tax District will maintain the high
standards of Charlotte as a clean city. Also, traffic could be reduced as the City could
schedule services during non-rush hour fimes and not have multipte refuse vehicles from
multiple vendors in the City at various times of the day.

The impact of this recommendation to the community will be negligible. Continuing to
provide services to special tax district businesses that meet the criteria will ensure
cleanliness and aesthetic standards of the City. The few businesses outside the special tax
district currently being served by the City will be impacted to the extent that services will be
solicited and contracted by private haulers similar to other businesses throughout the City.

GBR 12073-01 MARGCH 11, 2013
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ATTACHMENT 2

Demographics and General

Population, 2011 estimate 751,087

Housing unité in multi-unit structures, 2006-
2010 33.5%

Housing units, Total 311,891

Housing units, Ccecupied 282,082

Rental Vacancy Rate 8.6

Housing Units in 20+ structure 31,485

Housing units, Renter-occupied 114,782

Average household size of renter-occupied unit

Contact information -~~~

1231

Contact name

Contact Agency

Contact phone

Contact Email

Service

1. Does the city provide solid waste collection
services to multi-family properties?

Yes No Comment [If ves, proceed to 1.a]

1.a.What collection services does the city
provide to renter-occupied apariment
complexes larger than 29 units?

Trash — Recycling — Bulky waste - Yard waste —
HHW — Christmas trees — Other

1.b.What collection services does the city
provide to owner-occupied condominium
complexes larger than 29 units?

Trash - Recyciing ~ Bulky waste ~ Yard waste —
HHW — Christmas trees ~ Other

2. Who is responsible for SW collection?

City — Private Hauler (franchised? under
confract?)— Other

3. Who is responsible for recyclables'
collection?

City — Private Hauler (franchised? under
contract?) Other

4. How often is each service provided? (Days
per wk, as contracted)

Trash - Recycling — Bullky waste — Yard waste ~
HHW — Other

5. Haow s service level set? How Is the service
level differentiated?

Per unit— Per unit, weighted — Per property —
Per property, weighted - Variable based on
volurme/weight (size, volume, location, other)

6. Who owns and maintains containers/bins?

Property — Condo board/owners — Hauler ~ City

7. Type of container service provided for trash

FEL - REL - Roll-off — Compactor Other

8. Type of container service provided for

Exterior carts, dumpster, other Interior bins for

recyclables units
9. How js extra service handied? (move in .
( [describe answer]
move outs)

10. How are bulky items handiled?

[describe answer]

11. Are complexes allowed to contract with a
hauler to provide supplemental collection
service for trash collection?

No — Yes — Yes, conditional

If Yes, who pays?

Customer -~ City - Other

11.a.How many complexes hire a hauler for
supplemental service?

# -~ % -~ Few - Many

12. Are complexes allowed o opt out of city
service and arrange their own waste
collection?

No - Yes — Yes, conditional

12.a.If yes, do they get a fee reduction?

No — Yes

12.b.How many complexes opt out of city
service?

# - % - Few - Many

13. Does the city administer a customer
satisfaction survey to multi-family
customers?

No — Yes — Yes, conditional

BB 12073-01 2.
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13.a.How do customers rate satisfaction with
containers (size, type, quality)?

[describe answer]

13.b.How do customers rate satisfaction with
trash/recycling collection service (frequency,
style, materials collected)?

[describe answer]

14. How often are service corrections needed?
(Callbacks, misses, clean ups, etc.)

[describe answer]

Costs and Funding

15. How is the solid waste management system
funded?

General fund ~ Enterprise fund -~ Authority -
Other

16, How is the multi-family collection system
funded?

Within SWM system — Interfund transfer —
General fund transfer — Enterprise fund -
Authority — Other

17. How [s capital equipment sourced?

[describe answer]

18. Are collection charges included in disposal
€osts?

No - Yes — Yes, conditional

19. What is the current disposal cost per ton?

20. What percentage of agency’s total collection
vehicles is used for multi-family collection?

%

21, How do renter-occupied apartment
complexes pay for colleckion service?

Property taxes/General fund - Annual service
fees — Per-service charges

22. How do owner-occupied condominium
complexes pay for collection service?

Individual units’ property taxes/general —
Annual service fees — Per-service charges

23. How are fees or charges determined?

Per unit- Per unit, welghted — Per property -
Per property, weighted — Variable based on
volume/welight :

24. Do you have a fee formula? What is it?

[describe answer]

Service

1. Does the city provide solid waste collection
service to small businesses?

No — Yes — Yes, conditicnal

2. Who is responsible for SW collection?

Clty - Private Hauler - Other

3. What services does the city provide to small
business customers?

Trash — Recycling — Bulky waste - Yard waste —
FOG - Other

4. How often is each service provided? (Days
per wk, as contracted)

Trash - Recycling — Bulky waste ~ Yard waste —
FOG - Other

5. How is service level set? How are they
differentiated?

Per unit— Per unit, weighted — Par properiy —
Per property, weighted - Variable based on
volume/weight (size, volume, location, other)

6. Who owns and maintains container/bin?

Property - Condo board/owners — Hauler — City

7. Type of container service provided for trash

FEL ~ REL - Roll-off — Compactor (size)

8. Type of container service provided for
recyclables

Carts Dumpster (size)

9. How is extra service handled? {clean cuts,
etc.)

{describe answer]

10, How are bulky items handled?

[describe answer]

11. Are small businesses allowed to contract
with a hauler to provide supplemental
collection service?

No ~ Yes — Yes, conditional

11.a.Jf Yes, who pays?

Customer - City — Other

GBBE 1207301
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12. Are smali businesses allowed to opt out of
city service and arrange their own waste
collection?

No - Yes — Yes, conditionat

12.a.If yes, do they get a fee reduction?

No - Yes

12.b.How many eligible businesses opt out of
city service?

# - % - Few -~ Many

13. Does the city administer a customer
satisfaction survey to businaess customers?

No — Yes — Yes, conditional

13.a. How do customers rate satisfaction with
containers (size, type, quality)?

[describe answer]

13.b.How do customers rate satisfaction with
service (frequency, style, materials collected)?

[describe answer]

13.c.How often are service corrections needed?
(Callbacks, misses, clean ups, etc.)

fdescribe answer]

Costs and Funding

14. How is the collection system for smatll
buslnesses funded?

Generai fund —~ Enterprise fund - Authority —
Other

15. How is capital equipment sourced?

[describe answer]

16. What percentage of agency’s total collection
vehicles is used for collection from small

businesses?

%

17. Are collection charges included disposal

costs?

No - Yes — Yes, conditional

18. How do tenant husinesses pay for solid

waste collection service?

BPOL. or other taxes/General fund - Annual
service fees — Per-service charges — None, the
property owner pays

19. How do owner-occupied businesses pay for

service?

BPOL or other taxes, Property taxes/General
fund - Annual service fees ~ Per-service
charges

20. How are fees or charges determined?

Per unit— Per unit, weighted — Per property -
Per property, weighted — Variable based on
volume/weight

21. Do you have a fee formuta? What Is it?

fdescribe answer]
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The Cost Model Analysis Spreadsheets will be provided
separately in an Excel file.
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SR e . The City of Charlotte sponsors the CURB [T program which prov:des garbage
e T e o recyeling, yard waste and butky item collection services for single-family.
311,891 o -114’782. R 31485 -residences and mu[tt-famrty complexes W|th fewer than 30 umts in the Crty of o

SRR _Charlotte boundanes . s : : i SRan

smgle fam1 y readences and multr-famt[y
comp]exes wath fewer than 30 unlts

rnost readents eltglbte townhomes . ::': L
a[uated on a case—by case basrs

S R s - .;'C|ty prowdes resrdents with same- daygarbage recyc[mg, and yard waste
403903 . 171888 . 70605 R 16833 3_c01tectron as well : bulk drsposal optrons S

ol e L  a endboms Solid wa's{efb'iﬁsi'bﬁ prowdesautomatedcurbSldetrashrecyctmg
Gu;lfmdNC 5;26'9’668._:--'1 ;1'1-2?"1-'2'4_:: 48257 St 6785 '.-apphance and butkcotlectuons forrt”esudents L e _'

S smgle farr_ii[y homesandsmaltbusmesses . :5'

e wems mas o sdonts e bussses e

_119737_5-_-f o mam

Baltimors © MD f_azo 961] 1 2 615"_._ O AICHy. S
B o S : _._AII restdents Bund:ngs Iargerthanssx(b‘)
“units are required by Iaw to have recyclmg :

J'-::'..servrces &

:."{"-'-_'fs17 594:_5.-_' 3".1_'-"2:70;470. ;'-159964

om0 MEn. BN - Countyresidens

79743 370480 160869 - allresidents elgile

L .all 'city' :re's'i'de'nts -

649’152 223’836 79'837 o _::'_:coﬂectmn service -
L e e s S " County provides: resudents |th same day curbs;de-garbag__
e '-742’93'0;& L 282500 : 99859 "23 704: ‘wastecollection ™ - :

County provrdes garbage and recyc]mg coltsctr

alI resrdents etrgrb[e

i '-AEI county resrdents who live | inthe -
: "unmcorperated areas of Polk County
residences (S-F mobile homes; =
apartments oondosftownhomes backyards)_: &

B02095 - oTrsAT 62

e s oo

s '-Th e City of San Fraramsco has a: Zero a

e 805235 '3?'?.{5.60 209 928- -'."gdlsposats and recycling centers dpen ) all residents nd_busmesses I c|ty remdents

.“:S-F homes partlclpatlng apartment and
“tondo facilities: '
“SF homes for curbside plekup, a[l other i
e91dences requ1redumpsters

' .96?;612 3"13,-94 4 1 195 45--'_;. 9.9 ”:_.'_Crty Departmentof Enwronmental Serv wdes readentswdh samed.: g
TR A CEEE R Y _--__._garbage recycling, and yard: waste collectlo ;
o 82?75 -~ Department of Public Utilities provides same-day celtectron of garbage : _ard

; 608660 302465 143368 el waste and recyclabtes'as-welt as Erm:ted bu1k and dumpster collectton' .

__”Tutsa and' has'once -3 week cart servsce The rest of the'-'-' all smgle-famrly homes some mu[tl-famlty j' ‘
'-_ﬁ-;crty is servrced by Tu!sa Refuse Enc and recewes B -dependmg on iocatron and access_ i

:"_391','4'66 A 1 _85.,5_74 75226 .::.'. 116,3'8'6:" C]ty prowdes resrder;ts with weekly coltectron of garbage and yard waste e\rery-
R PP AR S LTSN T B -otherweekrecychng ndbutkltemsemces B T

_aE Ser\rlces prowdes Tucson crtlzens and bus;nesses
with weekly trash and: recyclmg collection. '
SR R e Gty of Winston Salem prowdes residents, and smaIE busrnesses wrth automated
0209617 0 102,882 037,416 5985 . garbage, recycling, and yard waste collectton as weit as seasonat bulk co[tection
PR s e and drop-off center access B RS LA

A7 '__::.;.;_ 520,097 233,'00_2'.;_'.-.__:.97,'.6.17_-: _ 29,077 _Department OTEnVim _ ':'.all re3|dents eliglb[e : '-:: & fih

T sl sngefamlty homes apartments o
00y City services . i condominiums; townhouses, mobite home _'
R T A 0 parks, and some small businesses -

Forsyth
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ATTACHMENT 3

City of Charlotie
City Benchmarking Data Matrix

- Seyvice

CHARLOTTE, NORTH CAROLINA -
Demegraphics and General

Papulation, 2011 estimale 751,087
Housing unlls, Tots? 311,801

Rental Vacancy Rale 8.6

Housing urits, Renter-cccupied 114,762

Housing unifs in multh-unit structures, 20062010 33,5%
Housing wnits, Oooupled 282,082

Housing Units in 20+ struclure 31,485

Average housebold size of renter- ccupied urut
Ceritact informalion - E
Conlact narme
Conlact Agency
Conlact phone
Conlact Erpail

Hervic

AUSTIN, TEXAS
Demographn:s and Eeneral

Populatien, 2011 eslimale 820,611
Housing unils, Total 345,283

Renlal Vacancy Rale 7.0

Housing unils, Renler-occupied 171,376

Housitig tinlts in mudtl-untt structures, 2008-2610 47,9%
Housing units, Occupied 316,337

Housing Unlls In 204 structure 65 203

Averag d size of

Corlact informalion 171"
Contac! name Lauren Harmemond

Gonlact Agency Auslin Resource Recovery
Contact phona 512-974-1556

Conptact Emait lauren. hammonci@ausllnlexas gav

BALTIMORE, M-
Demographics and General
Pepulatien, 2011 estimale G183,
Heusing unlls, Toial 295,615
Rental Vacancy Rale 10.4
Fousing onits, Renler-ocoupled 119,737

Housing unifs in rulfi-unit structures, 2006-2010 33.1%
Housing units, Occupied 238,392
Housing Units in 20+ structure 32,373

Confact name

Contact Agency
Conlact phone
Contact Ernail

COLUMBUS, OHID
Demographics =nd General
Population, 2011 estimale 797,434
Houslng unils, Tolal 370,489

Renfa! Vacancy Rale 12.4%

Housing unils, Renter-occupied {80,889

Housing unils In multi-unil sirucluces, 2008-2010 41.1%

Housing unils, Ocouplsd 318,454

Housing Units In 20+ structure 31,548
ird

28,

Contact narme Erin Miller
Conlact Agency
Conlact prone

Co

G REENSEORD, HORTH CARGLING 7507
Demographics and General

Paopulation, 2011 estimate 273,425

Housing unils, Total 122,124

Rental Vacancy Rate 14.5

HousIng unils, Renter-cccupied 48,257

Housing upits in mufti-unit siructures, 2006-2010 26.8%
Housing units, Cceupiad 107,770

Housing Units in 20+ siruclure 8,785

rage hou
iEct Infort
Conlac! name
Conlact Agency
Contact phons
Contacl Emai

RALEIGH NORTH CARDLINA
Demoegraphics and General
Population, 2011 estimale 418,468
Housing units, Tolal 171,886

Renlal Vacancy Rate 9.3%

Housing urits, Renler-cocupied 70,605

Housing unifs In muili-unil structures, 2006-2040 38.8%
Housing unlts, Occupied 164,677
Housing Uniis in 204 sirw:lura 16,833

name | lea Lelgion

Conlacl Agency

Conlacl phone 919-398-G871
L

Quostion I

Rasponses

Responsa

Response

Response

Responscs

Responses

Does the clly provide solid wasle coilection services lo mulli-family properiies?

Yes

Yes, anything up o 4-plex; Also, Dumnpsier senvice in
the Dewntown Districl which includes seme MFDU

Single Family, Tewn Houses, Condominiums and Mufli-
farmily units with < 4 uniis

Yes No Comiment [If yes, proceed ta 1.a]
Condiffonally, yes we do provide weekly service To mulli-
farrly complexes {over four allached unlis) that meel &l
of lhe following crileria:

. They mect refuse slorage capacity complisnee
requirements. This is one-half cublc yard of refuse
sforage capacily for each dwelling unit in the complex
b. The complex has a Divisien of Refuse approved site
plan showing the complex has ample refusa storage
capacily

. That Division of Refusa Colisction lrucks have
sufficient room to safely manesuver in the complex

Yes, = 8 unils,both Dumpsiler and semt-aulomaled with
54 gal. caris

Y es, but with 5 unlls or less. This is a new rule. They
have carl service like a single-family hems does. Thera
are some olher apartment buldings/icomplexes that are
grandfathered-in from the previous policy, which allowed
mullifarmly properiies thal were ground-level only. None
of those |egacy properiles fias more than 25 unils,

Trash — Reayoling — Bulky wasle — Chrislmas trees

1.2.What cofleclion services does the city provide {o renter-occupied apartment Trash — Recycling — Bulky wasle - Ghristrnas trees NONE A Trash - discontinued yard waste collection Trash — Recyclng — Bulky wasle — Christimas lrees
complexes larger than 30 unlts?
‘i.b.WWhat coliection senvices does the cily provide to owner-cccupied Trash — Recycling — Bulky wasle - Chrisimas frees NONE WA Trash— discontinued yard waste collection Trash — Recydling — Bulky wasle — Chrisimas trees None
condominium complexeas larger than 30 unils? .
2 Who is responsibie for SW coliection? Private Hauler — under contract Cily does carl service up lo 4-plexx— Private Hauler bas Frivate Havler - under contract wf private haufie City Cily City
ihe Dumpster confract (W)
a Who is responsible for recyciables colleclion? Privale Hauler —under conlract Same as above Same as Z.. Olher; VWe previde funds o the solid waste City City
managerent district (SYWAGO) lo operale the recycing
drop box program, There are over 220 drop box
focalions throughoul e City of Columbus and the targel
audience lo wilize Those boxes are mulll-farmily
residenls. SYWACO trucks coliect lhe matecial.
4 How cllenls each service provided? (Days per wk, as confracled) Trash: < 30 unils same as slng!e Tamity; »30 upits Trash 1x— Recycling Bhweekly ~ Bulky wasia Iwice a based contracl with private hauier once per week Trash weekly — Recycling biweekly — Bulky waste Trash weeskly - Recycling biweekly - Bulky as
8CY ur { per 30 units once per 'year clean ups — Yard wasle once a week- HHW — biweekly for the carl customers, dumpsler cuslomiers scheduled; Shhgle-family Is Included in service but
week o B CY compacted par 90 unils once per weei — Olher — Dumpster customers are dally for {rash and hava a ¢antralized colieciion area - Yard waste waskly mofilifamily musl pay for a special - Yard wasle weekly -
Recycling: 1 recyding station par 80 unils, a recyeling twice a week for recycling — HHW — Cther
slation being = b 95-gal carls — Bulky wasle: as
requesied and arangad by the cuslomers — Yard wasie|
— HHVW — Gther: Xmas trees ence annuslly
i3 How is service level set? How Is Lhe senice fevel differentiated? Per unif, welghled — Per property based on number of Per property Each account geis one carf; lhey can schedulad Per property Per unit &4 gallon cart of each lor condos and TH Per properly
unils, dumpsier. Per properly based on number of unils request and pay for additional carls — Per properfy, I-Variable based on velumelwelght {size, volume,
and compactor stve: {#unlls/90)*8 divided by # of yards weighled — Varisble based on velumefweiglht (size, location, ofher} it's based on lhe layout and the
in compaclor. 1.00 and iess equals one cofisclion per volurme, location, other) operations (“not rumerisal’) and the volume
week, 1.01 and more equals two solieclions.
5 Who owis and maintains containerstbins? Properly Property — Condlo boardioveners — Haular owns the Havier Wilh the exceplion of approximalely 100 8 G,Y, City City
dumpsiars — Cily owns the cails dumpslers in lhe GSU aree, alf dumpsters and
compaclors are privately owned or lzased.
7 Type of contalner service provided for trash FEL — Compaclor FEL — REL - Rol-oIf — Compacior Other FEL — REL — Roll-off ~ Compacler Clher Fronl loader — dumpsters, rofi-off frick — compastors, FEL—REL Carls
rear loader — bulk. During 2010, lha Division of Refuse
Colleciion serviced 103,889 rmulttTamily dweliing unils.
vithin this, 93,789 units had dumpsters and 10,100
units had compaclors,
B Type of conlainer service provided for recyclables Exterior carls Exderior carts, dunpsier, ofher Inferior bins for units Exterior carts, dumpsler, other Inlerior bins for units Through 8WACO, wa have dumpslers availeble at Exterior carts, durnpster Carls
focations such as grocery sleres, fire stations, public
schools and parks.
9 How is extra service handied? {rmove n move outs) as requesled? Tenant generaled bulky is part of service none OSU move in - move out fs fruly a community project [They provide move In move oul service for sl residents, na
provided with assistence from OSU, area landlords, SWACTO, If you move Into an exisling dwelling and you have a
privale sector companies in providing rolkoffs ang many bunch of stuff to sei out like boxes, you can plece i on
exira Refuse Colleclion resources, Ihe curi, callin, and they will scheduls a spacisl plek up.
If you are on their service, they offer this.]
10 How are bulky Hems handled? Senvice schadufe is warked ouf by each property Twice a year clean up for the carl customers; dfk for Complexes [ypleafly have a location (oflen enclosed by [see above, bul they're probably gelting ready {o do it Must pay extra for a special load
the Dumpster cuslomers a fence) for bulk items. VWhen they need a collection the more scheduled enly rather than biweekly]
call and schedule for senvice.
11 Are complexes aliowed fo contracl with a hauler fo provide supplemental Yes Yes, conditienal But thay would sill have lo pay for our WA fes, and if they do not have ample refuse sierage which Yes
collection servica for frash colizclion? fees is .5 cubic yards per unit par weak, they have te
arrapge for an additional privale section colisction.
I Yes, who pays? Tustomer Custormer Customer Cusiomer
11.a.How meny complexes hire a hauler for supplemenlal service? All supplemental 15 sepecalely confracted Mot aware of any because ouy fees are competitive WA Fewe
12 Are complexes allowed to opt out of cily service and arrenoe thelr own waste Yes No A Yes Yes - They iy to accommeodzte everyone thouah. and
12.a.}f yes, do they get a fee reduction? No Ve o Mo —Yes
12.b.How many complexes opt ot of city senice? Service approximately 2/2 of all multifamily properlies, na Few — Many 93 # - % - Few — Many Since 2008, when copiracts have
roughly 800 run out with privates, they usually come to the city.
13 Does the cty administer a customer satisfaction survey o muli-family customersy Yes Yes, condilional Every year, but not sure who all Mo No —Yes —Yes, conditional
recelves i (L goes o alf customers)
13.2,How do customers rals satisfaction with containers (slze, fype, guality)? nfa gk
13.b.How do custemers rate satisfaction with frashrecycling selleclion service n/a drk
(Irequency, style, malerials collecied)?
14 How vilen are service corrections needed? {Callbacks, misses, clean ups, sfc.) approximately 3 timas per month dff Somelimes we have issues with the caris having te NIA {Less 1%]
be close ogelher and thay gel mixed up or go missing
or something like thal.
Costs and Funding Sources Co%is and Funding Sources Co5tE and Fubdibg Sources R costs’and Funding Sources - Costs anit Funding Sofsreas GosSts and Fanding Sources
1 How is the solid wasle management systern funded? General fund LHility bR General Munct General fund General Tund Caneral fund; moving to an Erlerprise Fund
z How is the multi-family collection sysfem funded? General fund Rolled into the larger SW program Other confract General fund Vithin SVWM system - Dther Dumpster service is Only recycing service provided; {umded as above
tcharged a fee
3 How is capiial equipment sourced? private hauler For residential, we own tha frucks; for the Dewnlown R /3% Though capilal budget, cornpalilively bid or off slale [They pay lease raies lo Equipment Services
Dislrict, Wh owns that equipment contract Division—they actually rent the equipment frem that
f=le o pl
4 Ara colisction charges included in disposal costs? Mo Yes Yes Na Nrg,o\, ?,;]g Yes; they did used Io pay a separate fee bul
now they don't
s What iz the current disposal cost per ion? Via the Interiocal agreement S28/ten dfk 5£55.42 f lon TS $41/ton WMSW, Including bulk; YW $40flen
1 What percenlage of agency's lotal collection vehicles is used for muTti-family 0% Very litile 728 18.70% =10% Al
calfeciion?
T How dib renler-ocoupizd apatilment complexes pay for collection service? Properly taxes/ disposal only Some renlers get their own ulifty bill and others pay the Direclly fo the hauler General fund Property laxes/General {und — Per-service charges for
fandiord dumpsters
8 How do pwner-occupied condemiium somplexes pay for collection senvice? Properly taxesf disposal only n'a direcily to the hatfler General fund Inrﬁv?duaT units” properiy taxes/generel— Perservice
charges for dumpsiers “You can't fell which s which”
9 Howe are fess or charges determined? Per unit— Per svcolnt nfa
w0 Co yau have z fee formuia? What is it? [ NA we have] Base Jee + varizble carl fee {per cart for lrash) = WA o
monthly 9.50 + per galfon fee for trash = monthiy bl
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ATTACHMENT 3

nall Businesses

Small Businesses

Smal] Businesses,

Small Business
-Seivice!

S ‘Sarvice i Satvic i Barvjest :Service
Rosponses
Quastion Responses Respoinses Rosponses Raspanses . . _
P P » P n e o E ith private hatler No Yes Yes, conditional: Only if jocated In ths ceniral business
1 Does the cily prov:cfe solfd wasle colieclion service 1o small businesses? Yes z’ggbl)uarge and small in the Central Business District Does nol pravide, they must contract with private hatle distictor In residsntial neighbarhoods
2 \Who Is responsible for SW cofleclion? City Cify in non-CBD areas {2000 comm? customers); Clty Cily — Privale Mauler — Other
: Private Hauler (W) in CBD (640 commlFMFDLI
pustomere) {ing — Bulk 1 Trash — Recycling — Bulky wasle — Yard wasle - FOG
3 What senvices does the cily provide lo small business cuslomers? Trash Trash —~ Recyeling — Bulky wastelbrush— Yard wasle Trash — Reoycling — Bulky waste  other
{will confirmy) ~ . N . - :
4 How often s each servics provided? (Days per wk, as contracled) Trash: weekly Trash: GBD = a faw times per week (will senfirm); Trash 1 -5 depending — Resyeiing 1-4 depending GED SedI'VIOEd & dﬁ)’f\'\'iﬂk- reskdential neighborheods
hon-GBD = 1x per week. Customer ean pay for more serviced ohee per weel
frequent service: 2x por weok for $40/mo; 3x per
'woak for $100imo; SX per week for $200/mo ~
Recyeling: CBOD {will confirm); non-CBD = bi-wackly
— Buliey wastelbrush: non-CBD 2x per year — Yard
'waste (will confirm} ) i 95 gl .
5 tow Is servios level sel? How are they differsntialed? Per unit — volume Per property: <=512 galfonsiweek Variable based on volurmefweight (size, volums, gallon car
Per property, Non-CBD: by container size — 24/32/64/95 location, other}
gal by cusiemer choice of container; CBD {wil confirm) - ) § . o .
6 Yho owns and maintains container/bin? Hauler Nen-Gizl) - City; CBD - Wil v Property — City provides up Lo tiree carls nlapal :' :ui\m:[r.s
T Type of container service provided for trash REL CBD: FEL « Non-CBD: mostly automated; some serni; ' FEL - REL aulornate
automated i 65 gal Carl ded
8  Type of container service provided for recyclables [wal Carls — Non-CBD; Dumpsler - CRD same sizes as Carts Dumpsfer (size} same as frash gal Caris owner provide
WSV N
9 How Is extra senvics handled? (clsan ouls, efc) [n/a) Non-CBD: sama as MFDU; CBL {will confirm) [we try to work with them, Iike during (he holldays] nw-'a
10 How are bulky items handled? [n'a) Non-CBD: sama as MFDU; GBI {will confirm) [seheduled, moderate quantities] Ya
11 Are small businesses sliowed lo conlract with a heuler Lo provide supplemental Yes No — Non-CBD:Yes; CBD: Yes, but impractical due Yes es
colfacilon service? to space sonstrainis Cust
11.a.f Yes, who pays? Cusiomer Cuslomer Cuslemer Y:i arney
12 Are small businesses aliowed 1o opf out of ety service and arrange their own Yes Yes Yest
wasia colleclion? 3 .
‘12aa If yes, do they get a {ee reduction? No Yes Mo - Yes — Yes, conditional Yes - If lhey gel private service they pay no city fees
a.| ,
12.,b,How many efigible businesses opl out of city service? un-knewn {will confirm} Few o
13 Does the city adminisler a ctuslomer satisfaction survey lo business cuslomers? yes Yes, bul dossn't know if commercial cuslomers are No
included
13.a. How do cuslomers rate satlslaction wilk containers (skze, fype, qualily)? nfa
dik
13.b.How do custorners rate satisfaclion with service (frequency, style, materiais na
collected)? dfic
13.c.How ofien are service corrections needed? (Callbacks, misses, clean ups, <1 fime per month dik
T T Gt and EARdInG BOUIees - - Cosis and Funding Soureas .- Gosts and Funding Bources 5o Lm0 iy Costt and Funding SoLreas - Gests and Funding Sources Costs and Funding Solirees - Cosfs nndeundlng Sourses S
1 How is lhe collection syslem for simall businesses funded? General fund Enterprise fund — "Sclld waste Service Fee” on ulifity bill General fund Same as above
2 How is eapilal equipment sourced? City's capital replacernent fund Some lhrough Enterprise Fund, some through General {L eased from other City agency]
Fund
3 VWhat percentage of agency's lotal collection vehicles is used for colfecticn from 3% ‘We have 840 cuslomers in the Downlown DistrictCBD, <10% £
small bushnesses? which are meslly businesses + a few large MFDU 1,000+ custormers
complexes, Inthe rest of the city, we have 183,000
cusiomers with residential seivice, of which 2000 are
commercial.
4 Are collection charges included disposal cosis? No N ice fi
i ? th BPOL. or other laxesiGeneral fund — Per-service | BPOL or other laxes/General fund — Apnual service fees
5 How do lenanl busihesses pay for solid waste collection seivice? The properly owner pays through property taxes monthly fee— None, the property owner pays e 2 P savion chrmos o Non, fhe property awner pays
moniiy fee on utility bilj
G How do owner-oceupied businesses pay for sepvice? Property taxesiGeneral fund Per-service charges+monthly fee BPOL or other taxes, Properly taxes/General fund — Monthly fee on ulility bif
| Per-service charges
7 How are fees or charges determined? ourrenlly no fees ses nexl answer . Varlable based on velumefwelghl Per cart purchesed
5
& Do you have a les formula? Whalis 12 no Commarcial [sarts anly is no charge; If they have Dumpslers, s §
per dumpster, regardiess of size, different price for
Vertipak; recycling s charged per localion only, not per
Dumpsler]
CBO Comurerclal
$8,75/mo + $10 per CY per week =(CY charge
delermined by formula depending on lype of business)
Special cleaning service fee $17/month
Clean Community Fee $12fmonth
Residential
$7 4 510 per resident =
Sperial cleaning fee $17/month
Clean Community fee $6/month
Small businessas using carts in residential area
$9.50 + ${galion + per cart=
If they nead to be picked up more than once a weak, it's
540 for twice a week and $200 for 6 times a week.
€€ fee $12 / month
GgBE 12073 3.2 MmAReH 11, 2013
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Executive Summary

The report from Gershman, Brickner & Bratton, Inc. (GBB), Multi-family, Small Business
and Rate Structure Review recommends substantial changes to the way that Charlotte
manages residential and small business waste collection. While the report offers a valuable
comparative perspective on Charlotte’s practices and policies, Solid Waste Services (SWS)
identified the need to develop a response to the recommendations that reflects an
understanding of policy context and community values. The consultant’s
recommendations are logical and clear-cut, based primarily on economic values and
industry best practices. Each recommendation has implications beyond the scope of the
GBB report which staff highlights in the following document so that informed decisions
about the strategic future of Solid Waste Services can be made.

Several key policy considerations derive from the report, including:

1. Should residential waste collection services remain in the General Fund as a function
of health and sanitation support for all taxpayers or are those services ones that
should be funded primarily with user fees? _

2. Are apartment buildings commercial entities that should handle waste collection
independently or are they residential properties eligible for City-funded collection
services?

3. Is the Solid Waste Services fee structure aligned with levels of service usage?

These are policy questions best answered by an informed governing body. Staff offers a
response to the recommendations of GBB from the value system of a triple bottom line,
aiming for:

e An equitable approach to collection services for single-family, multi-family and
small businesses in Charlotte (social equity)

e A fee structure aligned with the community vision and values {economy)

e [Environmental benefits (environment)

Solid Waste Services/GBB report February 2014 3




Comparison of Recommendations

Co_nsultant o | Solid Waste Services S

1 Modlfy C1ty trash and recyclmg : : ﬁned semces for s1ngle~

= coﬂectlon serv1ces

--:_p'rowsmﬁ of colléctl
~family dwelhngs

| assessed 011 a11 mlpr

eceiving collectio
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Recommendation 1

Consultant’s recommendation
Eliminate collection services for multi-family dwellings of 5 or more units
and small businesses outside Special Tax District No. 1 (GBB, Section 6.1)

City’s recommendation

Deliver redefined services for single-family and multi-family dwellings and
small businesses according to policy decisions

POLICY DECISION NEEDED: Elimination of services for multi-family dwellings of 30 or more

units

History

Per City ordinance, multi-family properties of 30 or more units have qualified for
dumpster or compactor garbage collection paid from the General Fund for more than
18 years.

Questions have periodically surfaced as to whether rental apartments are more
commercial in nature than residential but multi-family collection services have been
supported by City Council through numerous budget cycles.

Considerations

Concerns around requiring multi-family properties to make their own arrangements
for waste collection and disposal include equity issues for the multi-family residents as
well as the likelihood that transferring the costs of private hauler service to property
owners will be passed to residents. [llegal dumping, unsightliness and ultimately, code
enforcement issues are all perceived as potential risks of the elimination of City-
funded multi-family services. It should be noted that in 2013, the same concerns were
raised when the City stopped paying disposal costs for additional collections for multi-
family complexes. No adverse effects resulted from the elimination of those City
services.

Who is affected?

L]

Currently, the City funds garbage, recycling, bulky and Christmas tree collections for
111,806 units within 755 complexes (as of January 2014) by means of a contract with
Republic Services that expires at the end of June 2015.

The number of multi-family units served by the Republic contract represents
approximately 79% of all multi-family properties located in the City of Charlotte.
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Impact on City Budget and Future Revenues

= Elimination of City-funded multi-family services, including collections and disposal
costs, would result in a net annual savings to the City of more than $1.5 million.

e One other potential consequence of removing multi-family services from the General
Fund would be the multi-family property owners’ expectations of a property tax rate
adjustment. Since isolating a property tax rate change to multi-family property is not
feasible, a tax rate adjustment means a city-wide property tax rate adjustment.
Lowering the tax rate for Charlotte has implications beyond the immediate
effect on property tax revenue; sales tax is distributed by Meckienburg County
on an ad valorem basis so a reduction in the Charlotte property tax rate would
also result in a reduction in City sales tax revenue.

Public Facilities
o Approximately 116 public facilities (City and County buildings, fire and police stations,
Spirit Square, Discovery Place, etc.} are served via the multi-family contract with
Republic Services. Other arrangements would be needed for waste and recycling
collections for those locations.

Consideration of Franchise approach
If elimination of multi-family collection and disposal services from the General Fund is

approved by Council, Solid Waste Services recommends consideration of one of GBB’s
suggestions: franchise agreements. Governmental franchises are established by ordinance in
North Carolina and would enable the vendors to bill the properties directly. The governing
body would be required to maintain oversight and fee approval which could mitigate
concerns about potential excessive costs and service quality issues. Franchises are not
favored by the private haulers.

POLICY DECISION NEEDED: Definition of multi-family dwellings as less than five units

The threshold of 29 units as a qualification for rollout service has no relevant operational
basis today. Properties with up to four dwellings (quadraplex) do not have the space or need
for a dumpster or compactor. The consultant’s recommendation to provide rollout service
only to single-family homes and dwellings with less than five units makes sense from an
operational and policy perspective. However, there are a number of potential impacts to this
policy decision that would be further complicated by a decision eliminating multi-family
collection services funded by the City:
e Approximately 12,800 multi-family units in complexes of more than four and less
than 30 units currently receiving City rollout service will be either required to find
a private hauler or request service on the City contract for dumpster/compactor
service if that option is still available for multi-family properties
e Possible annual revenue loss (at current fee rate) of $307,800
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e Possible reduction of Solid Waste Services workforce

e According to 2010 census data, roughly one fourth of the 12,800 units are located
in areas with an annual household income of $0 to $37,500

e 416 of the 12,800 are currently receiving special collection service (backyard or
doorstep), a service reserved for disabled or geriatric citizens

Solid Waste Services acknowledges the potential drawbacks of policy revision, butin
the interest of well-defined guidelines that make operational sense, recommends the
designation of all properties of five or more dwellings as multi-family and ineligible for
rollout service. Staff recommends a phased approach (2 years) to moving multi-family
properties no longer eligible for rollout service to other collection services.

POLICY DECISION NEEDED: Elimination of services for small businesses

e The consultant’s reasoning for the elimination of services for small business is based
on comparative practices; other cities of comparable size provide collection services
for only those small businesses that reside in the business or downtown districts.

e Small businesses served by SWS are located primarily on major and minor
thoroughfares throughout the City; only 94 of 2549 service locations (4%} are in
Municipal Service District No. 1. It should be noted that none of the revenue from the
special taxes assessed to those businesses in that area goes to fund solid waste
collection so the case for continuing service only in Municipal Service District No. 1
seems arbitrary.

o Solid Waste Services recommends continuing the provision of combined services
in Municipal Service Districts 1 and 4 (street sweeping, sidewalk cleaning, public
receptacle garbage and recycling collection, small business garbage, etc.) Staff
recommends a reassignment of a portion of the revenue from the Municipal
Service Districts to cover operating costs of service provision in those areas.

o City collection services for small businesses are important in maintaining cleanliness
on thoroughfares for the surrounding urban neighborhoods. Currently, smali business
owners are not required to use carts; overstuffed bags vulnerable to vermin and prone
to breakage are used by some small business owners.

o [Lstimates of equivalent garbage collection services provided by private haulers range
from $900 to $3000 per location annually, which is two to five times more than
estimated City fees.

» Solid Waste Services recommends requiring small business owners to purchase
City-specified carts, assessing a variable fee based on number of carts and
adding recycling collection services for small businesses. More details on the.
proposed model follow in recommendation #3.
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Recommendation 2

Consultant’s recommendation

Revise the City Code to define four property classifications:
Single-Family Dwelling

Multi-family Dwelling

Non-residential units

Municipal Service District No. 1;

and limit provision of collection services to single-family dwellings (GBB,
Section 6.2)

City’s recommendation
Based on policy decisions, revise the City Code to support the new service

provisions

City staff sees no need for the reclassification of property types in Sec. 10-32. Definitions as
the definitions already exist in the code. Even the multiple residential unit is defined as “any
apartment, group of apartments, or condominiums used for dwelling places of more than four
families.”

Staff sees alignment issues with the two city ordinances that define collection services and
user fees for waste management in Charlotte:

1. Residential solid waste disposal fee (Sec. 10-141)
2. Division 2. Collection Services

History
e The solid waste disposal fee was inherited from Mecklenburg County; the language and

defined responsibilities in the ordinance reflect that inheritance. The County
established the fee structure for multi-family and single-family structures based on
estimated waste generation amounts per household hence the characterization of the
fee as a disposal fee. Responsibilities for disposal facilities passed from the City of
Charlotte to Mecklenburg County in 1984 by way of an interlocal agreement. City
ordinance Sec 10-141 notes FY1997 as the first fiscal year in which the fee was
imposed by the City. In the years since FY1997, the City has made adjustments to the
fee to cover the cost of increased tipping fees. '
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Assessment versus Service
o Mecklenburg County Tax Assessor’s Office assesses all City of Charlotte residential

properties either a Single Family Solid Waste Fee ($47) or a Multi-Family Solid Waste
Fee ($24 per unit) based on the County’s assessment process. The City of Charlotte’s
Solid Waste Services Collection Services Ordinance (Sec 10-99, Rollout container
collection service) is not consistent with the Solid Waste Services Residential waste
disposal fee (Sec. 10-141). Specifically, the fact that the City identifies multi-family
properties up to 29 units as eligible for rollout service means that those
properties can receive the equivalent of single-family service for a multi-family
fee. Mobile homes receive curbside rollout collection (single-family service) but are
not considered building improvements and therefore not assessed a Solid Waste Fee
unless the structures are mounted on a permanent foundation.

Opt-out or constrained by space
o Another group of City of Charlotte residents includes multi-family property

owners of complexes of 30 or more units that pay the Multi-family Solid Waste
Fee and do not receive any City service. Some of those properties of more than 30
units choose to hire a private hauler and not use the City contract (for dumpster or
compactor service) because they prefer rollout collections. Some of those
communities do not use the collection services for which they qualify because they lack
space for a bulk waste container (dumpster or compactor). The City does not have
records on which properties have refused service and which properties cannot
accommodate a bulk waste container.

Summary of Inconsistencies

o Insummary, some property owners receive rollout service for a multi-family fee,
others pay the multi-family fee and receive no service and some pay no fee and receive
rollout or business garbage service (see page 7 of the GBB report for a table reflecting
counts of each property type in 2013).

Fee for Disnoéai

e The argument that the solid waste fee is a disposal fee is supported by the ordinance
language which GBB points, is an uncommon if not unique practice. The City has been
repeatedly questioned over the years on the equity of imposing the disposal fee on
those multi-family properties that hire a private hauler for waste collections.
Typically, private haulers embed the cost of disposal in the rate of service. Property
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owners have argued that they are being effectively charged twice for disposal - the
Multi-Family Solid Waste Fee and the private hauler charge.

e The ordinance specifies that exclusions from the fee are allowed for any residence
using a private hauler who disposes of waste at a facility provided by the private
hauler AND “does not use any of the county’s solid waste services (including landfills,
incinerators, yard waste sites, or recycling facilities, including drop sites)”.

Determination of properties that pay the Solid Waste Fee
e Finally, the responsibility for determining on which properties the fee shall be applled

is defined in the ordinance as the responsibility of the county tax administrator. The
county tax records are structured to meet the needs of the county tax administrator.
The Solid Waste Services service location database is designed to meet the operational
and customer service needs of SWS. The datasets have never been aligned; current
efforts are underway with the County Tax Assessor’s Office to do that.

Based on policy decisions, Solid Waste Services recommends a number of ordinance
revisions:

Residential solid waste disposal fee (Sec. 10-141)

e Add language to re-define the fee to cover collection costs which is allowed by NC
state statute in addition to disposal costs.

« Modify the language to change the responsibility for determination of properties
on which the fee is levied to the director of solid waste services

Rollout container collection service (Sec. 10-99)

e Modify the language to designate rollout container collection for single-family
units and those dwellings with less than five units

Stationary container collection service (Sec. 10-101}

e Modify the language to designate bulk container collection for dwellings with
more than four units

o Modify language as needed for description of service provision (i.e,, via City
contractor or franchise or another method}
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Recommendation 3

Consultant’s recommendation

Develop a new fee structure to be assessed on all improved properties
(GBB, section 6.3)

Resulting Rates from Full Cost Model FY2012 (GBB, section 5.3.4)

$19377 7 $4686  $646.07

L $1962 $19.62 - $19.62
. $213.39 $66.48  $665.69
O $17.78 $554  $5547

' $4500 ¢ $27.00  N/A

1 - The “Community Benefit” fee covers the costs for services that benefit the community (e.q., lltter

pickup, servicing public receptacles, and disposal of materials by other City departments, such as
CDQT-Street Maintenance).

2 - The “FY2012 Annual Fee” is included for comparison purposes and represents the City Solid Waste
Fee paid by single-family and multi-family customers for disposal only.

City’s recommendation
Develop a new fee structure to apply on all properties receiving SWS
collection services
a. Rollout service, variable based on garbage cart size and quantity
b. For dumpster service, one of three methods:
1. If elimination of City-funded services - free market choice by
property owners
2. If elimination of City-funded services - franchise agreements
3. If continuation of City-funded services - recalculation of fee to
offset costs in a way consistent with the method used for single-
family /rollout service
c. For small business garbage service outside Municipal Service
Districts, collection fee based on size and number of garbage carts as
well as frequency of collection

As previously stated, the Solid Waste Fee was originally assessed by Mecklenburg County and
based on disposal costs. North Carolina law permits solid waste user fees for three purposes:
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collection, disposal facility use and disposal facility availability. Solid Waste Services has been
advised by staff from the School of Government at the University of North Carolina as well as
the City Attorney’s Office that the assessment of a Community Benefit Fee as defined by
the consultant is not supported by state statute.

SWS recommends a new fee structure for three collection services:

a. Rollout service based on container size is used by a number of cities with high
diversion rates (Austin, TX and Toronto, ON) and is feasible in Charlotte. Multiple
container sizes deter residents from using more service than needed and reward those
putting out less garbage. Studies show that varjable-rate programs decrease
residential disposal by an estimated 17% in weight which would help offset the
implementation costs of the programs. Anticipated costs would include container
purchase and distribution, expanded customer service and administration, public
engagement campaign, rate study and a possible change in billing system. Ongoing
costs could shift to recycling collection. Rates could be tiered with a based fixed fee or
calculated to cover capital costs only, garbage service only, all services or any
reasonable configuration of service and disposal.

b. Dumpster service fees recommendations depend on the policy decisions made around
funding the service. If collection services funded by the City are eliminated, staff sees two
options:

1. Free market choice by property owners
2. Franchise agreements overseen by the City and the governing body
If multi-family collection services continue to be funded by the City, staff recommends
3. Recalculations of the fee to offset or cover the costs of collection in a manner
consistent with the method used for single-family/rollout service fee calculation
(i.e, based fixed fee, garbage service only, garbage plus disposal costs, etc.)

¢. A cart-based program for small business garbage would improve neighborhood
appearances and enable more efficient collection. Introducing the new program with
the addition of recycling collections for small business service would encourage waste
diversion while enabling the City to defray the costs of both services.

Work is underway with Mecklenburg County to enable SWS to remove or assign fees to
individual properties based on services. Solid Waste Services recommends redefining the
Solid Waste Fee as Rollout or Bumpster/Compactor Collection Service and
recalculating the fee. SWS recommends removing the Solid Waste Fee from any
property not receiving services from the City of Charlotte and adjusting the fees for
properties that do receive service.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, Solid Waste Services believes that the consultant’s recommendations have
merit. That being said, the implementation of all the recommendations in City of Charlotte at
once is not recommended by staff. Staff has tried to explore all possible impacts of each
potential change in the interest of presenting city officials and executive management with all
the facts. Solid waste management is an area of opportunity; as the largest city in North
Carolina, staff believes Charlotte can be a leader in crafting innovative solutions for long-
standing issues. The Solid Waste Services Department anticipates supporting the
implementation of policy decisions with efficiency and enthusiasm.
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Privatization / Competition Advisory Committee (PCAC)
February 2014

To: Mayor and City Council
From: Christopher Brown, Chair, Privatization / Competition Advisory Committee
Subject: PCAC Observations and Suggestions on Proposed Changes to Solid Waste Services

This letter communicates the observations and opinions of the Privatization/Competition Advisory Committee
(“PCAC”) with respect to the recent evaluation of the City of Charlotte’s (“City”) solid waste management program
by Gershman, Brickner and Bratton, Inc. (“GBB”) and subsequent recommendations by the City’s Solid Waste
Services Department (“SWS”).

Background

In 2012, the City retained GBB to evaluate and recommend potential changes to the service and fee structure of
the City’s solid waste management program. In addition, at the direction of the SWS, GBB conducted an analysis
of the City’s large multifamily program. SWS subsequently evaluated the GBB report and completed their own
report recommending actions to be taken based on the study and their on-going efforts to provide equitable, high-
quality and cost effective services. Following these reports, the PCAC was asked by the City to provide
independent “observations and suggestions” on the issue(s) and recommendations raised in both reports. The
PCAC undertook this review at the request of SWS and under its charge to be an advisor to both the City Council
and City Manager on matters regarding privatization and competition. As part of the review, PCAC members
reviewed both reports and met with members of SWS to discuss the recommendations and related service
provision issues.

PCAC Summary and Conclusions

The PCAC believes that the GBB study and recommendations and subsequent SWS recommendations bring to
light notable inconsistencies in the City’s services and fee structure with respect to solid waste service provision.
They also highlight notable differences in the City’s service provision relative to peer communities across the
country. During our review of the multifamily study and discussions with SWS staff, it is clear there are numerous
opportunities for the City of Charlotte to efficiently and effectively evolve its service provision in a positive manner.
In general, while our somewhat limited involvement precludes us from conducting a more detailed analysis, we
believe that the majority of GBB and SWS recommendations proceed in this direction.

Specifically, we support GBB’s recommendation to eliminate City provision of trash and recycling services for
multi-family structures containing 5 or more residential units. We also support making changes to service
provision for small businesses that are equitable, environmentally friendly, and economical. Finally, the PCAC
agrees that the current system of charging the Solid Waste Fee to residences and business should be modified to
ensure that those receiving service are charged proportionally to the service provided and those not receiving
service are not charged. We provide more detailed comments to all the recommendations below.

The PCAC would like to thank the Mayor, City Council, city staff and particularly the SWS team for allowing us to
consult in the consideration of these issues. In particular, the PCAC acknowledges the willingness of City staff to
consider outside opinions and is repeatedly impressed by the efforts of staff to bring high quality, efficient and
cost effective services to its citizens.

The PCAC looks forward to hearing more about the direction the City chooses to take with respect to solid waste
service provision. We also look forward to assisting in any way possible with respect to future study/consideration
of the issues. If the Mayor or City Council have any questions or comments on the topics discussed in this letter,
please feel free to contact us.



PCAC Observations and Suggestions on SWS Recommendations:

Recommendation #1:

Consultant (GBB): Eliminate collection services for multi-family dwellings of 5 or more units and small businesses
outside Special Tax District No. 1.

SWS: Deliver redefined services for single-family and multi-family dwellings and small businesses according to
policy decisions.

PCAC Comment: The PCAC agrees that the provision of collection services to multifamily homes with
five (5) or more residential units is an inappropriate cost to the general citizenship, has no relevant
operational basis, and is significantly outside the norm for cities most similar to Charlotte. In addition,
eliminating the service would save the city more than $1.5 million per year. The PCAC also agrees that
multifamily structures with five or more residential units are more commercial in nature than residential.
With SWS acknowledging that the change would make operational sense, the PCAC agrees with the
consultant’s proposal to eliminate City provision of trash and recycling services for multi-family structures
containing 5 or more residential units.

The PCAC agrees that the current system of solid waste service provision to small businesses in the
community is both arbitrary and inconsistent. We recommend the City redefine its service provision and
revise the City Code to be more equitable, environmentally friendly, and economical. SWS
recommendations on this topic appear to move in this direction.

Recommendation #2:

Consultant (GBB): Revise the City Code to define four property classifications and limit provision of collection
services to single-family dwellings.

SWS: Based on policy decisions, revise the City Code to support the new service provisions.

PCAC Comment: The PCAC believes that revising the City Code appears necessary to implement the
proposed changes being considered to solid waste services. Due to the lack of specific knowledge on the
City Code, the PCAC defers to City staff and its legal advisors with respect to this recommendation.

Recommendation #3:

Consultant (GBB): Develop a new fee structure to be assessed on all improved properties.

SWS: Develop a new fee structure to apply on all properties receiving SWS collection services.
a. Rollout service, variable based on garbage cart size and quantity
b. For dumpster service, one of three methods:
1. If elimination of City-funded services — free market choice by property owners
2. If elimination of City-funded services — franchise agreements

3. If continuation of City-funded services — recalculation of fee to offset costs in a way consistent
with the method used for single-family/rollout service

c. For small business garbage service outside Municipal Service Districts, collection fee based on size
and number of garbage carts as well as frequency of collection



PCAC Comment: The PCAC agrees that the current system of charging the Solid Waste Fee to
residences and business is lacking uniformity and inconsistent. The fee should be modified to ensure that
those receiving service are charged proportionally to the service provided and those not receiving service
are not charged.

More specifically, GBB recommends the City develop a new fee structure based on clearly defined
service categories that “could” include a systems benefit fee, a disposal fee, and a refuse and recycling
fee. SWS recommends a new fee structure that supports refuse collection service based on cart size, cart
guantity, and frequency of collection, in essence, a move toward pay-as-you-throw services.

The PCAC believes that both proposals have some merit and attempt to modernize and improve the fee
structure with respect to solid waste services in Charlotte. However, the changes being proposed
represent a significant departure from current practices. The PCAC believes that any major modification
to fee structure and service provision deserves thorough consideration. The PCAC suggests that
additional consideration of the costs, benefits, and potential service impacts to citizens could better
validate the ultimate decision and the effectiveness of implementation. In this light, we provide some
additional comments and observances below:

o The GBB recommends a systems benefit fee. However, the City Attorney’s Office is of the
opinion that the “systems benefit fee,” as proposed by GBB, is not supported by State statute.
While the PCAC has no reason to disagree, GBB’s recommendation is based on best practices
that they have seen in the industry. We believe additional discussion could be given to the topic
to see if some legally acceptable form of a public area maintenance fee is feasible and
appropriate for the City.

o SWS recommends rollout service that is variable based on container size and quantity. The
PCAC views this as a move toward pay-as-you-throw solid waste services. While this type of
service appears to have significant merit and is a direction that many communities around the
country are moving, the PCAC notes that it is a significant change in current service model and
additional study of the costs, benefits, and potential service impacts to citizens could better
validate the decision to change and the effectiveness of its implementation.

o SWS recommends initiating a cart based program for small businesses and makes a compelling
argument that it would be more consistent, efficient, and improve neighborhood appearances.
The PCAC believes that this recommendation has some merit if the City chooses to continue to
provide collection services to small businesses. However, this recommendation is somewhat
dependant on choices made with respect to Recommendation #1 proposed above. Until the City
decides on its preferred level of solid waste service provision to small businesses as a whole, the
cost and benefits of this recommendation cannot be appropriately evaluated.

Additional Information on the PCAC

The Privatization/Competition Advisory Committee (“PCAC”) is a citizen advisory committee tasked with
monitoring City activities and advising the City Council and City Manager with respect to privatization and
competition issues, in general. Members are appointed by the City Council and City Manager for two year
staggered terms. City Council established the Privatization/Competition Advisory Committee in 1993.

The PCAC consists of an 11-member panel of citizens; 3 of which are appointed by the Mayor and the remaining
8 appointed by City Council. Committee members typically commit approximately 4 1/2 hours per month to
committee business and come from all sectors of the Charlotte business community.
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Mitigation Fee Task Force
Consensus Resolution

Environment Committee

February 1, 2016
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— Today’s Outline
CHARLOTTE.

e Why compliance for some
redevelopment sites is difficult

e How a mitigation fee provides
compliance flexibility

e How a properly implemented
mitigation fee results in an ‘ ‘
environmentally preferred m
outcome

e Key aspects of the Task Force
resolution

e Request committee
endorsement of the resolution

<
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CHARLOTTE.

Mitigation Fee
Options Available
Since 2008

Business Corridor 4
Revitalization Geography

|:|Transit Station Areas

City Limits & Extra
Territorial Jurisdiction

<

— Timeline to this point
CHARLOTTE.

e The temporary use of a mitigation fee was enacted in 2011
for three years

e In early 2014 after gaining experience, staff recognized the
benefits of mitigation fees, recommended 5-year extension

e Environmental advocates raised concern, Council extended
to October 2014

e With further public involvement, citizen advisory committee,
Environment Committee - Greater opposition raised

e In October 2014 Council:

- extended the availability of a mitigation fee through December 2017
- called for an agreement by January 2016 through stakeholder process

P,
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— Synopsis
CHARLOTTE.

e Paved surfaces cause runoff that
impairs surface waters

e Post-Construction ordinance
requires on-site measures

o Redevelopment faces challenges
accommodating stormwater v
controls on-site R w s

e A mitigatiqn fee ca ps co.m.p_liance Redevelopment projects face many constraints
costs and increases ﬂeXIb”Ity Urban runoff scours streams and transports

e A mitigation fee accelerates pollutants
surface water improvement ‘ 110

@ Purpose and Need

CHARLOTTE.

Redevelopment sites often face substantial challenges
accommodating stormwater controls on-site

» Difficult topography

* Underground utility conflicts

* Lack of available space onsite

* Economic considerations

* Brownfield sites

* Maintain site operations
Typical redevelopment site is
1-2 acres

3 CHARLOTTE.
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P Example: Cato Expansion

* Site owner wishes to add a new
building

» Stormwater management
facilities required on-site

* Only on-site location is within
the truck delivery court, which
requires critical 24-7 operation

* Mitigation fee allows payment
in-lieu of on-site facilities

D Example: Bank of the Ozarks
CHARLOTTE.

e Shallow, difficult
topography necessitated
adjacent property owner
disturbance

e Adjacent property owners
denied access

e Fee allowed alternative
means of compliance

e Impervious reduced

e Paid the mitigation fee

<

4 CHARLOTTE.



a» How Mitigation Fees are Used

CHARLOTTE.
Mitigation fees are used to

construct regional, cost-
effective control measures

A new regional
wetland that filters

pollutants from runoff. A “Rain Garden” filters and

controls runoff from a parking lot

\\P) Who uses In-Lieu-Fees?

CHARLOTTE.

“"Experience has shown that requiring developers to install individual on-site
detention and water quality facilities can lead to a regulatory and/or
maintenance problem for a local government. Alternative regional solutions
may be more efficient and reliable in controlling runoff volumes and
pollutant discharges into public stormwater systems and streams.”

EPA’s Guidance Manual for Stormwater Funding

"The adoption of stormwater In Lieu Fees appears to be a policy that
is gaining steam;”
Economic Incentives for Stormwater Control

The Center for Watershed Protection produces a Model Ordinance featuring in=
lieu-fees as a recommended ordinance component

...fee-in-lieu programs can help municipalities direct money "towards
projects that have wider public benefit beyond just water quality
treatment.”

EPA’s Municipal Handbook on funding Green Infrastructure

11
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@ Key Benefits of Mitigation Fees
CHARLOTTE.

For Redevelopment Projects
¢ Adds flexibility and predictability for developers and may be
a catalyst for more redevelopment

e Caps the compliance cost of redevelopment projects, and
increases economic development opportunities

For watersheds

e The offsite, regional approach recovers watersheds at twice
the pace

e Reduces green field development impacts by making
redevelopment more affordable

e Accelerates watershed recovery by encouraging
redevelopment

12

— Criticism of Mitigation Fees
CHARLOTTE.

e There is distance between the redevelopment site and the
regional control measure

e Concern was raised that when present, quality headwater
streams may not benefit from a mitigation fee approach

e The task force recommendation addresses this

“s

»/ Regional kY
~ Control ®,
Measure

2o : ] ‘ s & 3 X
“ “ Improved 5,
receiving N
& stream %
Headwater e o

Stream
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Current Ordinance

e Allows developers to pay a mitigation fee through 2017

e Requires choice between stormwater control measures
that prevent flooding & stream bank erosion, or that
remove pollutants

e There is no process to check for presence of quality
headwater streams, or to remove pollutants to enhance

them

e Mitigation fees; $60,000 first, $90,000 / add’l acre

14

CHARLOTTE.

Bioretention Cell

Task Force Members

m Representing m Representing

Dr. Craig Allan

Nancy Carter

Roger Coates

Marc Houle

Nate Doolittle

Paisley Gordon, Jr.

Sam Perkins

15

Academic Representative, UNC
Charlotte

Charlotte Citizen

Charlotte Citizen

Charlotte Chamber of Commerce

National Association of Industrial
and Office Properties (NAIOP)

Commercial Board of Realtors

Catawba Riverkeeper Foundation

Ken Szymanski  Charlotte Apartment Association

Real Estate & Building Industry

Steve Wilson - _ ition (REBIC)

Academic Representative, UNC
Dr. Jy Wu Charlotte
Rick Roti Charlotte Public Tree Fund

Eric Spengler Sustain Charlotte

Steve Copulsky Sierra Club (Central Piedmont Group)

Facilitator: Rusty Rozzelle

Mecklenburg County Water Quality Program Manager

<
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— Task Force Agreement
CHARLOTTE.

e Stakeholder process began January 2015

e 19 meetings, presentations from staff, guests,
experts, Q&A

e Consensus reached November 2015

16

— Scenarios Examined
CHARLOTTE.

200

o5 B Impervious Acreage Controlled On-site

180

1 Impervious Acreage Controlled Off-site

160

M Total Mitigation Fees Collected

140

120

100

80

60

40

Revenue (x $10,000)
Impervious Acreage Controlled

20

0

Current Trial #5 Trial #4 Trial #3 Trial #2 Trial #1
(Proposed)

17
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— Elements of the Consensus Agreement
CHARLOTTE.

e Makes permanent an option for redevelopment sites
to pay a mitigation fee in-lieu-of onsite compliance
(ensures faster watershed recovery)

e Adds safeguards for headwater “Quality Stream”
protection

e Adds limited on-site control of pollutants; reduced on
every site

e Raises mitigation fees while adding incentives for
onsite control through fee reduction for partial
compliance

%‘
18 “ \

<

D Quality Stream Analysis
CHARLOTTE.

e An analysis to ensure that healthy headwater streams
are protected
e When present;

- provide runoff controls to prevent flooding and stream
bank erosion

- Pick and provide two /imited onsite control measures
- Pay mitigation fee
e When not present;

- provide runoff controls to prevent flooding and stream bank
erosion

- Pick and provide one /imited onsite control measures
- Pay mitigation fee
e Option to pay mitigation fee only

Presence of a quality stream triggers
19 additional requirements

9 CHARLOTTE.
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— Limited Onsite Control Measures
CHARLOTTE.

Sediment forebay to trap pollutants
Parking and vehicle area sweeping (2x/mo)
Reduce impervious areas by 10%

Reduce parking area by 50%

e Partial onsite control
20 parking areas and improve streams
<D
— Comparison

CHARLOTTE.

Current Consensus

Ordinance Agreement
Expires in 2017? V4 X
Reduces flooding & stream erosion? / /
Quality headwater streams check? X V4
Requires on-site pollutant reductions? X ‘/
Fee reductions for partial compliance? X /
Higher mitigation fee? X w4
Consensus of a Diverse Task Force? X /

-
|

2 1 Current  Tral¥5  Tral#d  Traled  Trialé2  Trial

10 CHARLOTTE.
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S Mitigation Fee
CHARLOTTE.

Built Upon Area Mitigation Fee
1st acre $75,000 (2.5x our cost)
>1 acre and <2 acres $90,000 (3.0x our cost)
>2 acre and <3 acres $105,000 (3.5x our cost)
>3 acres $120,000 (4.0x our cost)

Example:

e 1.25 acre site pays no more than $97,500
($75,000 + 4 * $90,000 = $97,500)
¢ Fee will be reduced by 25% for sites providing
flood/stream erosion control

e Reduced fee: $73,125
e Current temporary ordinance: $82,500
e Transit/Economic revitalization: $75,000

22

E_EIZE Summary
CHARLOTTE.

e In October 2014, Council directed a stakeholder
process that has concluded

e A diverse 13 member Task Force and staff reached a
consensus agreement

e Seek Committee endorsement, effective July 1, 2015

Current Consensus

Ordinance Agreement
Expires in 2017? < X
Reduces flooding & stream erosion? w4 V4
Quality headwater streams check? X /
Requires on-site pollutant reductions? X V4
Fee reductions for partial compliance? X /
Higher mitigation fee? X /
28 Consensus of a Diverse Task Force? X /

P

11 CHARLOTTE.
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CHARLOTTE.

SOLID WASTE SERVICES

Solid Waste Services Study

Environment Committee

February 1, 2016

\P)]

— Agenda
CHARLOTTE.

e Background

e Goals

e Current Policy & Services
e Issues
e Options

e Recommendations
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\ 1/ Background
CHARLOTTE.

As part of FY2016 Budget process, Council

approved Work Plan for FY2017 Budget
included:

« Solid Waste Services delivery and cost
recovery model

— Staff has reviewed this work as well as

conducted a cost analysis of alternative
options

\\P)

Goals
CHARLOTTE.

» Equitable service delivery

» Delivering high quality residential waste
collection at the lowest possible cost

= Aligning services with national best
practices

2/4/2016
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P Current Policy
CHARLOTTE.

Charlotte Code of Ordinances: Services

< Rollout container collection service shall be provided to
single residential units and special residential units,
provided such special residential units are not part of a
multifamily complex containing 30 or more units.

= Any multiple-residential units and/or city
governmental agency, referred to in this division as
"unit,” that furnishes and maintains a bulk container,
detachable container or portable packing container will be
eligible to receive service provided by the city's private
contractor.

@ Current Policy

CHARLOTTE.
Charlotte Code of Ordinances: Definitions

« Residential unit means one single-family residence or an
individual apartment or condominium in a multiple-family
residence, unless otherwise specified by the city.

- Single residential unit means any dwelling place
occupied by one family.

< Multiple residential unit means any apartment, group of
apartments, or condominiums used for dwelling places of
more than four families.

» Special residential unit means any duplex, triplex, or
quadruplex.

2/4/2016



E_:DD Current Services
CHARLOTTE.

e Resources

— $52.4M Operating Budget; 302 Employees; 177 Heavy
Trucks

e Services Provided
— Single-Family and Multi-Family Residential Collection
— Street Sweeping, Litter Picking, Special Events Support
— Small Business Garbage and Dead Animal Collection
— Maintain Central Business District and Tryon Street Mall
e Contracts
— Single-Family Recycling Collection ($6M)

— Multi-Family Garbage, Recycling, Bulk Items, Christmas
Trees ($3.7M)

— Rollout Carts — Purchase and Maintenance ($1.6M)

@ Issues with Current Practices
CHARLOTTE.

e Approximately 12% of all multi-family (in
complexes of 30 or more) units in Charlotte
choose to pay for private rollout service rather
than the City-subsidized dumpster service

e The 30 unit threshold for rollout service was
based on development trends in the 1990’s

e In 2015, City worked with the Tax Office to
remove the Solid Waste Fee from the units opting
to use private haulers

2/4/2016
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CHARLOTTE.

Options

Recommendation of 2014 Consultant Study and the
Privatization and Competition Advisory Committee (PCAC)

1. Eliminate collection services for multi-family homes
(complexes with five or more units)

2. Revise the City Code to limit provision of collection
services to single family dwellings and special residential
units (duplex, triplex, quadraplex)

3. Eliminate multi-family solid waste fee

9
W,
——— Benchmark Cities — outside NC
CHARLOTTE.
Multi-family Services Charlotte Austin Baltimore Columbus
Size Criteria > 29 units > 4-plex units|> 4-plex units|> 4 attached units

Waste Collection

\Waste Services Trash and Bulky SNP SNP Trash
Provided
Service Frequency Weekly SNP SNP Weekly
Service provided by Contracted Hauler SNP SNP City
Recycling Services
Recycling Services Provided Yes SNP SNP 220 Drgp 33
locations
Service Frequency Weekly SNP SNP N/A
Service provided by Contracted Hauler SNP SNP SWACO*
Cost and Funding
MRy SERIES RIETAE General Fund NA NA General Fund
Source
Fees Charged Disposal Only NA NA C_ollectlon e
Disposal
SNP = Service not provided to multi-family complexes larger than specified in the Size Criteria.
NA = Not Applicable
*- Solid Waste Authority of Central Ohio 10

2/4/2016



@ Benchmark Cities — inside NC
CHARLOTTE.

Multi-family Services Charlotte Greensboro Raleigh
Size Criteria > 29 units > 8 units® > units?
Waste Collection
\Waste Services Trash and Bulky Trash, Bulky and Yard SNP
Provided Waste
Weekly (cart)
Service Frequency Weekly 1-5 times week SNP
dumpster
Service provided by Contracted Hauler City SNP
Recycling Services
Recycling Services Provided Yes SNP SNP3
Service Frequency Weekly Bi-Weekly SNP
Service provided by Contracted Hauler City SNP
Cost and Funding
Multi-family Service Funding 4
Source General Fund General Fund NA
. . . Service
= Ch d
ees Charge Disposal Only Collection and Disposal Dependent

1- Provides Dumpster or semi-automated cart service to multi-family units.
2- Raleigh considers properties with greater than five units to be multi-family and does not offer service to
such properties; however, this is a relatively new policy and there are some legacy customers with up to
twenty-five units that continue to receive service as of this report.
3- Provides drop boxes if requested by complex
4- System funding source is Enterprise Fund as of FY 2013
11

«a» Service Model Change Impact

CHARLOTTE.

Impact Current Service Model # Units Change to fl?\?tlsice fodell¥ Change to Service Model
# # Private | Dumpster, Private |Dumpster/| Annual Savings / Cost Avoidance
Unit Count | C I Units | Curbside| Hauler |Compa Curbside| Hauler |Compactor]| Estimate*
11% 12% 78% 0% 100%| 0% FY17 FY18
>4 Units 1,398 152,348 16,230 17,695 118,423 152,348 $3.27M - $3.62M| $3.48M - $3.85M

*Includes proposed multi-family unit growth, projected tipping fee and contract pricing increases

12
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CHARLOTTE.

Summary

e Option 1 - Eliminate collection services for multi-family homes

(complexes with five or more units)

Advisory Committee (PCAC)

Consistent with service provided by other Cities of comparable size
Savings/cost-avoidance of $3.2 — $3.8 million

Approximately 135,000 multi-family units would shift to private hauler

Recommendation of 2014 Consultant Study & Privatization and Competition

e Option 2 - Continue current service provision for multi-family

homes

13
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CHARLOTTE.
Charlotte City Council

Environment Committee

Meeting Summary for March 14, 2016

COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS

l. Subject: Update on Solid Waste Multi-family Service
Action: None

I1. Subiject: Urban Forestry Management Plan
Action: None

1. Subject: Drinking Water Quality
Action: None

COMMITTEE INFORMATION

Present: John Autry, James Mitchell, Patsy Kinsey, Claire Fallon
Time: 12:00 to 1:20 p.m.
ATTACHMENTS

1. Agenda Package
2. Charlotte’s Urban Forestry Management Plan.ppt
3. Drinking Water Quality.ppt

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS

Chairman Autry called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the room to introduce
themselves. He then turned it over to Assistant City Manager Hyong Yi.

l. Update on Solid Waste Multi-family Service

Mr. Yi provided the Committee a brief update around the discussion of Solid Waste Service’s
multi-family service. Staff has had two community forums and Council has received feedback



Environment Committee

Meeting Summary for March 14, 2016
Page 2 of 2

from those. Staff learned how these options might impact homeowners and property tax payers
and as a result have gone back and looked at drafting some other options for the Council’s
consideration. Something learned during the process is when the County tax assessor classifies a
property as a multi-family; it encompasses a lot of other property types including townhomes,
condos and apartment buildings. In order to understand the impact, staff will analyze them as
condos, townhomes and apartment buildings and not as multifamily. Some of the feedback will
be processed by staff and presented as alternative options to the City Manager and the City
Council, with the idea that it will go through the budget workshop process and then all
information will get processed into the Manager’s recommended budget with what he proposes
should be done. At this point, there is no recommendation from staff.

Il. Urban Forestry Management Plan

Mr. Yi stated this presentation is to inform the Committee how we will achieve the goal of 50%
coverage by 2050 as well as how we are managing this tree canopy we have. Gina Shell
introduced Tim Porter, City Arborist, Erin Oliverio, Tree Canopy Manager and Dave Cable,
TreesCharlotte Director. Ms. Oliverio reviewed the Charlotte’s Urban Forestry Management
Plan (copy attached). She discussed the City’s role in protection, planting, maintenance, and
management of the trees and tree canopy. Mr. Cable discussed TreesCharlotte collaborative
effort with the City and community partners. He reviewed the different planting locations and
the community-driven Urban Forestry Management Plan, the importance of that Plan and the
major milestones and timing for the plan to be finalized. As of now, the Plan is on track to be
presented to City Council in the fall of 2016

The Committee thanked staff and Mr. Cable for the presentation and the great work around the
Urban Forestry Management Plan.

I11. Drinking Water Quality

Mr. Yi introduced Barry Gullet, Charlotte Water Director. Mr. Gullet stated that the goals of this
presentation is to brief the Committee on how Charlotte Water makes drinking water safe, the
background about proposed water treatment changes and to prepare the Committee for an
upcoming RCA around construction needed for the recommended treatment changes. He then
reviewed the “Drinking Water Quality” presentation (copy attached). The Committee received
information on the fundamentals of water treatment, the current treatment process, the proposed
change in the process and some results/effects of the proposed change. Mr. Gullet also briefly
discussed lead and lead regulations in drinking water.

Meeting is adjourned at 1:20 p.m.



Environment Committee

Monday, March 14, 2016; 12:00 — 1:30 p.m.
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center
Room 280

Committee Members: John Autry, Chair

Staff Resource:

James Mitchell, Vice Chair
Claire Fallon

Patsy Kinsey

Al Austin

Hyong Yi, City Manager’s Office

AGENDA

Update on Solid Waste Multi-family Service

Staff Resource: Hyong Yi, City Manager’s Office

Staff will provide an update on the review of Solid Waste multi-family collection service
focusing on the results of the two public forums that have been held.

Action: None, for information only.

Urban Forestry Management Plan
Staff Resource: Gina Shell, Erin Oliverio and Tim Porter, E&PM
Dave Cable, TreesCharlotte
Staff will introduce plans for creating an urban forestry management plan, the next step
in the City's 50% canopy by 2050 strategy.
Action: None, for information only.

Drinking Water Quality

Staff Resource: Barry Gullet, Charlotte Water

Charlotte Water will present information about drinking water quality and a related
construction contract coming to Council for consideration.

Action: None, for information only.

Next Meeting: Monday, April 4 at Noon in Room 280

Distribution: City Council Ron Carlee, City Manager Executive Team
Bob Hagemann Stephanie Kelly Environmental Cabinet
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CHARLOTTE.

ENGINEERING & PROPERTY
MANAGEMENT

Charlotte’s Urban Forestry
Management Plan

The Playbook for Managing our Tree Canopy

@ Outline

CHARLOTTE.

Review of Policies and Objectives
Accomplishments and Milestones

City Roles

TreesCharlotte

Introduction of Management Plan Concept
Path Forward

= % & % ¥ %
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— Meet Policy Objectives

ARLOTTE.

Tree canopy goal of 50%6 coverage by 2050
* A rallying cry

* Communication with citizens a key component

Environment Focus Area Plan Goal
* To protect and expand a healthy tree canopy

P

i Accomplishments & Milestones
* 1977: First City Arborist Hired
* 1979 : Tree Ordinance Established
* 2001: First Digital Tree Inventory
%

2008: Canopy Analysis —
* 3% decline in canopy over 7 years

2011: City Council adopts 50 x 50 goal
2012: TreesCharlotte is formed

2014: Canopy Analysis —
*  47% canopy

* 2012 - 2015 : TreesCharlotte Success
Tree Canopy Preservation Program

L 2

L

L 3

3/21/2016



3/21/2016

== City Roles: Protection
CHARLOTTE.
Exhiity g + Tree Ordinance
. * Tree Canopy Preservation Program
“* Acquired: 60+ acres
ey “* Negotiating: additional 130+ acres
b i '“,\\ fe—
\
- . ; Stormwater Carbon
- N - Aé"erpr?gy;:jo_n Intercepted: Dioxide
b 21 595 toﬁs 23,619,808 Sequestered:
! gallons 579,449 tons

CHARLOTTE.
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@ City Roles: Maintenance

CHARLOTTE.

CHARLOTTE.

Cankerworm
* 2016 counts completed

* Monitor defoliation levels

* Monitor Fiery Searcher Beetle

Emerald Ash Borer

* Invasive non-native insect

* Kills all ash trees in affected areas

* Ash is small part of Charlotte’s
urban forest

* Statewide quarantine
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CHARLOTTE.

== City Role: Aging Canopy

TENER

TreesCharlotte is a non-profit partner with the fy |
Charlotte's urban forest by planting 500,000 trees by 2050, promoting
tree stewardship and educating how to plant and preserve trees.

| - v
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TreesCharlotte Collaborative

TreesCharlotte

Private capital for
trees; education &
community
engagement

City of Charlotte
Technical expertise &
support, street tree
programs and capital
project planting

Resilient &
expansive
urban forest
for
generations

Tree Planting Locations & Tree Counts -
Cumulatively 15,000 Containerized Trees

Housing Parks, 274 _Stewardship
Projects, 914 —~— \ " Events, 113

e

Faith Campuses
& Other, 1,467
__Schools, 5,922

NeighborWoods,
5,904

Plus about 12,000 seedlings
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Treea Charlotte

Plant, Preserve & Celebrate! |

Planting Locations
The larger dot
locations have a £
higher concentration |- =)
of planted trees.

Education is®Core to our Mi:

|"

harlotte

1, Preserve & Celebrate!

care and th




«a» Build Upon Success

CHARLOTTE.

Urban Forest

Resilient, Diverse & Healthy

. Tree
Communl_ty Ordinance &

Land Use
Controls

Management Plan

Street Tree
Programs &
Capital
Projects

Community-Driven Urban Forestry

3/21/2016
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«» A Management Plan Is Created

CHARLOTTE. by Engaging the Community

e Promotes awareness of the urban forest resource.

= Fully describes the community’s urban forest goals.

e Creates a plan to reach the community’s goals and
defines responsibilities: “a playbook™.

e Embeds success measures into the plan.

«b, Plans Combine Technical Know-How with

CHARLOTTE. Community Action Strategies

E' . . TR 0 I I 0
& Populus B y: ) e l l n 9
Simon Poplar A A
life expectancy : 6-10 years (<30%

<canol
. h and Oak Trees
t

tree ID: 1024684 iy Edtor

[l Email this tree

Engage with the community Monitor the Resource for Pests and Diseases
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—  Areas of Focus for Charlotte

CHARLOTTE.

iE .
Q Aging Canopy
Urban Forest
"3 Threats
N\ A Species
Diversification

Human Social
Factors

~>
m Volunteer Tree
e}

Planting

Canopy as
Charlotte’s Identity
Trees in a Growing
City
9 Habitat & Wildlife

£y Long Term Policy

UARLOTTY

T

w Stewardship

]

—= Major Milestones

CHARLOTTE.

« Finalize contract with consultant

March

* Begin meeting and developing path forward

« Form stakeholder group to guide plan development
= Implement strategy to engage citizens in plan
April - July * Hold at least 3 focus groups with Charlotte citizens

= Consultant begins writing plan

« Fall 2016 Finalized Plan
e Council approves final plan

August -
December

3/21/2016
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< Path Forward

CHARLOTTE.

* Environment Committee Recommendations

* City Council Presentation

* Regularly update Council on community engagement
opportunities

* Present plan for City Council adoption fall 2016

* Provide implementation updates at least annually

3/21/2016
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CHARLOTTE Drinking Water

W‘)TER Quality

Environment Committee
March 14, 2016

9 < g i d 2
Q } "-\ '?b }f ?
e N %

. \\‘ ‘ ’ . . . CHARLOTT:
‘1 \‘ \ K » .

.

Goals

* Understand how we make Charlotte Water safe
* Background about proposed water treatment changes

* Prepare for RCA about construction needed for
treatment changes




Safe Water in Charlotte

» High quality water supply source
* Modern, well-maintained treatment plants
» Staff who are committed, knowledgeable, well trained
 Distribution system operation and maintenance
» Sampling and analysis from source to tap
» Customer confidence is vital
- Contributes to quality of life
- Supports economic development
- Contributes to sustainability of the Utility

CHARLOTTE

W{TER

Fundamentals of Water Treatment

* Remove contaminants by physical/chemical treatment

* Disinfect to remove harmful bacteria & prevent regrowth
» Adjust acidity/alkalinity of water for optimum treatment

» Make the water less corrosive

* Recognize and understand interaction between treatment
processes, changes that take place between treatment
and customer, and water quality goals

3/21/2016



CHARLOTTE

 Drinking water quality can deteriorate as it ages in transit from the
plant to the customer

» Growth=sp longer and larger pipes = older water in the system

* Less water usage per capita=sp older water in the system

» Proposed changes reduce deterioration of water quality as it ages

 Provide flexibility to adapt to variations in source water and new
regulations while ensuring reliable, high quality drinking water

CHARLOTTE

Current Treatment Process Summary

 Drinking water pH is adjusted upward (less acidic) with
lime (calcium carbonate)

 Calcium carbonate coats inside of pipes to prevent
corrosion and reduce bacteria growth potential in pipes

» Water is produced with a pH higher (7.8 — 8.5) than
neutral to make water less corrosive to pipes and
plumbing

3/21/2016
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: e : ‘ . CHARLOTTE
i A -« \‘ &\ “,4

LY

Water Treatment Requires Balanced Approach

» Higher pH and increased water age contribute to
formation of disinfection by-products (trihalomethanes or
THMSs)

* THM water quality standards are more stringent than
before 2013

» Lowering pH without other changes increases the
corrosivity of water to pipes and plumbing

. \\“- . : l CHARLOTTE
| ‘l \‘ \ -/

Proposed Change

» Use orthophosphate / polyphosphate blend to control
corrosion

» Changed corrosion control strategy allows lower pH

* Phosphate compounds will produce a coating on the
inside of pipes similar to the effect of lime

* Reduce pH of water to 7.0 — 7.5 to reduce THM formation
potential




i »
'  GRAPHIC FROM REBECCA WILLIAMS / MICHIGAN RADIO

CHARLOTTE
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Current Status

 Alternatives studied and planned for more than 2 years
» Requires installation of chemical feed systems at water plants
» Council has approved pre-purchase of chemical tanks

 Contract for installation of tanks and other equipment to Council for
consideration on March 28

 Transition planning is on-going
e Communication plan being developed

 Transition tentatively planned to begin fall 2017

3/21/2016



T8 2
CHARLOTTE
i~
s
Results of Change
e Lower pH may require some industrial/commercial customers
to adjust their internal processes
* Managed program of flushing additional water from hydrants
during transition period
* Increased testing during transition period
» More consistent water quality throughout system
 Corrosion control process is maintained
L ] 5
CHARLOTTE
i~
s

What About Lead?

 Lead dissolves in water when corrosion protection is not
effective — Charlotte has and will have effective corrosion
control processes in place

» Some older cities have an abundance of lead pipes —
Charlotte has very few so exposure is very limited

* Homes built prior to 1986 are more likely to have copper
plumbing joined with lead-based solder — Corrosion
control process coats the lead-based solder so it doesn’t
dissolve into the water

3/21/2016
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Water Service Connection

Lead Gooseneck ‘

PROPERTY LINE |

STOP & WASTE
VALVE

il

OWNER'S RESPONSIBILITY

Not to scale
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Charlotte Water Growth
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CHARLOTTE

Lead Regulation in Drinking Water

Rules are made by U.S. EPA, administered by N.C. Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ)

Charlotte has history of very low lead levels, so EPA protocol is for
reduced testing frequency (every 3 years)

Samples are collected inside homes by customers after no water use
for at least 6 hours (“first draw”)

Homes sampled are selected on “worst case” basis according to U.S.
EPA criteria

If 90% of the samples tested have lead levels below 15 parts/billion,
the system is deemed “in compliance”

Testing is to demonstrate that corrosion control process is working
U.S. EPAIs reviewing rules now and changes may be forthcoming

e

CHARLOTTE

Charlotte Water Actions

Developing expanded lead testing program — more samples,
more often

Communication with customers about test results
Water quality test results on Charlottewater.org

Reducing potential issues by replacing or rehabilitating old
pipes through our Community Investment Program (CIP)

Coordinating with Mecklenburg County Health officials to
detect any possible public health issues

3/21/2016
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Questions?




<> Charlotte City Council

" Transportation & Planning Committee

Meeting Summary for April 11, 2016

COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS

l. Subject: Charlotte MOVES: A Transportation and Planning Workshop
Update

Action: For information only

I1. Subject: Development Ordinance & Policy Update
Action: For information only

I11. Subject: Transportation Action Plan (TAP)
Action: For information only

COMMITTEE INFORMATION

Present: Vi Lyles, John Autry, Patsy Kinsey, Greg Phipps, Kenny Smith

Time: 2:03 p.m. —4:09 p.m.

ATTACHMENTS

Handouts
Agenda

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS

Committee Chair Lyles called the meeting to order at 2:03 p.m. and asked everyone in the room
to introduce themselves.

Campbell: The first item will provide an update on the initial public kickoff for the variety of
transportation and planning initiatives we have underway. Ed McKinney will give an update on
the second item on the Development Ordinance process. The Camiros consultant is here to
provide explanations of approaches that will prompt discussion with the Committee. The third
item is the the Transportation Action Plan, which needs your feedback in order to take
additional steps regarding public engagement opportunities. We want to make sure we’re
appropriately messaging information. Lastly, I would like to add a traffic calming policy topic
under upcoming topics. With that, I’ll turn the meeting over to Ben Miller.



Transportation & Planning Committee

Meeting Summary for April 11, 2016
Page 2 of 4

Questions & Answers

Charlotte MOVES: A Transportation and Planning Workshop Update
Ben Miller, Transportation

Phipps: Will this be the prototype for future meetings in other parts of town?

Miller: I don’t know if they’ll always go out together, but there will be definitely be pieces of
this that can travel together.

Autry: By the time our population is 1.2 million, how far in the hole will we be to accommodate
the needs of that many people?

Pleasant: The Transportation Action Plan will begin to catalogue by quantity of product that you
want to deliver (numbers of intersections, miles of bikeway and sidewalk). We’ll cover that in
the next presentation, and then we’ll bring back to you what that looks like with a projected
dollar amount over 25 years.

1. Development Ordinance & Policy Update
Ed McKinney, Planning
Tony Lathrop, Planning Commission
Arista Strungys, Camiros

Lyles: Does “form” mean we choose the exterior and what goes on inside is fairly wide open
(See slide 12 of the attached Planning Charlotte’s Future presentation)?

Strungys: To various degrees. It’s rare you’ll find a form-based code that doesn’t implement
some use control.

Lyles: You said Buffalo is using a form-based code?

Strungys: Yes, they are in the public hearing stage of doing a citywide form-based code.
Lyles: Has the Planning Commission seen this presentation?

Lathrop: We’ve seen a lot of it, so this is pretty familiar to us.

Smith: How do we account for the unknown? In other words, how do we let the community
know that when they buy a house somewhere the area change over time?

McKinney: We are doing two things to make sure it’s more predictable for the community. We
realized we needed to identify and define the tools and language we use to predict what type of
place will develop with the community. Having the right zoning tools in place will get us there.
It’s never going to be that clean and simple, but we recognize the zoning tool we now have
leaves a lot of gaps. We designed the place-based foundation and the hybrid approach to the
ordinance to help bridge those gaps.



Transportation & Planning Committee

Meeting Summary for April 11, 2016
Page 3 of 4

Autry: How do we avoid the potential for creating new enclaves?

Strungys: Zoning alone can’t do that. Zoning deals with the physical development of a piece of
property. Some things to think about discussing are affordable housing bonuses or requirements,
or allowing housing diversity within a district.

Autry: Would corrective rezonings be part of this exercise?

McKinney: That’s a key topic we’ll discuss. We have to make sure we’ve got the tools we all
agree on first.

I11.  Transportation Action Plan (TAP)
Norm Steinman, Transportation
Danny Pleasant, Transportation

Lyles: Regarding expanding networks and multi-modal, how do you incorporate that a lot of
our networks were built on one mode (see slide 7 of the attached Transportation Action Plan
presentation)?

Steinman: That is an excellent question. That’s what I call a physics problem. There may not be
space for everything to be done perfectly in all of the street segments. Part of that will be
handled in the ordinance update to see how they’ll deal with that in the future, and part will be
handled through capital projects. It’s a work in progress.

Lyles: When you do the Morehead storm water pipe work, do we replace the sidewalk, curb and
gutter out of this budget, out of Storm Water’s budget, or is it a negotiation (see slide 9 of the

attached Transportation Action Plan presentation)?

Pleasant: The utility will pay to restore anything that existed. If we negotiate an upgrade, then
we might participate in that.

Lyles: Asheville got a quite zone in less than three months and I don’t think they had to pay for
it (see slide 10 of the attached Transportation Action Plan presentation).

Phipps: We were clamoring for quiet zones in northeast Charlotte for many years. Given the
cost, do we weigh them against what we want in other areas?

Campbell: You’ll receive an update on Quiet Zones at your April 25 dinner meeting.

Pleasant: We can get and share with you an idea of the cost.

Phipps: Are farm to market road projects casualties of the TAP now?

Steinman: Not at all. They are included in the first category to upgrade as many farm to market

roads as we can based on available funding and staff resources (see slide 12 of the attached
Transportation Action Plan presentation).



Transportation & Planning Committee

Meeting Summary for April 11, 2016
Page 4 of 4

Phipps: What is the difference between protected and buffered bike lanes?

Steinman: The standard bike lane is separated from motor vehicles by paint, usually just one
stripe. A buffered bike lane is separated from motor vehicles by more paint or more space
between the bike lane and the motor vehicle travel lanes. A protected bike lane is separated
from motor vehicles by parked cars or something physical like landscaping or even more paint
and something physical (see slide 14 of the attached Transportation Action Plan presentation).

Lyles: Can we include neighboring towns in addition to NCDOT (see slide 16 of the attached
Transportation Action Plan presentation)?

Pleasant: All the work you are doing now on the TAP loads into the CTP, which is inclusive of
the entire MPO area.

Autry: Earlier, we talked about metrics and gathering that information. What do we use?
Technology or people on the street doing hand counts?

Steinman: I would like to come back and present the difference between metrics and goals. We
have a lot of information, and already use up to date technology to collect a lot of information.
Much of what I’ve heard you discuss here before is about goals. Should we have goals and what
should they be? We want to be measured on what we’re producing. How much we are adding to
the network to make it easier and better for people to ride bicycles or to walk. We still have a
way to go.

Autry: Speed humps have not been a line item in the budget for a while, and I really don’t see
the calming effect of speed humps in my neighborhood. Is the height enough?

Pleasant: We design them to the speed limit so if it’s signed 25 mph it’s reasonably comfortable
to cross them, but if you drive over it at 35 or 45 mph, it’s not going to be comfortable.

The meeting adjourned at 4:09.
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CHARLOTTE.

TRANSPORTATION

Charlotte MOVES
Transportation Fair

Transportation & Planning Committee
April 11, 2016

b oo

Did you know...? ((b)

Charlotte will add 400,000 new residents in the next 25 years.  ciunorie
How will we grow? How will we travel? What will we look like?

PUBLIC WORKSHOP
Tuesday, March 22, 2016
4p.m.-8p.m.

Grady Cole Center
310 North Kings Drive, Charlotte, NC

Drop in and learn about plans underway to address Charlotte’s growth and transportation
needs. Come share what you want to see and how you want to move as Charlotte grows.

Charlotte Area Transit System (CATS): Charlotte Department of Transportation (CDOT):
¢ Countywide Transit Service Plan « Transportation Action Plan
¢ Coordinated Human Services Public e Comprehensive Transportation Plan
Transportation Plan (CRTPO regional plan)
¢ LYNXSilver Line Transit Study ¢ Charlotte BIKES
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Department: *  Charlotte WALKS

e Community Character Place Types

[ 4
Visit CDOT's Transportation Plans and Projects page on >
www.charmeck.org for more information. O O E
[ ] [ ]

We look forward to seeing you at the meeting!

Charlotte MOVES

Transportation Fair
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CHARLOTTE.

What we’re asking from you...

g::;YRCOLE ADA Entrance ’1
[ |

Sign-In

Comprehensive
Tranaportation Plan

tte BIKES

Transit Plans (CATS) ‘

Charlotia WALKS

Community Transportation
Character Manual Aetien Plan

m 4~  SlEgnin o ﬂ |

L] This scavenger hint card i your guidebook to participate in the

m Charlotte MOVES Transportation Fair.

CHARLOTTE.

Trivck your progress by collecting stamps on this cand
gps by participating in the public engagement activities for sach of the plans below.

a3

Charolis WATKE?
Pedestrian Plan

Transit System

Collect stamps for all 6 planning efforts to receive a fun prize!

MNAME: PHONE:

(Name and phone iy b s fox e il . Vo 33 108 v 10 B8 et 10 win. Pise miitn Mgty

PERSONA

Name & age: Laura, 45

PERSONA

Name & Age: Mary, 27

Maobility Habits: Drives all over Charlotte, all
day, 7 days a week

Background: Married; 3 children (ages 6,

8, and 12); Stay-at-home Mom; Constantly
shuttling Kids around to school and activities;
Little opportunity to pursue her own interests
and enjoy quality family time

State of Mind: “It's all about timing. If we're
not at home, we're In the car.”

Mobility Habits: €an’t afford a car; Depends
on public transit or friends to get around

Background: Single; 2 children (ages 5
and 7); Works across town; Commutes can
exceed 90 minutes one way

State of Mind: “I feel stuck and
discouraged. | want to provide for my family,
but no matter how hard I try, | can’t seem to
make it.”

4/13/2016
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m Fair Outcome

CHARLOTTE.

m Fair Outcome

CHARLOTTE.

Approximately 100 participants...

How Do You Travel in Charlotte?

90%
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% -
40%
30% -
20%
10% -

0% -

E Currently?
® In the Future?

Driving Walk Bike Transit




. J
P What Did We Hear About the TAP? A ?&
CHARLOTTE. (% e
What transportation investments are important to you?
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CHARLOTTE.
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@ What Did We Hear About Walking?
CHARLOTTE.
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-
; srsoed What types of treatments make G’b)
. 4 SAFE you feel the safest when you walk? "o
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What does
WALKABILITY
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walkabillity, s WE WEED

i i S .
(s L
e S

e

4/13/2016



«_TZ, What Did We Hear About Bicycling?

CHARLOTTE.

f cyclist best describes you? @
Which type of cy

v" 4 = | ride occasionally, mastly for fun or
il exercise
» | usually ride around the
neighborhood of on greenways
= 1 donot like riding on streots with
cars
+ Please use GREEN dots @
| ridde o bike regulary
+ | prafor to ride in bike lanes.
* Ilook for routes away from busher
stroots
* Please use dots _J

= | ride my bike
* | sometimes ride to work or to run
errands

+ 1 will rido on busy streets if itis a
mare direct route

* Please wse RED dots @

L]
Which do you consider the most m
important for cyclists?
Please choose three.

More bike lanes

<D
CHARLOTTE.
LYNX Silver Line Transit Study
w77 ] T A
“. a
L] a f
: //'_... ;/f —

¢ Define a rail fixed guideway alignment

« Provide an interim bus transit strategy

« Develop strategies to protect and
preserve the rail alignment

Countywide Transit Services Plan

¢ LYNX BLE Bus-Rail integration

e Sprinter Enhanced Bus service

e Community Transit Centers

« System wide bus route
enhancements

4/13/2016
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CHARLOTTE.

What Did We Hear About Place Types?

Walkability Need more choices

()

CHARLOTTE.

Recap Video

Charlotte

Transportation

https://youtu.be/E9Qyd2AosFwg

4/13/2016
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CHARLOTTE.

CHARLOTTE-MECKLENBURG
PLANNING

Planning Charlotte’s Future

Development Ordinance & Policy Update

Transportation & Planning Committee
April 11, 2016

@ Ordinance Foundation & Approach
CHARLOTTE.

Development » Overview & Framework
Ordinance & Policy . consultant Introduction & Scope of
Update Work

* Place-Based Foundation

» Discussion Topics:
- Hybrid Approach
- Unified Development Ordinance

- Conditional Rezoning

* Process & Next Steps




@ Why a New Ordinance?
CHARLOTTE.

e Lacks clear vision of the

Why a New Ordinance? community we want to
create
Our Development Ordinance(s) do

not adequately reflect the character « Amendments have

or vision of Charlotte as it grows created a Development
Code that is difficult to
use & understand

e Reliance on Conditional
rezonings indicates that
the current districts are
inadequate

e Technical conflicts and
inconsistencies between
Ordinances

8

@ Goals of a New Ordinance
CHARLOTTE.

Vision Refine tools to support our community
and economic development vision

Alignment Ordinance(s) that are aligned to work
in concert to implement adopted
plans and policies

Predictability Clear and predictable tools & process
with standards that result in better
development

Clarity Simplify terms and create common
language; understandable for all
users

4/13/2016



]

CHARLOTTE.

City Council
Strategic Policy Objectives: (2016)

« Ensure all residents and visitors are safe

« Build and preserve vibrant and diverse
neighborhoods

« Provide economic opportunity to increase
upward mobility

« Facilitate and invest in innovation and
intentional growth of the city with
sustainable infrastructure

« Connect people and places by foot, bike,
transit, and car, safely and effectively for
people of all ages

¢ Advance a clean and health environment

Goals of a New Ordinance

Planning Commission
Livable City Guiding Principles: (2016)

« Create a state-of-the-art transportation
system

« Promote a mix of land uses
« Ensure access to affordable housing

¢ Build vibrant and activity-filled public
streets and open spaces

« Promote access to affordable and
healthy/local foods

« Protect the air we breathe

CHARLOTTE.

camiros

Consultant Team Introduction

Extensive Experience in:

Planning, Urban Design & Zoning

Drafting Ordinances and Unified
Development Ordinances

Administration & implementation of
zoning ordinances

Local Support Team

Public Outreach &

(Wray Ward)

Visualizations & 3D
Communication Modeling

(Bergman)

State Statutes & Local
Zoning Authority

(Parker Poe)

4/13/2016



@ Ordinance Foundation & Approach
CHARLOTTE.
Foundation & « Define approach & goals
Approach

e Define the Community Character
Scope Phase 1: policy (Place-types)

e Establish the type and
organization of Ordinance

» Define process and engagement
plan

m Ordinance Foundation & Approach

CHARLOTTE.

Placed-Based Foundation: Align zoning districts with “Charlotte
places” to implement the vision in our plans and policies

Key Discussion Topics:

e Hybrid Approach: Utilize zoning techniques (e.g., form-based
and performance standards) based on the intent and needs of
the district

e Unified Development Ordinance: Combine development
ordinances in one place to eliminate inconsistencies and create
a streamlined process and user understanding

e Conditional Rezoning: Less reliance, create clearer and
predictable districts that lead to desired development by-right

4/13/2016
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@ Place Types: Building on an existing foundation
CHARLOTTE.

FUTURE

Place Types and
Community Types

14-county, bi-state regional

pLACE TYPEg

public process (2005-2008) Place TypeS
3 year process _ From Working Farms to
Public, Private and Nonprofit . Metropolitan Centers

80+ Public Engagement Opportunities
400+ Regional Leaders

60 Local Governments & Government
Agencies

8,400 individuals participated

K Gl'fﬂ
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CHARLOTTE.

Place-Based Ordinance S

Foundation foundation for zoning districts
Community Character Manual e Place types reinforce existing
(CCM) quality & character and/or

Place Types: Building on an existing foundation

Place-types will function as the

facilitate change where desired

*  Place types established by the
CCM will provide clear link to
Zoning Map

Each place type may result in
\ multiple zoning districts

11
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CHARLOTTE.

Hybrid Approach

Implements the Place-Based
Foundation

The places of Charlotte dictate the
controls needed

Ordinance Foundation & Approach

Range of Approaches:
1. Conventional - Use-based districts

2. Negotiated — Negotiate specific standards
& uses

3. Performance - Focuses on impacts

4. Form-Based - Controls on form of the built
environment, both public & private, & less
emphasis on uses

12
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CHARLOTTE.

Ordinance Foundation & Approach

Hybrid Approach

Places of Charlotte dictate the controls needed

ran5|t QrJEQ_LI_QCL 3

il
* PFRNE e
Industnal

« Needs both form & use controls « Needs to control impacts &

prevent use encroachment

13

P

CHARLOTTE.

Ordinance Foundation & Approach

Hybrid Ordinance — Example

Graphic & User-friendly

4/13/2016
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CHARLOTTE.

Unified Development
Ordinance (UDO)

Why?

Ordinance Foundation & Approach

Coordinates all key development
regulations

Aligns approval procedures
Eliminates inconsistencies

Coordinates private realm with public
realm

Provides a comprehensive picture of
desired development

Future investors understand what's
required of them

Neighbors have confidence in adjacent
development

15

]

CHARLOTTE.

Unified Development
Ordinance (UDO)

What?

Ordinance Foundation & Approach

Evaluating the incorporation of the Zoning
Ordinance with:

Subdivisions (Chapter 20)

Streets, Sidewalks & Other Public Places
(Chapter 19)

Post-Construction Stormwater Controls
(Chapter 18)

Trees (Chapter 21)
Floodplain Regulations (Chapter 9)
Erosion Control (Chapter 17)

Driveway/Access Regulations

16
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CHARLOTTE.

Ordinance Foundation & Approach

113 ¢ Reduce reliance (currently 80% of
Conditional ek
Rezon I ng . Enhance base districts
e Create new districts (based on Place-
types
e Incorporate form-based standards to
ensure predictable outcomes
17
@
@ Process & Schedule

CHARLOTTE.

6 Months

Phase 1 & 2

June

PHASE 1: Foundation &

Approach

«  Define approach & goals

»  Define process and
engagement plan

*  Define the Community
Character policy

«  Establish the type and
organization of Ordinance

PHASE 2: Community Character

Policy

«  Create a policy foundation that
links to new Ordinance.

18 Months

TBD

PHASE 3: Draft Ordinance Phase 4

Develop Draft Ordinance

Public & Stakeholder

Engagement PHASE 4: Adoption
Technical Review .« Complete public

review & adoption

PHASE 3: Community
Character Review &
Mapping

Public & Stakeholder
Engagement

Mapping Review

18
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«_TZ,, Ordinance Foundation & Approach
CHARLOTTE.
Next Steps April:
e UDO Technical coordination with
Consultant
e Council Zoning Dinner Briefing
May:
e Full Council Work Session
e TAP — Public Process & Scope
June:
e Council approval of contract for UDO
19
@
«_'Z,, Ordinance Foundation & Approach

CHARLOTTE.

Charlotteudo.org

20

4/13/2016
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CHARLOTTE.

TRANSPORTATION

Transportation Action Plan
Plan Elements

Transportation & Planning Committee

@ b = oo @

P, Planning to create a Great City

CHARLOTTE.

___i.,:'h ] |-

—— Charloft

4/13/2016



0] Planning to Move People and Goods

CHARLOTTE.

v,

Swe,
{
»

Va.

TN,

CHARLOTTE.

Purpose of Presentation

e Affirm current

policies

e Discuss

recommended

new policies

e \What else should

we be
considering?

4/13/2016
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P Charlotte’s TAP flud 2
CHARLOTTE. GO | =
— City’s vision for smra s Cliy oBChaiote

ANAON

transportation
— One document for goals,
policies, strategies, programs,
and projects
— Adopted by City Council in 2006
— Updated and readopted
every 5 years (2011 & 2016)

m . ' & Yoar Update

i Adopted by City Council: August 22, 2011
CHARLOTTE Original Adoption: May 22, 2006

«b) TAP’s 5 Goals ﬁg A
(‘.ll.-r,()'l'll (% iEi

Goal 1 — Implement Centers, Corridors & Wedges
Goal 2 — Create complete streets and networks
Goal 3 — Collaborate with local/regional partners

Goal 4 — Communicate the City’s vision

Goal 5 - Seek funding for projects

4/13/2016



@ 2016 TAP Update Themes

CHARLOTTE.

* Upgrade and maintain multi-modal
networks

* Expand networks to serve 25 year growth
in travel

* Increase clarity and linkages between
TAP policies and city activities

«_'» Components of Streets System
CHARLOTTE.

A City of 1.2 million people requires a
complete fransportation system:

Maintenance
Technology
Safety

Complete Streets
Walkability
Bicycle Travel
Placemaking
Preserve Opportunities

T

O O R

4/13/2016
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@ Maintenance
CHARLOTTE.

Existing Policies/Objectives:
e Maintain pavement condition rating of 90

e Upgrade signs and markings to meet higher
visibility standards

e Replace sidewalk (160 miles)
= Replace curb and gutter (100 miles)

Proposed Policy/Objective:
e None recommended

—= Technology

CHARLOTTE.

Existing Policies/Objectives:

e Optimize signal system communication
Upgrade and maintain signals at intersections
Upgrade Traffic Management Center technology

Install streetlights on thoroughfares not presently
illuminated (125 miles)

Improve railroad grade crossings (150)

Proposed Policies/Objectives:
e Implement Train Quiet Zones




B2 Safety

CHARLOTTE.

Existing Policy/Objective:

e Construct projects that improve the safety of all
users (40)

Proposed Policy/Objective:

» Implement Vision Zero to reduce fatal crashes
and serious injuries

B2 Complete Streets

CHARLOTTE.

Existing Policies/Objectives:

= Upgrade/construct roadways (100 projects)
e Upgrade intersections (40)

» Replace bridges (10)

Proposed Policy/Objective:
= Construct smaller-scope projects (200)

4/13/2016



I Walkability

CHARLOTTE.

Existing Policies/Objectives:
= Construct new sidewalks (250 miles)
= Implement safe-routes-to-schools projects (20)

Proposed Policies/Objectives:
= Construct street crossings (250)
e Implement ADA retrofit projects

- Bicycle Travel

CHARLOTTE.

Existing Policy/Objective:

e Construct bikeway projects, including buffered
bike lanes and off-street paths (250 miles)

Proposed Policy/Objective:
= Construct bike/ped connections (80)

4/13/2016
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—_— Placemaking
CHARLOTTE.

Existing Policies/Objectives:

e Implement station area projects (2 corridors)

= Implement projects in mixed-use activity centers
(5 centers)

e Implement area plan projects (20)

e Construct traffic calming projects

Proposed Policy/Objective:

e Construct streetscape/pedscape projects

e Preserve Opportunities

CHARLOTTE.

Existing Policies/Objectives:

* Provide funds for advance acquisition of priority
right-of-way parcels

e Partner with private developers to create better
projects
e Partner with NCDOT to create better projects

* Prepare design/preliminary engineering for
selected future projects

Proposed Policy/Objective:
e None recommended

4/13/2016



< Next Steps for the TAP

CHARLOTTE.

e Spring/Summer 2016
— Ongoing Public Involvement

e May/June T&P
Committee
— Charlotte Bikes
— Charlotte Walks
— TAP Questions

- Fall 2016

— Plan Review
— T&P Committee Adoption

-— Questions

CHARLOTTE.

4/13/2016
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Planning to create a Great City
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Transportation & Planning Committee
Monday, April 11, 2016
2:00—-4:30 p.m.
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center
Room 280

Committee Members: Vi Lyles, Chair

John Autry

Patsy Kinsey
Greg Phipps
Kenny Smith

Staff Resource: Debra Campbell, City Manager’s Office

AGENDA

Charlotte MOVES: A Transportation and Planning Workshop Update — 10 minutes

Resource: Ben Miller, Transportation

Staff will present the results of the Charlotte MOVES Transportation Fair, which was held at the Grady Cole
Center on March 22, 2016. The fair served as the public kickoff to a number of plans the TAP Committee
will consider in 2016. The content and input opportunities at the fair will serve as models for future ‘pop-
up’ meetings at community events throughout Charlotte.

Action: For information only

Development Ordinance & Policy Update— 45 minutes

Resource: Ed McKinney, Planning

Staff will introduce the consultant hired for this initiative and provide an update on the development
ordinance and place-based policy efforts. This update will focus on the unified development ordinance
approach and ordinance type.

Action: For information only

Transportation Action Plan (TAP) — 30 minutes

Resource: Norm Steinman, Transportation

Staff will describe the eight elements necessary to create, operate and maintain a street network that is
convenient, safe and comfortable for motorists, pedestrians and bicyclists. Staff will also present the types
of activities or actions recommended to be implemented during the next 25 years in order to achieve the
TAP’s goals.

Action: For information only

v. Upcoming Topics — 5 minutes

Topic Meeting Date Lead Dept.
Development Ordinance Update On-going as needed Planning
Permitting and Inspection Process On-going as needed Manager’s Office
Review
TAP/CTP Bike and Pedestrian Plan On-going as needed CcDboT
Focus Area Plan On-going as needed Manager’s Office
Parkwood Avenue and The Plaza On-going as needed CDOT

Next Scheduled Meeting: May 9 at 2:00 p.m.

Distribution:  Mayor & City Council
Ben Miller

Ron Carlee, City Manager
Ed McKinney

Leadership Team Transportation Cabinet
Norm Steinman



\\P)/

CHARLOTTE.
Charlotte City Council

Environment Committee
Meeting Summary for May 2, 2016

COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS

l. Subject: Solid Waste Services Ordinance Referral
Action: None

1. Subject: Drought Management and Response
Action: None

1. Subiject: Tree Save Briefing
Action: None

COMMITTEE INFORMATION

Present: John Autry, Patsy Kinsey, Claire Fallon, Al Austin
Time: 12:00 to 1:00 p.m.

ATTACHMENTS

Agenda

Solid Waste Ordinance Review handout
Drought Management.ppt

Tree Save Briefing.ppt

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS

Chairman Autry called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the room to introduce
themselves. He then turned it over to Assistant City Manager Hyong Yi.

MPwnhE

l. Solid Waste Services Ordinance Referral

Mr. Yi directed the Committee to the Solid Waste Ordinance Review handout (copy attached).
He discussed the charge, timeframe, the elements being reviewed, and items staff must consider;
such as interlocal agreements. The Committee further discussed whether they should use a



Environment Committee

Meeting Summary for May 2, 2016
Page 2 of 2

facilitator for this ordinance review process and it was decided that they should lean on the most
knowledgeable staff and outside sources like North Carolina League of Municipalities (NCLM)
and Solid Waste Association of North Carolina (SWANA) to assist in the process.

Il. Drought Management and Response

Ms. Jennifer Frost gave a presentation on Charlotte Water’s Drought Management and Response
(copy attached). Ms. Frost discussed the Catawba-Wateree Drought Management Advisory
Group, reviewed low inflow protocol, the different drought stages, drought criteria and drought
trigger status. A review of lessons learned over the years and the current US drought monitor
was also discussed.

Il1l. Tree Save Briefing

Mr. Dave Weekly and Ms. Laurie Reid-Dukes gave a presentation on the City of Charlotte Tree
Ordinance (copy attached). The presentation reviewed the history of the ordinance, tree save
incentives, the unintended consequences that have come to fruition, and the steps that staff would
like to take to remedy those issues. Mr. Yi advised that the Transportation & Planning
Committee will also see this presentation and since this is a text amendment, it will go through
the zoning process and the Zoning Committee.

The Committee discussed their dissatisfaction with how long this process will take to get
approved by Council and asked that staff relook at the timeline and also requested that they be
able to see a text amendment to react to before going through the stakeholder process.

Meeting is adjourned at 1:00 p.m.



Environment Committee

Monday, May 2, 2016; 12:00 - 1:30 p.m.
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center
Room 280

Committee Members: John Autry, Chair

James Mitchell, Vice Chair
Claire Fallon

Patsy Kinsey

Al Austin

Staff Resource: Hyong Yi, City Manager’s Office

AGENDA

Solid Waste Services Ordinance Referral
Staff Resources: Hyong Yi, City Manager’s Office
Victoria Johnson, Solid Waste Services
Staff will discuss the charge, timeline, and process staff proposes to follow to fulfill the
Council referral on the Solid Waste Ordinance.

Action: None, for information only

Drought Management and Response

Staff Resources: Barry Gullet and Jennifer Frost, Charlotte Water

Charlotte Water is a member of the Catawba-Wateree Drought Management Advisory
Group (DMAG), a regional committee of more than 40 water suppliers and water
managers that oversee the Low Inflow Protocol (LIP). The LIP is designed to coordinate
river basin activities during periods of low rainfall and high temperatures by prioritizing
water uses and actions during water shortages. Staff will present the City's role in the
DMAG and activities during LIP implementation as well as discuss drought stages, last
year's short-term drought and our region's current state.

Action: None, for information only

Tree Save Briefing

Staff Resources: David Weekly, Engineering and Property Management

Laurie Reid Dukes, Engineering and Property Management
The Committee will receive a briefing on tree save incentives in the tree ordinance, the
intent, implementation, and the impact on neighborhoods.

Action: None, for information only

Next Meeting: Monday, June 6 at Noon in Room 280

Distribution:

City Council Ron Carlee, City Manager Executive Team

Bob Hagemann Stephanie Kelly Environmental Cabinet



Solid Waste Ordinance Review (DRAFT) (May 2, 2016)

Charge

Review the City’s Solid Waste Ordinance with the purpose of modernizing the language and

updating the service offerings and the means to fund them
Timeframe

e Six (6) months or through November 2016
Project Elements

e Peerjurisdiction ordinance review
O NCucities
0 Nationwide
e Industry best practice review (ex., NCLM study)
e Meetings with stakeholders (i.e., public, advocates, etc.)
e Progress reports to Environment Committee/Council

Considerations

e Interlocal agreement with the County
e Impact of County contracts
O MREF contract expires 6/30/2019
0 Landfill contract expires 6/30/2020

Deliverable

An updated and revised ordinance reflecting the information obtained from the Project

Elements

Review Team

Staff from Solid Waste Services, City Attorney’s Office, Office of Strategy and Budget, and City

Manager’s Office

Use of a facilitator/consultant to help guide staff work



CHARLOTTE

WbTER Drought Management

City Council Environment Committee
May 2, 2016

—
CHARLOTTE

- W{TER

Established in 2006

40+ Members include:
» Public water suppliers
» Several large industrial users

* NC & SC agencies representing
environment and wildlife resources

* US Geological Survey
* Duke Energy
Oversees the Low Inflow Protocol

Product of Duke Energy’s
relicensing process

5/25/2016
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Low Inflow Protocol

* Drought management plan
» Sets conservation priorities during drought conditions
» Prescribes actions to ensure coordinated response
» Outlines criteria for entering and exiting Drought
Stages
» Calls for members to maintain Water Shortage
Management Plans

CHARLOTTE

e . T 5 = T
P ' CHARLOTTE

v

Stage 4
‘ Stage 3 Emergency
Extreme
4 Stagde 2 conditions
Mandatory
\S/tTge 1 water use

oluntary restrictions
Stage 0 conservation
Drought
watch

Each stage calls for specific actions by DMAG members and
specific water use reduction goals

4
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Reduction Goal

typical customer)

Watch

3% - 5%

Voluntary (157 - 262)
5% - 10%
Mandatory (262 —524)

10% - 20%

Extreme (524 - 1047)

Maintain essential

Emergency

lower drought
response stage

(Monthly gallons for

water uses & achieve

Voluntary Actions

Reductions:
-Discretionary water uses

Reductions:
-Community & Business uses

-Industries asked to implement
conservation plans

CHARLOTTE

Mandatory Actions

None

Restrictions:
-Discretionary water uses

Restrictions:
-Discretionary water uses
-Community & Business uses

Restrictions:

-Discretionary water uses
-Community & Business uses
Water use limited to essential

uses only 5

e e
\ a CHARLOTTE
-
. - 1\
A ' \a
A
Water Use : : : .
Essential Community & Business Discretio
Type
water necessary to  water that is critical to the function  water for activities that are
Definition maintain public health  of a business or institution or has deemed elective or non-
and safety significant value to the community essential
¢ Sustaining human ¢ Watering plant stock at T
. Turf irrigation of personal
health and safety nurseries, tree farms -
RS ] ] property lacking plant,
< Fighting fires « Commercial car washing .
) . - . zone and rain sensors
« Testing for public * Maintaining community pools
- L Ornamental water use —
Examples safety standards « Agricultural applications . .
i . A . fountains, decorative use
« Continued operation « Drip irrigation/hand applied ] )
Water to fill or re-fill pools
of water system water to trees, plant beds . .
; . - : Noncommercial car/vehicle
« Operation of medical « Water used in production of a )
s washing
care facilities product
6

5/25/2016
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Drought Stage Criteria

CHARLOTTE

Robust modeling process used to develop drought stage criteria:
» Ratio of lake levels to target lake levels

» Ratio of stream flows to six month average stream flows

» Three month average US Drought Monitor

Moving into the next drought stage requires a change in lake levels and either a
change in stream flows or a change in US Drought Monitor

Moving out of a drought stage requires an improvement in all three criteria

US Drought Monitor is a criteria for the LIP Drought Stage — LIP focuses on
water supply

=3
CHARLOTTE

5/25/2016
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Lessons Learned and Changes Since 2008 Drought

Changes to rate methodology

« Shifts in revenue stream from volumetric to fixed fees

» Stabilizes revenue to better withstand extreme climate events
and subsequent fluctuations in water demands

» Recovers costs more appropriately
* Maintains tier structure to incentivize conservation

Smart Irrigation program
* Incentive for installation of efficient irrigation systems
Social media and smart phones

N\ 2 Witer

Charlotte Water Drought Watch (Stage 0) Activities

Communication! often and early

» Various target audiences including businesses
» Using a variety of communication tools
Department-wide water conservation

» Evaluating operations for timing and priority
City Departments & Towns

* Water conservation communication and operations
coordination

Stage 2 preparations— Mandatory restrictions
» Enforcement
Coordination with region through DMAG

10
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Although the US Drought U.S. Drought Monitor e ame.
Monitor indicates Abnormally Southeast i sam DT

Dry (DO) conditions, the LIP is e
currently at Normal s [war| 072|220 | om [0 [ 0m
Lake levels are above targets 2
and six-month average stream b el el el
flows are above targets e — ": -

LIP Drought Stages are
currently evaluated on the first
business day of the month

US Drought Monitor updates
are released every Thursday NS OK

Mip#.rdmughhlnnnuwnl.'ﬁl{

CHARLOTTE

WbTER Questions?

Updates are at charlottewater.org during
Drought Watch stage




CHARLOTTE.
ENGINEERING & PROPERTY
MANAGEMENT

City of Charlotte Tree Ordinance

Single Family Tree Save Briefing

May 2, 2016

m Overview

CHARLOTTE.

e Purpose and history of Tree Ordinance

e Single family development: incentives for
increasing tree save

e Examples of parcels using incentives
= Concerns with incentives

e Addressing concerns with incentives
* Next Steps

5/25/2016



@ Purpose of the Tree Ordinance
CHARLOTTE.

* Preservation and planting of trees to maintain
and enlarge the tree canopy cover across the city

= Tree save
» Tree planting

@ Why Trees are Important
CHARLOTTE.

« Aesthetics
e Oxygen production

» One large tree can supply a day's oxygen for four people
e Temperature reduction/shade

» Build up of heat during the day that is radiated at night
e Energy savings for heating/air

e Increased property values (5 to 15% higher)
* Rent faster and have a higher occupancy rate

< Reduce erosion
e 50% tree canopy goal by 2050

5/25/2016



P Tree Ordinance History

CHARLOTTE.

e 1978 — Tree Ordinance Chapter 21 City Code
adopted

e 1988 — Revised: added tree protection

2000 — Revised: included UMUD and MUDD
zones

e 2002 — Revised: requirements for Single
Family development including incentives to
increase tree save

e 2011 — Revised: required 15% tree save for
commercial development

m Tree Save for

e Single Family Development

e Minimum of 10% of site

required to be preserved
as tree canopy

e Tree save area is platted
and recorded with
Register of Deeds

] « Tree save area

maintained by
Homeowner Association

5/25/2016



m Incentives to Increase Tree Save

CHARLOTTE.

* In 2002, incentives were incorporated into tree
save requirements for single family development
to encourage developers to preserve more than
the minimum 10% tree save:

= Density Bonus
+ Allows for additional houses

e Reduced lot size

(]
m Tree Save Incentive Allows for

CHARIOTTE. a Reduction in Lot Size

» Preserve 10% to 25% in Common Open
Space (COS)

» Preserve greater than 25% in COS

e Lot area and widths are reduced

5/25/2016



@ Unintended Consequences
CHARLOTTE.

» The Tree Save provision was intended for use
in subdivisions as an incentive to save existing
trees

* Individual lots in existing neighborhoods have
applied these incentives resulting in reduced lot
sizes and increased density which is negatively
impacting the character and fabric of some
neighborhoods

@ Unintended Consequences
CHARLOTTE.

» Tree save areas for individual lots are small.
During construction, grading, and demolition of
existing structures, the trees in the tree save
area are often damaged

» Tree save areas established as a result of
incentives applied to individual lots in existing
neighborhoods is administratively burdensome
to enforce in perpetuity

10
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«r» Example 1: Impacts of Reduced Lot Size

anmorte. (10% to 25% Tree Save Preserved)

» Greater than 10% tree save in R4 zoning
results in R4 cluster

» Lot area reduced by 25%
e Lot width reduced from 60 to 50 feet

{

R-3 R-5 R-5 R-6 R-6
R-3 Cluster Cluster Cluster Cluster
Min. Lot Area 10,0001 8,000 8,000 |6,000 6,000 | 4,500 4,500 | 3,500
Min. Lot Width 70 60’ 60’ 50’ 50’ 40’ 40’ 40’
11
° ]
<D Example 1: Reduced Lot Size

anmorre. (10% to 25% Tree Save Preserved)

e 3427 Willow Oak Road

o Greater than 10% tree save in R4 zoning
allowed to develop as R4 cluster (allows
minimum 50 foot lot width)

» Lot widths of adjacent parcels range from
106 to 154 feet

12

5/25/2016
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«» Example 2: Impacts of Reduced Lot Size
anmorme. (Greater than 25% Tree Save Preserved)

» Greater than 25% tree save in R3 zoning results in
R4 cluster

* Lot area reduced by 40%
» Lot width reduced from 70 to 50 feet

N

R-3 R4 | R4 R5 | R5

R-6 R-6
R-3 Cluster Cluster Cluster Cluster
Min. Lot Area 10,000 8,000 8,000 |6,000 6,000 | 4,500 4,500 | 3,500
Min. Lot Width 70’ 60’ 60’ 50’ 50’ 40’ 40’ 40’

14




< Example 2: Reduced Lot Size
anmore(Greater than 25% Tree Save Preserved)

 Wonderwood Drive

» Three separate parcels preserving greater
than 25% tree save in R3 zoning allowed to
develop as R4 cluster (allows minimum 50
foot lot width)

« Lot widths of adjacent parcels range from
88 10180 feet

15
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CHARLOTTE.

B Wonderwood Dr, Charlatte, North Caralin [l
Address is approximate

<0 <)

7

17

400 Wonderwood




CHARLOTTE.

18506109
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18506107
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Aeriall5

5/25/2016
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18506109

407 Wonderwood

18506156

Base

Aeriall5

21
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< Frequency of Incentives Being Applied to

CHARLOTTE. Individual lots in Existing Neighborhoods

» September 1, 2014 to May 1, 2016, Urban

Forestry approved 13 plats (less than one per
month on average)

» Currently, 8 plats are under review (not
approved)

23
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@ Unintended Consequences
CHARLOTTE.

» The Tree Save provision was intended for use
in subdivisions as an incentive to save existing
trees

» Application of the Tree Save provision for
individual lots in existing neighborhoods
resulting in reduced lot sizes and increased
density has negatively impacted the character
and fabric of some neighborhoods

25

@ Addressing the Unintended Consequences
CHARLOTTE.

» Focus incentives to Single Family Subdivisions
and not apply these incentives to individual lots
in existing neighborhoods

26

5/25/2016
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((b) Will an Ordinance Revision Impact

m—mmr.ru_ Charlotte’s Tree Canopy?

* The 2012 tree canopy study:

» Existing tree canopy of 47% for single family
development

« At maturity this canopy coverage should be
50% -70%

27

((b) Will an Ordinance Revision Impact

CHARIOTTE. Charlotte’s Tree Canopy?

* Itis difficult to assess the impact (net gain or loss)
on tree save if individual lots in existing
neighborhoods are excluded from utilizing these
incentives

* Itis staff's judgment this revision will have minimal
impact on the overall tree canopy percentage

28

5/25/2016
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@ Conclusion

CHARLOTTE.

* Tree save incentives resulting in reduction of lot
sizes and increased density in existing
neighborhoods has negatively impacted the
character and fabric of some neighborhoods

* Tree save areas obtained due to incentives
applied to small parcels are negligible and
administratively burdensome to enforce in
perpetuity

29

@ Next Steps

CHARLOTTE.

e Brief Environment Committee (May)

Brief Transportation and Planning Committee (May)
Staff seek input from Stakeholders (May/June)

» Development Services Technical Advisory Committee

* Charlotte Tree Advisory Committee

* Home Builders Association

* Chamber Land Use Committee

* Neighborhoods

Seek recommendation by Zoning Committee of
Planning Commission (July)

Request Council approval (August/September)

30

5/25/2016
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CHARLOTTE.

ENGINEERING & PROPERTY
MANAGEMENT

City of Charlotte Tree Ordinance

Single Family Tree Save Briefing

2 May 2016

5/25/2016
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<> Charlotte City Council

" Transportation & Planning Committee

Meeting Summary for May 9, 2016

COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS

. Subject: Charlotte BIKES
Action: For information only

I1. Subject: Development Ordinance & Policy Update
Action: For information only

I11. Subject: Tree Save Briefing
Action: For information only

COMMITTEE INFORMATION

Present: Vi Lyles, John Autry, Patsy Kinsey, Greg Phipps (joined the meeting at
2:43), Kenny Smith (left the meeting at 2:36)

Time: 2:09 p.m. —3:22 p.m.

ATTACHMENTS

Handouts
Agenda

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS

Committee Chair Lyles called the meeting to order at 2:09 p.m. and asked everyone in the room
to introduce themselves.

Campbell: Items on today’s agenda are for information only. We have come to you with
Charlotte BIKES for the first time. Next month we will bring you Charlotte WALKS. The
second item on your agenda is related to the update of the development ordinance. We talked to
you earlier about a unified development ordinance, which would bring a number of other
ordinances together into one document. Your third item is new and is referred to you for
information from the City Manager’s office. This item was presented to the Environment
Committee at their meeting last Monday. Staff will provide you with details on concerns and
issues, as well as the process and timeframe for action on this particular item. With that, I’ll turn



Transportation & Planning Committee

Meeting Summary for May 9, 2016
Page 2 of 4

the meeting over to Danny Pleasant.
Questions & Answers

. Charlotte BIKES
Ken Tippette, Transportation

Pleasant: Ken will talk about progress we’ve made over the last few years to become more
bicycle friendly. Ken has been with us for 13 years, and when he arrived we had one mile of
bike lane in place. We are and are becoming much more bicycle and pedestrian friendly. Ken is
planning to retire June 1, and this is the last time he’ll be before you. The bicycle plan is the
first major update since 2008.

Smith: Does the total bike network also include paths on county land (see slide 6 in the attached
Charlotte BIKES presentation)?

Ken: Yes, the total network includes greenways.
Lyles: Does B-cycle have child carrier seats?
Ken: No, and I’m not aware of any bike share system that has child carrier seats.

Lyles: Does the Blue Line extension include trail paths (see slide 12 in the attached Charlotte
BIKES presentation)?

Tippette: Portions do and others do not. We tried where we could, but sometimes the railroads
avoid having trail paths near their lines. The portions of the line that share right of way with the
railroad are more difficult. Also, some portions are in the middle of the street.

Autry: Isn’t the objective of the white stripes on the road to keep bikes out of the car lanes,
because there’s no way of keeping cars out of the bike lanes? When are we going to see
concrete, asphalt or something else to alert drivers when they approach a bike lane (see slide 11
of the attached Charlotte BIKES presentation)?

Tippette: We’ll try to identify potential locations. Not every street is a good candidate for
vertical elements, but in some instances they are a good solution.

Pleasant: We are working on separated bike lane projects. The first to come online will be a
block section on 12" Street between Brevard Street and the rail trail alongside the BLE. We are
also looking at adding a cycle track on J.W. Clay Boulevard near the transit station leading to
the new bridge over 1-85.

I1. Development Ordinance & Policy Update
Ed McKinney, Planning

Lyles: Will this Committee review anything before it goes to the full Council so you can get
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some feedback from us?

McKinney: Yes.

Lyles: And that will be at our June meeting?
McKinney: Yes.

Tree Save Briefing
David Weekly, E&PM
Laurie Reid Dukes, E&PM
Debra Campbell, City Manager’s Office
Karen Weatherly, City Attorney’s Office
Josh Weaver, Planning

Lyles: What was the Environment Committee’s conversation?

Autry: We were concerned with what the text amendment language might look like, and that we
weren’t going to be able to see it until the stakeholders could be consulted. Why can’t we see
the language now so we can respond simultaneously with the stakeholders?

Campbell: Staff is working on the actual text language. This is a text amendment process which
is essentially a rezoning. A rezoning normally takes four months. We are changing an ordinance
that will affect the entire city. We need to make sure that staff from all the departments are
onboard and fully understand what we’re doing. We also need to test and see if we have the
positive impact we thought we would have when we did the original text amendment. We will
have language that staff reads in the next week, and then it can come to Council. I’m very
concerned we allow staff enough time to digest the language and make sure we test it using
examples.

Lyles: So what | heard is that you are going to give the information to Council when you give it
to the stakeholders. Is that correct?

Campbell: We will share with Council before we go to the stakeholders.

Autry: Will subdivisions that are already approved be affected by the changes in the text
amendment?

Weatherly: If a plan is submitted before the effective date we adopt the new language, it will be
grandfathered; this has been our practice.

Autry: Even if the subdivision approval is nine years old?
Weaver: They are only valid three years from the date of approval.

Autry: If work begins but ceases for a long time, can a developer return years later and pick up
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where they left off under the original rules?
Weatherly: There would be case by case reviews.

Autry: What if Council repealed a tree save ordinance as it stands right now until this can be
fixed?

Weatherly: You still have to go through the same zoning process.

The meeting adjourned at 3:22.
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CHARLOTTE.

TRANSPORTATION

CHARLOTTE BIKES

Transportation & Planning Committee
May 9, 2016

<D Introduction

CHARLOTTE.

Why we are here — status
update of Charlotte Bikes

= Past bicycle planning
efforts

« Growth of the bicycle
network

e Focus of Charlotte Bikes

* Next steps
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Planning to Create a Great City

1
1. Developme
B <. Ordinance &

D

CHARLOTTE.

Planning to Create Great Networks
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\P),

CHARLOTTE.

= 1999 Bicycle Plan
= 2008 Bicycle Plan

= 2016 update of Bicycle
Plan (Charlotte Bikes)

Background

2008 Bicycle Plan

Charlotte has come a long way since 1999...

(D)) Growing Our Bike Network

CHARLOTTE.

Facility Type

Miles

Bike lanes and paved shoulders (>3')

Signed routes

55

Greenways and off-street paths

44

[Total

190

r = Existing Cross Charlotte Trail
= = » Future Cross Charlotte Trail
e Bike Lanes
Signed Bike Routes
= Greanways and Off-Streel Paths - Paved
= = « Greenways and Off-Street Paths - Unpaved
Suggested Bike Routes

P

CHARLOTTE.
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«» What are we trying to achieve?

CHARLOTTE.

« Bike lanes, cycle tracks
and multi-use paths on
higher volume/speed
streets

* Signed bike routes on
lower volume/speed
streets

e Greenways and bike/ped
connections

* Details matter (bike
boxes, detection, bike
racks)

4 CHARLOTTE.
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((i)) How We Grow Our Network

CHARLOTTE.

Cross Charlotte Trail under construction...

<D Bike Lanes
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(i)) Buffered Lanes and Green Lanes
CHARLOTTE.
=B I'

Remount Roadi

CHARLOTTE.

Cross Charlotte Trail 12

6 CHARLOTTE.
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) Creating Connections

CHARLOTTE.

CHARLOTTE.




((i)) What we will focus on in

CHARLOTTE.

Charlotte Bikes

« Update existing policies

e Recommend new policies
« Identify new approaches
* Consider trade-offs

e Determine short term and

long term goals

15
®
<D Focus on the 5 E’s
—
CHARLOTTE.
ENGINEERING
Creating safe and
convenient places to
ride
EVALUATION ENCOURAGEMENT
Planning for bicycle Creating a culture
transportation and that welcomes and
analyzing results promotes bicycling
EDUCATION
ENFORCEMENT Giving people the
Ensuring safe roads skills and confidence
for all users to ride safely and
share the road
16
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((i)) Next Steps for Charlotte Bikes

CHARLOTTE.

e Spring/Summer 2016

- Ongoing Public Involvement

* May-August

- Plan development

- Fall/ 2016

- Plan Review and Action
— Bicycle Advisory Committee
— T&P Committee
— Charlotte City Council

17
s -
< Questions?
CHARLOTTE.
18
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MANAGEMENT

City of Charlotte Tree Ordinance

Single Family Tree Save Briefing

May 9, 2016

m Overview

CHARLOTTE.

e Purpose and history of Tree Ordinance

e Single family development: incentives for
increasing tree save

e Examples of parcels using incentives
= Concerns with incentives

e Addressing concerns with incentives
* Next Steps

5/24/2016



@ Purpose of the Tree Ordinance
CHARLOTTE.

* Preservation and planting of trees to maintain
and enlarge the tree canopy cover across the city

= Tree save
» Tree planting

@ Why Trees are Important
CHARLOTTE.

« Aesthetics
e Oxygen production

» One large tree can supply a day's oxygen for four people
e Temperature reduction/shade

» Build up of heat during the day that is radiated at night
e Energy savings for heating/air

e Increased property values (5 to 15% higher)
* Rent faster and have a higher occupancy rate

< Reduce erosion
e 50% tree canopy goal by 2050

5/24/2016



P Tree Ordinance History

CHARLOTTE.

e 1978 — Tree Ordinance Chapter 21 City Code
adopted

e 1988 — Revised: added tree protection

2000 — Revised: included UMUD and MUDD
zones

e 2002 — Revised: requirements for Single
Family development including incentives to
increase tree save

e 2011 — Revised: required 15% tree save for
commercial development

m Tree Save for

e Single Family Development

e Minimum of 10% of site

required to be preserved
as tree canopy

e Tree save area is platted
and recorded with
Register of Deeds

] « Tree save area

maintained by
Homeowner Association

5/24/2016



m Incentives to Increase Tree Save

CHARLOTTE.

* In 2002, incentives were incorporated into tree
save requirements for single family development
to encourage developers to preserve more than
the minimum 10% tree save:

= Density Bonus
+ Allows for additional houses

e Reduced lot size

(]
m Tree Save Incentive Allows for

CHARIOTTE. a Reduction in Lot Size

» Preserve 10% to 25% in Common Open
Space (COS)

» Preserve greater than 25% in COS

e Lot area and widths are reduced

5/24/2016



@ Unintended Consequences
CHARLOTTE.

» The Tree Save provision was intended for use
in subdivisions as an incentive to save existing
trees

* Individual lots in existing neighborhoods have
applied these incentives resulting in reduced lot
sizes and increased density which is negatively
impacting the character and fabric of some
neighborhoods

@ Unintended Consequences
CHARLOTTE.

» Tree save areas for individual lots are small.
During construction, grading, and demolition of
existing structures, the trees in the tree save
area are often damaged

» Tree save areas established as a result of
incentives applied to individual lots in existing
neighborhoods is administratively burdensome
to enforce in perpetuity

10

5/24/2016



«r» Example 1: Impacts of Reduced Lot Size

anmorte. (10% to 25% Tree Save Preserved)

» Greater than 10% tree save in R4 zoning
results in R4 cluster

» Lot area reduced by 25%
e Lot width reduced from 60 to 50 feet

{

R-3 R-5 R-5 R-6 R-6
R-3 Cluster Cluster Cluster Cluster
Min. Lot Area 10,0001 8,000 8,000 |6,000 6,000 | 4,500 4,500 | 3,500
Min. Lot Width 70 60’ 60’ 50’ 50’ 40’ 40’ 40’
11
° ]
<D Example 1: Reduced Lot Size

anmorre. (10% to 25% Tree Save Preserved)

e 3427 Willow Oak Road

o Greater than 10% tree save in R4 zoning
allowed to develop as R4 cluster (allows
minimum 50 foot lot width)

» Lot widths of adjacent parcels range from
106 to 154 feet

12

5/24/2016
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«» Example 2: Impacts of Reduced Lot Size
anmorme. (Greater than 25% Tree Save Preserved)

» Greater than 25% tree save in R3 zoning results in
R4 cluster

* Lot area reduced by 40%
» Lot width reduced from 70 to 50 feet

N

R-3 R4 | R4 R5 | R5

R-6 R-6
R-3 Cluster Cluster Cluster Cluster
Min. Lot Area 10,000 8,000 8,000 |6,000 6,000 | 4,500 4,500 | 3,500
Min. Lot Width 70’ 60’ 60’ 50’ 50’ 40’ 40’ 40’

14




< Example 2: Reduced Lot Size
anmore(Greater than 25% Tree Save Preserved)

 Wonderwood Drive

» Three separate parcels preserving greater
than 25% tree save in R3 zoning allowed to
develop as R4 cluster (allows minimum 50
foot lot width)

« Lot widths of adjacent parcels range from
88 10180 feet

15
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CHARLOTTE.

B Wonderwood Dr, Charlatte, North Caralin [l
Address is approximate

<0 <)

7

17

400 Wonderwood




CHARLOTTE.

18506109

407 Wonderwood

18506156

18506107
”

Aeriall5

5/24/2016
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CHARLOTTE.

18506109

407 Wonderwood

18506156

Base

Aeriall5

21
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< Frequency of Incentives Being Applied to

CHARLOTTE. Individual lots in Existing Neighborhoods

» September 1, 2014 to May 1, 2016, Urban

Forestry approved 13 plats (less than one per
month on average)

» Currently, 8 plats are under review (not
approved)

23

>
<
i
=

n
2
3
0]

5/24/2016

12



@ Unintended Consequences
CHARLOTTE.

» The Tree Save provision was intended for use
in subdivisions as an incentive to save existing
trees

» Application of the Tree Save provision for
individual lots in existing neighborhoods
resulting in reduced lot sizes and increased
density has negatively impacted the character
and fabric of some neighborhoods

25

@ Addressing the Unintended Consequences
CHARLOTTE.

» Focus incentives to Single Family Subdivisions
and not apply these incentives to individual lots
in existing neighborhoods

26

5/24/2016
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((b) Will an Ordinance Revision Impact

m—mmr.ru_ Charlotte’s Tree Canopy?

* The 2012 tree canopy study:

» Existing tree canopy of 47% for single family
development

« At maturity this canopy coverage should be
50% -70%

27

((b) Will an Ordinance Revision Impact

CHARIOTTE. Charlotte’s Tree Canopy?

* Itis difficult to assess the impact (net gain or loss)
on tree save if individual lots in existing
neighborhoods are excluded from utilizing these
incentives

* Itis staff's judgment this revision will have minimal
impact on the overall tree canopy percentage

28
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(]
@ Conclusion

CHARLOTTE.

* Tree save incentives resulting in reduction of lot
sizes and increased density in existing
neighborhoods has negatively impacted the
character and fabric of some neighborhoods

* Tree save areas obtained due to incentives
applied to small parcels are negligible and
administratively burdensome to enforce in
perpetuity

29

@ Next Steps

CHARLOTTE.

e Brief Environment Committee (May)

Brief Transportation and Planning Committee (May)
Staff seek input from Stakeholders (May/June)

» Development Services Technical Advisory Committee

* Charlotte Tree Advisory Committee

* Home Builders Association

 Chamber Land Use Committee
* Neighborhoods

Seek recommendation by Zoning Committee of
Planning Commission (July)

Request Council approval (July)

30

5/24/2016

15



CHARLOTTE.

ENGINEERING & PROPERTY
MANAGEMENT

City of Charlotte Tree Ordinance

Single Family Tree Save Briefing

May 9, 2016

5/24/2016

16



Transportation & Planning Committee
Monday, May 9, 2016
2:00 - 4:30 p.m.
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center
Room 280,

Committee Members: Vi Lyles, Chair
John Autry
Patsy Kinsey
Greg Phipps
Kenny Smith

Staff Resource: Debra Campbell, City Manager’s Office

AGENDA

I Charlotte BIKES — 30 minutes
Resource: Ken Tippette, Transportation
Charlotte BIKES is the update of the City’s Bicycle Plan adopted in 2008. Staff will update the Committee
on the planning process and scope of the plan.
Action: For information only

. Development Ordinance & Policy Update— 5 minutes
Resource: Ed McKinney, Planning
Staff will provide a brief update on recent activity and upcoming milestones.
Action: For information only

1. Tree Save Briefing — 30 minutes
Resources: David Weekly, E&PM
Laurie Reid Dukes, E&PM
Staff will present a briefing on tree save incentives in the tree ordinance, the intent, implementation, and
the impact on neighborhoods.
Action: For information only

v. Upcoming Topics — 5 minutes

Topic Meeting Date Lead Dept.
Development Ordinance Update June Planning
Parkwood Avenue and The Plaza June CDOT
Charlotte Walks June CDOT
TOD Corrective Rezonings September Planning
Traffic Calming Policy September CDboT
TAP/CTP On-going as needed CDOT
Focus Area Plan On-going as needed Manager’s Office
Permitting and Inspection Process On-going as needed Manager’s Office
Review

Next Scheduled Meeting: June 13 at 2:00 p.m.

Distribution:  Mayor & City Council Ron Carlee, City Manager Leadership Team Transportation Cabinet
Ken Tippette Ed McKinney David Weekly Laurie Reid Dukes



	Memo 39 Fri May 27, 2016
	Friday, May 27, 2016
	WHAT’S INSIDE:         Page
	CALENDAR DETAILS:

	May-June 2016
	week 5 report combined
	2016 week 5 report.pdf
	Prosperity and Economic Opportunity for All of NC Act.pdf

	20160201 ENV Committee Summary Packet
	20160201 Environment Summary
	COMMITTEE INFORMATION
	ATTACHMENTS


	20160201 ENV Committee Agenda Packet
	20160201 ENV Committee Agenda
	Room 280
	AGENDA


	20160201 Environment Committee Questions  Answers 1-26-16
	City Manager Memo
	GBB Report
	2 (2)
	2 (1)
	3
	5 (2)
	5 (1)
	7 (2)
	7 (1)

	GBB Report Attachments
	20140218132857758
	20140218135736028
	20140218122510573

	SWS Staff Response
	PCAC Letter

	TaskForce Conclusion February 1 2016 Environment Committee
	SWS Env Com Feb 2016 FINAL

	20160314 ENV Committee Summary Packet
	20160314 Environment Summary
	COMMITTEE INFORMATION
	ATTACHMENTS


	20160314 ENV Committee Agenda
	UFMP _Final
	Env Committee 3-2016 WQ

	April 11, 2016 TAP Committee Summary Package
	TAP 04.11.2016 DRAFT Summary Notes
	Charlotte MOVES T&P Presentation 04112016 - Public Engagement Summary
	Development Ordinance Update (TAP April 11) FINAL
	Transportation Action Plan T&P Presentation 04112016
	April 11, 2016 TAP Committee Agenda

	20160502 ENV Committee Summary Packet
	20160502 Environment Summary
	COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS
	COMMITTEE INFORMATION
	ATTACHMENTS



	20160502 ENV Committee Agenda
	Room 280
	AGENDA


	20160502Solid Waste Ordinance Review - Draft
	EnviCommDroughtUpdateMay0216
	Singlefamily Tree ordinance LR Dukes 2015 (ver_4) [Compatibility Mode]

	May 9, 2016 TAP Committee Summary Package
	TAP 05.09.2016 DRAFT Summary Notes
	TAP Bicycle Presentation May2016 [Compatibility Mode]
	Singlefamily Tree ordinance LR Dukes 2015 (ver_5) [Compatibility Mode]
	05 09 16 DRAFT TAP Committee Agendadccomments

	Blank Page



