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WEEK IN REVIEW: 
 

Mon (May 30) Tues (May 31) Wed (June 1) Thurs (June 2) Fri (June 3) 
 

MEMORIAL DAY 
HOLIDAY 

 

 
 

 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL TO 

RALEIGH 
 
12:00 PM 
Housing & Neighborhood 
Development Committee, 
Room 280 

6:30 PM  
CM Mitchell’s 
Engagement Through 
Economic Development 
Town Hall, 
Room 267 
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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: 
 

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

• “Playground for All” will feature swings, games, and fitness programming. 
• “Market Commons” will feature outdoor meeting spaces, coffee, and vendors/farmers 

market.  

mailto:whooper@charlottenc.gov
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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, bgullet@charlottenc.gov 
 
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 DeLong, 
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.    

mailto:bgullet@charlottenc.gov
mailto:awall@charlottenc.gov
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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.  
 

 
 
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  

mailto:gjordi@charlottenc.gov
mailto:dpatel@charlottenc.gov
mailto:dfenton@charlottenc.gov
http://charlotte.maps.arcgis.com/apps/Viewer/index.html?appid=e82a0730983841d9844cd29afad6dc64
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ATTACHMENTS: 
 
February 1 Environment Committee Summary 

20160201 ENV 
Committee Summary P 
March 14 Environment Committee Summary 

20160314 ENV 
Committee Summary P 
April 11 Transportation and Planning Committee Summary 

April 11, 2016 TAP 
Committee Summary P 
May 2 Environment Committee Summary 

20160502 ENV 
Committee Summary P 
May 9 Transportation and Planning Committee Summary 

May 9, 2016 TAP 
Committee Summary P 





 

 

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat 
1 2 

12:00pm 
Environment 
Committee Mtg., 
Room 280 
 
5:00pm 
Council 
Workshop/Citizens’ 
Forum, Room 267 
 
7:00pm 
Budget 
Presentation, 
Meeting Chamber 

3 4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12:00pm 
Housing & 
Neighborhood 
Development 
Committee Mtg., 
Room 280 

5 

 
6 

3:00pm 
City Manager Search 
Committee Mtg., HR 
Large Conf. Room 

7 

8 9 
2:00pm 
Transportation & 
Planning 
Committee Mtg., 
Room 280 
 
5:00pm  
Council Business 
Mtg., Room 267 
 
5:30pm  
Budget Public 
Hearing, Meeting 
Chamber 

10 11 
1:00pm 
Budget 
Adjustments,  
Room 267 
 

 

12 
12:00pm 
ED & Global 
Competitiveness 
Committee Mtg., 
Room CH-14 

13 14 
9:00am – 12:00pm 
District 3 Budget 
Workshop, Steele 
Creek AME Zion 
Church – 1500 
Shopton Rd. 

15 16 
12:00pm 
Council Agenda 
Briefing (optional), 
Room 886 
 
12:00pm 
Intergovernmental 
Relations Committee 
Mtg., Room 280 

 
5:00pm  
Zoning Meeting, 
Room CH-14 

17 18 19 
12:00pm 
Community Safety 
Committee Mtg., 
Room 280 

20 21 

22 23 
5:00pm 
Citizens’ 
Forum/Council 
Business Mtg., 
Room 267 

24 25 
12:00pm 
Budget 
Adjustments/Straw 
Votes, Room 267 
 
5:30pm 
MTC Meeting, Room 
267 

26 
1:00pm 
ED & Global 
Competitiveness 
Committee Mtg., 
Room CH-14 

27 28 

29 30 31     

       

2016 

May 

Memorial 
Day 

Mayor and 

Council to 

Raleigh 

Mayor and 

Council to 

Raleigh 

Mayor and 

Council to 

Raleigh 



 

 

 

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat 
   1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
12:00pm 
Housing & 
Neighborhood 
Development 
Committee Mtg., 
Room 280 

2 
6:30pm 
CM Mitchell’s 
Engagement 
Through Economic 
Development Town 
Hall Mtg., Room 267 

3 4 

5 6 
12:00pm 
Environment 
Committee Mtg., 
Room 280 
 
5:00pm 
Council 
Workshop/Citizens’ 
Forum, Room 267 

7 8 9 
12:00pm 
ED & Global 
Competitiveness 
Committee Mtg., 
Room CH-14 

10 11 

12 13 
2:00pm 
Transportation & 
Planning 
Committee Mtg., 
Room 280 
 
5:00pm  
Council Business 
Mtg., Room 267 
 
7:00pm 
Budget Adoption, 
Meeting Chamber 

14 15 16 
12:00pm 
Community Safety 
Committee Mtg., 
Room 280 

17 18 

19 20 
12:00pm 
Council Agenda 
Briefing (optional), 
Room 886 
 
12:00pm 
Intergovernmental 
Relations Committee 
Mtg., Room 280 

 
5:00pm  
Zoning Meeting, 
Room Ch-14 

21 22 
5:30pm 
MTC Meeting, Room 
267 

23 
12:00pm 
ED & Global 
Competitiveness 
Committee Mtg., 
Room CH-14 

24 25 

26 27 
12:00pm 
Governance & 
Accountability 
Committee Mtg., 
Room 280 

 
2:00pm 
City Manager’s 
Update Mtg.,  
Room CH-14 
 
5:00pm 
Citizens’ 
Forum/Council 
Business Mtg., 
Room 267 
 
 
 
 

 

28 29 30   

       

2016 

June 

2016 

NCLM 
Town Hall 

Day 
Raleigh, NC 

US Conference of Mayors 
Annual Meeting 
Indianapolis, IN 

US Conference of Mayors 
Annual Meeting 
Indianapolis, IN 

 

Mayor and 

Council to 

Raleigh 

Mayor and 

Council to 

Raleigh 



 
 

CITY MANAGER’S OFFICE 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 

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 – Van 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 IV 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):  Modifies 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 I. 

 

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 I-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


Page 4 

May 27, 2016 

2016 State Legislative Report #5 

 

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 II. 

 

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 II, 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 bill 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 I2J 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 21st 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 

http://www.theglobalipcenter.com/wp-content/uploads/north-carolina.pdf
http://www.theglobalipcenter.com/wp-content/uploads/north-carolina.pdf
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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; 

 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  

 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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Meeting Summary for February 1, 2016  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 

COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS  
 
I. Subject: Post Construction Stormwater Ordinance 

Action: Unanimously approved. 
 

II.        Subject: Solid Waste Services Study 
            Action: None taken. 
 
III.       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 
1. Agenda Package 
2. Mitigation Fee Task Force Consensus Resolution.ppt 
3. Draft Ordinance 
4. 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.   
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I. 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: I 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 



 

Environment Committee 
Meeting Summary for February 1, 2016 
Page 3 of 4  
 
 
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. 
 

II. 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: I 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. I 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: I 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: I agree. 
 
Austin: I 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 
 

I. 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. 
 

II. 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. 
 

III. 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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 

January 11 Environment Committee Follow-up Information:     
1. Q&A document  
2. Solid Waste Services Report 

    



Environment Committee January 11, 2016 Page 1 

 
 

Questions and Answers 
January 11th 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 
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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 

quantity, 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 

Today’s Outline 

• Why compliance for some 
redevelopment sites is difficult 

• How a mitigation fee provides 
compliance flexibility  

• How a properly implemented 
mitigation fee results in an 
environmentally preferred 
outcome 

• Key aspects of the Task Force 
resolution 

• Request committee 
endorsement of the resolution 

2 
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Mitigation Fee 
Options Available 

Since 2008 

 

Business Corridor 
Revitalization Geography 

 

Transit Station Areas 

 

City Limits & Extra 
Territorial Jurisdiction  

3 

Timeline to this point 

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

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

• Environmental advocates raised concern, Council extended 
to October 2014 

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

• In October 2014 Council:  
– extended the availability of a mitigation fee through December 2017 

– called for an agreement by January 2016 through stakeholder process 

4 
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Synopsis 

• Paved surfaces cause runoff that 
impairs surface waters 

• Post-Construction ordinance 
requires on-site measures 

• Redevelopment faces challenges 
accommodating stormwater 
controls on-site 

• A mitigation fee caps compliance 
costs and increases flexibility 

• A mitigation fee accelerates 
surface water improvement 

5 

Redevelopment projects face many constraints 

Urban runoff scours streams and transports 

pollutants 

Purpose and Need 

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 

 

6 
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SITE • 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 

Example: Cato Expansion 
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Example: Bank of the Ozarks 

• Shallow, difficult  
topography necessitated 
adjacent property owner 
disturbance 

 

• Adjacent property owners 
denied access 

 

• Fee allowed alternative 
means of compliance  

 

• Impervious reduced 

 

• Paid the mitigation fee 
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How Mitigation Fees are Used 

Mitigation fees are used to 
construct regional, cost-
effective control measures 

A regional pond retrofit project 

A “Rain Garden” filters and 

controls runoff from a parking lot 

A new regional 

wetland that filters 

pollutants from runoff. 

Who uses In-Lieu-Fees? 

“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 

For Redevelopment Projects 

• Adds flexibility and predictability for developers and may be 
a catalyst for more redevelopment 

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

For watersheds 

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

• Reduces green field development impacts by making 
redevelopment more affordable 

• Accelerates watershed recovery by encouraging 
redevelopment 

12 

Criticism of Mitigation Fees  

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

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

• The task force recommendation addresses this 

Regional 
Control 
Measure 

Improved 
receiving 
stream 

Headwater 
Stream 

Redevelopment 
Sites 

13 
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Current Ordinance 

• Allows developers to pay a mitigation fee through 2017 

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

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

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

14 

Wet Pond / Detention Basin 

Bioretention Cell 

Task Force Members 

Member Representing Member Representing 

Dr. Craig Allan 
Academic Representative, UNC 

Charlotte 
Ken Szymanski Charlotte Apartment Association 

Nancy Carter Charlotte Citizen Steve Wilson 
Real Estate & Building Industry 

Coalition (REBIC) 

Roger Coates Charlotte Citizen Dr. Jy Wu 
Academic Representative, UNC 

Charlotte 

Marc Houle Charlotte Chamber of Commerce Rick Roti Charlotte Public Tree Fund 

Nate Doolittle 
National Association of Industrial 

and Office Properties (NAIOP) 
Eric Spengler Sustain Charlotte 

Paisley Gordon, Jr. Commercial Board of Realtors Steve Copulsky  Sierra Club (Central Piedmont Group) 

Sam Perkins Catawba Riverkeeper Foundation 

Facilitator: Rusty Rozzelle   

Mecklenburg County Water Quality Program Manager 15 
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Task Force Agreement 

• Stakeholder process began January 2015 

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

• Consensus reached November 2015 

16 

Scenarios Examined 
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Elements of the Consensus Agreement 

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

• Adds safeguards for headwater “Quality Stream” 
protection 

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

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

18 

Quality Stream Analysis 

• An analysis to ensure that healthy headwater streams 
are protected 

• When present;  
– provide runoff controls to prevent flooding  and stream 

bank erosion 

– Pick and provide two limited onsite control measures 

– Pay mitigation fee 

• When not present; 
– provide runoff controls to prevent flooding and stream bank 

erosion 

– Pick and provide one limited onsite control measures 

– Pay mitigation fee 

• Option to pay mitigation fee only 

19 

Presence of a quality stream triggers 

additional requirements 
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Limited Onsite Control Measures 

• Sediment forebay to trap pollutants 

• Parking and vehicle area sweeping (2x/mo) 

• Reduce impervious areas by 10% 

• Reduce parking area by 50% 

• Partial onsite control 

 

 

Street sweepers remove pollutants from 
parking areas and improve streams 20 

Comparison 

Current 
Ordinance 

Consensus 
Agreement 

Expires in 2017? 

Reduces flooding & stream erosion? 

Quality headwater streams check? 

Requires on-site pollutant reductions? 

Fee reductions for partial compliance? 

Higher mitigation fee? 

Consensus of a Diverse Task Force? 

21 
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Mitigation Fee  

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:  

 1.25 acre site pays no more than $97,500 
 ($75,000 + ¼ * $90,000 = $97,500)  

 Fee will be reduced by 25% for sites providing 
flood/stream erosion control   
 Reduced fee:    $73,125 
 Current temporary ordinance:   $82,500 
 Transit/Economic revitalization:  $75,000 

22 

Summary 

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

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

• Seek Committee endorsement, effective July 1, 2015 

23 

Current 
Ordinance 

Consensus 
Agreement 

Expires in 2017? 

Reduces flooding & stream erosion? 

Quality headwater streams check? 

Requires on-site pollutant reductions? 

Fee reductions for partial compliance? 

Higher mitigation fee? 

Consensus of a Diverse Task Force? 



2/4/2016

1

Solid Waste Services Study

Environment Committee

February 1, 2016

Agenda

• Background

• Goals

• Current Policy & Services

• Issues

• Options

• Recommendations

2
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Background

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

3

Goals

• Equitable service delivery

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

• Aligning services with national best 
practices 

4
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Current Policy

• 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.

5

Charlotte Code of Ordinances: Services

Current Policy

• 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.

6

Charlotte Code of Ordinances: Definitions
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Current Services

• Resources
– $52.4M Operating Budget; 302 Employees; 177 Heavy 

Trucks
• 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

• Contracts
– Single-Family Recycling Collection ($6M)
– Multi-Family Garbage, Recycling, Bulk Items, Christmas 

Trees ($3.7M)
– Rollout Carts – Purchase and Maintenance ($1.6M)

7

Issues with Current Practices

• 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

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

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

8
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Options

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

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

Benchmark Cities – outside NC

10

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 Drop box 
locations

Service Frequency Weekly SNP SNP N/A
Service provided by Contracted Hauler SNP SNP SWACO*

Cost and Funding

Multi-family Service Funding 
Source General Fund NA NA General Fund

Fees Charged Disposal Only NA NA Collection & 
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
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Multi-family Services Charlotte Greensboro Raleigh

Size Criteria > 29 units > 8 units1 > units2

Waste Collection
Waste Services  Trash and Bulky Trash, Bulky and Yard 

Waste
SNP

Provided

Service Frequency Weekly
Weekly (cart) 

1-5 times week 
dumpster

SNP

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 
Source General Fund General Fund NA4

Fees Charged Disposal Only Collection and Disposal Service 
Dependent

11

Benchmark Cities – inside NC

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

12

Impact  Current Service Model # Units 
Change to Service Model # 

Units 
Change to Service Model 

#  #  Private  Dumpster/  Private  Dumpster/  Annual Savings / Cost Avoidance

Unit Count  Complexes  Units  Curbside  Hauler  Compactor  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

Service Model Change Impact 
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Summary

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

– Recommendation of 2014 Consultant Study & Privatization and Competition 
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

• Option 2 - Continue current service provision for multi-family 
homes

13



 

                       Charlotte City Council 
                      Environment Committee 

Meeting Summary for March 14, 2016  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 

COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS  
 
I. Subject: Update on Solid Waste Multi-family Service 

Action: None 
 

II.        Subject: Urban Forestry Management Plan 
            Action: None 
 
III.       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. 

 
 

I. 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. 
 
II. 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. 
 
III. 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 
James Mitchell, Vice Chair 
Claire Fallon 
Patsy Kinsey 
Al Austin 

 

Staff Resource:     Hyong Yi, City Manager’s Office 
  

AGENDA 
 

I. 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. 
 
 
 

II. 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. 
 
 
 

III. 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 



3/21/2016

1

Charlotte’s  Urban Forestry 
Management Plan

The Playbook for Managing our Tree Canopy

Outline

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

Tree canopy goal of 50% 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

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 
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City Roles: Protection
Tree Ordinance
Tree Canopy Preservation Program

Acquired: 60+ acres
Negotiating: additional 130+ acres

iTree Canopy 
Benefit

Air Pollution 
Removed: 

21,595 tons

Stormwater 
Intercepted: 
23,619,808 

gallons

Carbon 
Dioxide 

Sequestered: 
579,449 tons

City Roles: Planting
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City Roles: Maintenance

City Roles: Management

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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City Role: Aging Canopy

10

TreesCharlotte is a non-profit partner with the City to grow and diversify 
Charlotte's urban forest by planting 500,000 trees by 2050, promoting 

tree stewardship and educating how to plant and preserve trees. 
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TreesCharlotte Collaborative

11

Resilient & 
expansive 

urban forest 
for 

generations

City of Charlotte
Technical expertise & 
support, street tree 

programs and capital 
project planting

TreesCharlotte
Private capital for 
trees; education & 

community 
engagement 

Community 
Partners

Planting & tree care 
by volunteers, 

neighborhood groups

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

12Plus about 12,000 seedlings
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Planting Locations
The larger dot 

locations have a 
higher concentration 

of planted trees. 

Progress 2012 ‐ 2015

Students of all ages are educated about tree 
care and the importance of trees to the urban 

environment. 

Education is Core to our Mission
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Build Upon Success

Resilient, Diverse & Healthy 
Urban Forest

Community 
Tree Planting 
& Education

Tree 
Ordinance & 

Land Use 
Controls

Street Tree 
Programs & 

Capital 
Projects

Community-Driven Urban Forestry 
Management Plan
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A Management Plan Is Created 
by Engaging the Community

• Promotes awareness of the urban forest resource.

• Fully describes the community’s urban forest goals.
• Creates a plan to reach the community’s goals and 

defines responsibilities: “a playbook”.

• Embeds success measures into the plan.

Plans Combine Technical Know-How with 
Community Action Strategies

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

Aging Canopy

Urban Forest 
Threats

Species 
Diversification

Human Social 
Factors

Volunteer Tree 
Planting

Canopy as 
Charlotte’s Identity

Trees in a Growing 
City

Habitat & Wildlife

Long Term Policy

Stewardship

Major Milestones

March

• Finalize contract with consultant
• Begin meeting and developing path forward

April - July

• Form stakeholder group to guide plan development
• Implement strategy to engage citizens in plan
• Hold at least 3 focus groups with Charlotte citizens

August -
December

• Consultant begins writing plan
• Fall 2016 Finalized Plan
• Council approves final plan
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Path Forward

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
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Drinking Water
Quality

Environment Committee
March 14, 2016

Goals

• Understand how we make Charlotte Water safe

• Background about proposed water treatment changes

• Prepare for RCA about construction needed for 
treatment changes
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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

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
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Why a Change is Needed 

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

• Growth      longer and larger pipes       older water in the system

• Less water usage per capita       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

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
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Water Treatment Requires Balanced Approach

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

• THM water quality standards are more stringent than 
before 2013

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

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
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GRAPHIC FROM REBECCA WILLIAMS / MICHIGAN RADIO

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

• Communication plan being developed

• Transition tentatively planned to begin fall 2017 
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Results of Change

• 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

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
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Not to scale

Water Service Connection

Illustration based on Denver Water graphic

Lead Gooseneck

Charlotte Water Growth
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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. EPA is reviewing rules now and changes may be forthcoming

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
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Questions?



 

Charlotte City Council 
Transportation & Planning Committee 

Meeting Summary for April 11, 2016 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 

COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 
 

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

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

Action: For information only  
 
III. 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. 
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Questions & Answers 

 
I. 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. 
  
II. 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.  
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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. 
  
III. 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). 
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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 MOVES 
Transportation Fair

Transportation & Planning Committee
April 11, 2016

Charlotte Area Transit System (CATS):
• Countywide Transit Service Plan
• Coordinated Human Services Public 

Transportation Plan
• LYNX Silver Line Transit Study

Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Planning Department: 
• Community Character Place Types

CharlotteMOVES
Transportation Fair

Did you know…?
Charlotte will add 400,000 new residents in the next 25 years.

PUBLIC WORKSHOP
Tuesday, March 22, 2016

4 p.m. ‐ 8 p.m. 
Grady Cole Center

310 North Kings Drive, Charlotte, NC 

How will we grow?     How will we travel?     What will we look like?  

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.

Visit CDOT’s Transportation Plans and Projects page on 
www.charmeck.org for more information.

We look forward to seeing you at the meeting! 

Charlotte Department of Transportation (CDOT):
• Transportation Action Plan
• Comprehensive Transportation Plan 

(CRTPO regional plan)
• Charlotte BIKES
• Charlotte WALKS
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Background
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Fair Outcome

Approximately 100 participants…

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

Driving Walk Bike Transit

How Do You Travel in Charlotte?

Currently?
In the Future?

Fair Outcome
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What Did We Hear About the TAP?  
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What transportation investments are important to you?

What’s Your Favorite Street??

What Did We Hear About the TAP?  
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What Did We Hear About the TAP?  

What Did We Hear About Walking? 
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What Did We Hear About Bicycling? 

LYNX Silver Line Transit Study Countywide Transit Services Plan

• Define a rail fixed guideway alignment
• Provide an interim bus transit strategy
• Develop strategies to protect and 

preserve the rail alignment

• LYNX BLE Bus-Rail integration
• Sprinter Enhanced Bus service
• Community Transit Centers
• System wide bus route 

enhancements
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Walkability Need more choices

What Did We Hear About Place Types? 

Recap Video

https://youtu.be/E9yd2AosFwg
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• Additional pop-up meetings this Spring/Summer

• Input will be used to develop draft plans

• Public workshop in Fall to release draft 
plans/recommendations

How Will We Use This Going Forward?
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Planning Charlotte’s Future
Development Ordinance & Policy Update

Transportation & Planning Committee
April 11, 2016

• Overview & Framework

• Consultant Introduction & Scope of 
Work

• Place-Based Foundation

• Discussion Topics:
- Hybrid Approach

- Unified Development Ordinance

- Conditional Rezoning

• Process & Next Steps

Development 
Ordinance & Policy 

Update

2

Ordinance Foundation & Approach
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Why a New Ordinance?
Our Development Ordinance(s) do
not adequately reflect the character
or vision of Charlotte as it grows

• Lacks clear vision of the 
community we want to 
create

• Amendments have 
created a Development 
Code  that is difficult to 
use & understand

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

• Technical conflicts and 
inconsistencies between 
Ordinances

3

Why a New Ordinance?

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

Goals of a New Ordinance
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5

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

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

6

Public Outreach & 
Communication

(Wray Ward)

Extensive Experience in:

• Planning, Urban Design & Zoning

• Drafting Ordinances and Unified 
Development Ordinances

• Administration & implementation of 
zoning ordinances

State Statutes & Local 
Zoning Authority

(Parker Poe)

Visualizations & 3D 
Modeling

(Bergman)

Local Support Team

Consultant Team Introduction
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Foundation & 
Approach

Scope Phase 1:

7

Ordinance Foundation & Approach

• Define approach & goals 

• Define the Community Character 
policy  (Place-types)

• Establish the type and 
organization of Ordinance

• Define process and engagement 
plan

Placed-Based Foundation: Align zoning districts with “Charlotte 
places” to implement the vision in our plans and policies

Key Discussion Topics:

• Hybrid Approach: Utilize zoning techniques (e.g.,  form-based 
and performance standards) based on the intent and needs of 
the district

• Unified Development Ordinance: Combine development 
ordinances in one place to eliminate inconsistencies and create 
a streamlined process and user understanding

• Conditional Rezoning: Less reliance, create clearer and 
predictable districts that lead to desired development by-right

8

Ordinance Foundation & Approach
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Place Types
From Working Farms to 

Metropolitan Centers

Place Types: Building on an existing foundation

14‐county, bi‐state regional 
public process (2005-2008)

3 year process

Public, Private and Nonprofit

80+ Public Engagement Opportunities

400+ Regional Leaders

60 Local Governments & Government 
Agencies

8,400 individuals participated

10

Insert pics of place type posters
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Place-Based Ordinance 
Foundation

Community Character Manual 
(CCM)

11

• Place-types will function as the 
foundation for zoning districts

• Place types reinforce existing 
quality & character and/or 
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

Place Types: Building on an existing foundation

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

Hybrid Approach
Implements the Place-Based 

Foundation 

The places of Charlotte dictate the 
controls needed

Ordinance Foundation & Approach
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• Needs both form & use controls

13

Hybrid Approach
Places of Charlotte dictate the controls needed

• Needs to control impacts & 
prevent use encroachment

Transit Oriented 
Development Industrial

VS.

Ordinance Foundation & Approach

14

Hybrid Ordinance – Example
Graphic & User-friendly

Ordinance Foundation & Approach
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Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO)

Why?

15

• 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

Ordinance Foundation & Approach

Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO)

What?

16

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

Ordinance Foundation & Approach
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Conditional 
Rezoning:

17

• Reduce reliance (currently 80% of 
rezonings)

• Enhance base districts

• Create new districts (based on Place-
types

• Incorporate form-based standards to 
ensure predictable outcomes

Ordinance Foundation & Approach

Phase 1 & 2

Phase 3

Phase 4

6 Months

18 Months
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. 

PHASE 3: Draft Ordinance
• Develop Draft Ordinance
• Public & Stakeholder 

Engagement
• Technical Review

PHASE 3: Community 
Character Review & 
Mapping
• Public & Stakeholder 

Engagement
• Mapping Review 

PHASE 4: Adoption
• Complete public 

review & adoption 

TBD

18

June

Process & Schedule
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Next Steps April:

• UDO Technical coordination with 
Consultant

• Council Zoning Dinner Briefing

May:

• Full Council Work Session 

• TAP – Public Process & Scope

June: 

• Council approval of contract for UDO

19

Ordinance Foundation & Approach

Charlotteudo.org

20

Ordinance Foundation & Approach
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Transportation Action Plan
Plan Elements

Transportation & Planning Committee
April 11, 2016

Planning to create a Great City

Transportation
Action 
Plan

Community
Character

Manual

Comprehensive
Transportation 

Plan

Charlotte
Bikes

Charlotte
Walks

Transit
System 

Plan

Zoning & 
Development 

Ordinance

Centers,
Corridors &

Wedges



4/13/2016

2

Planning to Move People and Goods

Transportation
Action 
Plan

Centers,
Corridors &

Wedges

• Affirm current 
policies

• Discuss 
recommended 
new policies

• What else should 
we be 
considering?

Purpose of Presentation
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Charlotte’s TAP

– City’s vision for 
transportation 

– One document for goals, 
policies, strategies, programs, 
and projects

– Adopted by City Council in 2006
– Updated and readopted 

every 5 years (2011 & 2016)

TAP’s 5 Goals

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

6
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2016 TAP Update Themes

• 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

1. Maintenance
2. Technology
3. Safety
4. Complete Streets
5. Walkability
6. Bicycle Travel
7. Placemaking
8. Preserve Opportunities

Components of Streets System
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Existing Policies/Objectives:
• Maintain pavement condition rating of 90
• Upgrade signs and markings to meet higher 

visibility standards
• Replace sidewalk 
• Replace curb and gutter 

Proposed Policy/Objective:
• None recommended

Maintenance

(160 miles)
(100 miles)

Existing Policies/Objectives:
• Optimize signal system communication
• Upgrade and maintain signals at intersections
• Upgrade Traffic Management Center technology
• Install streetlights on thoroughfares not presently 

illuminated 
• Improve railroad grade crossings

Proposed Policies/Objectives:
• Implement Train Quiet Zones

Technology

(125 miles)
(150)
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Safety

Existing Policy/Objective:
• Construct projects that improve the safety of all 

users 

Proposed Policy/Objective:
• Implement Vision Zero to reduce fatal crashes 

and serious injuries

(40)

Existing Policies/Objectives:
• Upgrade/construct roadways
• Upgrade intersections
• Replace bridges

Proposed Policy/Objective:
• Construct smaller-scope projects

Complete Streets

(100 projects)
(40)

(200)

(10)
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Existing Policies/Objectives:
• Construct new sidewalks
• Implement safe-routes-to-schools projects

Proposed Policies/Objectives:
• Construct street crossings
• Implement ADA retrofit projects

Walkability

(250 miles)

(250)

(20)

Existing Policy/Objective:
• Construct bikeway projects, including buffered 

bike lanes and off-street paths

Proposed Policy/Objective:
• Construct bike/ped connections

Bicycle Travel

(250 miles)

(80)
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Existing Policies/Objectives:
• Implement station area projects
• Implement projects in mixed-use activity centers

• Implement area plan projects
• Construct traffic calming projects

Proposed Policy/Objective:
• Construct streetscape/pedscape projects

Placemaking

(25)

(2 corridors)

(20)
(5 centers)

Existing Policies/Objectives:
• Provide funds for advance acquisition of priority 

right-of-way parcels
• Partner with private developers to create better 

projects
• Partner with NCDOT to create better projects
• Prepare design/preliminary engineering for 

selected future projects
Proposed Policy/Objective:
• None recommended

Preserve Opportunities
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Next Steps for the TAP

• Spring/Summer 2016
– Ongoing Public Involvement

• May/June T&P 
Committee
– Charlotte Bikes
– Charlotte Walks
– TAP Questions

• Fall 2016
– Plan Review
– T&P Committee Adoption

17

Questions

• Closing slide….

18
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Planning to create a Great City

Transportation
Action 
Plan

Community
Character

Manual

Comprehensive
Transportation 

Plan

Charlotte
Bikes

Charlotte
Walks

Transit
System 

Plan

Zoning & 
Development 

Ordinance

Centers,
Corridors &

Wedges



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 
          

I. 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 

         
II. 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 
 

III. 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 

 
IV. Upcoming Topics – 5 minutes 

 
 
 
        
    
 
 
 
 

          Next Scheduled Meeting:  May 9 at 2:00 p.m.  
 

 
 

            Distribution: Mayor & City Council  Ron Carlee, City Manager Leadership Team Transportation Cabinet   
  Ben Miller   Ed McKinney  Norm Steinman     
  

Topic Meeting Date Lead Dept. 
Development Ordinance Update On-going as needed  Planning 
Permitting and Inspection Process 
Review 

On-going as needed Manager’s Office 

TAP/CTP Bike and Pedestrian Plan On-going as needed CDOT 
Focus Area Plan On-going as needed Manager’s Office 
Parkwood Avenue and The Plaza On-going as needed CDOT 



 

                       Charlotte City Council 
                      Environment Committee 

Meeting Summary for May 2, 2016  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 

COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS  
 
I. Subject: Solid Waste Services Ordinance Referral 

Action: None 
 

II.        Subject: Drought Management and Response 
            Action: None 
 
III.       Subject: 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 
1. Agenda  
2. Solid Waste Ordinance Review handout 
3. Drought Management.ppt  
4. 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. 

 
I. 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. 
 
II. 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. 
 
III. 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 
 

I. 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 
 

II. 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 

  
III. 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  

• Six (6) months or through November 2016 

Project Elements 

• Peer jurisdiction ordinance review 
o NC cities 
o Nationwide 

• Industry best practice review (ex., NCLM study) 
• Meetings with stakeholders (i.e., public, advocates, etc.) 
• Progress reports to Environment Committee/Council 

Considerations 

• Interlocal agreement with the County 
• Impact of County contracts 

o MRF contract expires 6/30/2019 
o 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 
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Drought Management

City Council Environment Committee
May 2, 2016

• 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

Catawba-Wateree Drought Management Advisory Group 

2
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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

3

LIP Drought Stages

Stage 0 
Drought 
watch

Stage 1 
Voluntary 
conservation

Stage 2 
Mandatory 
water use 
restrictions

Stage 3 
Extreme 
conditions

Stage 4 
Emergency

Each stage calls for specific actions by DMAG members and 
specific water use reduction goals

4
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Stage
Reduction Goal

(Monthly gallons for 
typical customer)

Voluntary Actions Mandatory Actions

0
Watch

1
Voluntary

3% - 5%
(157 – 262)

Reductions:
-Discretionary water uses

None

2
Mandatory

5% - 10%
(262 – 524)

Reductions:
-Community & Business uses

Restrictions:
-Discretionary water uses

3
Extreme

10% - 20%
(524 – 1047)

-Industries asked to implement 
conservation plans

Restrictions:
-Discretionary water uses
-Community & Business uses

4
Emergency

Maintain essential 
water uses & achieve 

lower drought 
response stage

Restrictions:
-Discretionary water uses
-Community & Business uses
Water use limited to essential 
uses only

5

Water Use 
Type Essential Community & Business Discretionary

Definition
water necessary to 

maintain public health 
and safety

water that is critical to the function 
of a business or institution or has 
significant value to the community

water for activities that are 
deemed elective or non-

essential

Examples

• Sustaining human 
health and safety

• Fighting fires
• Testing for public 

safety standards
• Continued operation 

of water system
• Operation of medical 

care facilities

• Watering plant stock at 
nurseries, tree farms

• Commercial car washing
• Maintaining community pools
• Agricultural applications
• Drip irrigation/hand applied 

water to trees, plant beds
• Water used in production of a 

product 

• Turf irrigation of personal 
property lacking plant, 
zone  and rain sensors

• Ornamental water use –
fountains, decorative use

• Water to fill or re-fill pools
• Noncommercial car/vehicle 

washing

6
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Drought Stage Criteria

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

7

July 1, 2015 Drought Trigger Status

8
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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

9

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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Current US Drought Monitor

Although the US Drought 
Monitor indicates Abnormally 
Dry (D0) conditions, the LIP is 
currently at Normal

Lake levels are above targets 
and six-month average stream 
flows are above targets

LIP Drought Stages are 
currently evaluated on the first 
business day of the month

US Drought Monitor updates 
are released every Thursday

11

Questions?

Updates are at charlottewater.org during 
Drought Watch stage
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City of Charlotte Tree Ordinance

Single Family Tree Save Briefing

May 2, 2016

Overview

• Purpose and history of Tree Ordinance
• Single family development: incentives for 

increasing tree save
• Examples of parcels using incentives
• Concerns with incentives 
• Addressing concerns with incentives
• Next Steps

2
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Purpose of the Tree Ordinance

• Preservation and planting of trees to maintain 
and enlarge the tree canopy cover across the city

• Tree save
• Tree planting

3

Why Trees are Important

• Aesthetics
• Oxygen production

• One large tree can supply a day's oxygen for four people
• Temperature reduction/shade

• Build up of heat during the day that is radiated at night 
• Energy savings for heating/air
• Increased property values (5 to 15% higher)

• Rent faster and have a higher occupancy rate
• Reduce erosion 
• 50% tree canopy goal by 2050

4

T
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Tree Ordinance History

• 1978 – Tree Ordinance Chapter 21 City Code 
adopted

• 1988 – Revised: added tree protection 
• 2000 – Revised: included UMUD and MUDD 

zones
• 2002 – Revised: requirements for Single 

Family development including incentives to 
increase tree save

• 2011 – Revised: required 15% tree save for 
commercial development

5

Tree Save for 
Single Family Development

• Minimum of 10% of site 
required to be preserved 
as tree canopy

• Tree save area is platted 
and recorded with 
Register of Deeds

• Tree save area 
maintained by 
Homeowner Association

6
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Incentives to Increase Tree Save

7

• 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

• Reduced lot size

Tree Save Incentive Allows for 
a Reduction in Lot Size

8

• Preserve 10% to 25% in Common Open 
Space (COS) 

• Preserve greater than 25% in COS 

• Lot area and widths are reduced
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Unintended Consequences

9

• 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

10

• 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
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R-3
R-3
Cluster

R-4 R-4
Cluster

R-5 R-5
Cluster

R-6 R-6
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’

Example 1: Impacts of Reduced Lot Size 
(10% to 25% Tree Save Preserved)

• Greater than 10% tree save in R4 zoning      
results in R4 cluster 
• Lot area reduced by 25%
• Lot width reduced from 60 to 50 feet 

11

Example 1: Reduced Lot Size 
(10% to 25% Tree Save Preserved)

12

• 3427 Willow Oak Road
• 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
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13

R-3
R-3
Cluster

R-4 R-4
Cluster

R-5 R-5
Cluster

R-6 R-6
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’

Example 2: Impacts of Reduced Lot Size 
(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 

14
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Example 2:  Reduced Lot Size 
(Greater than 25% Tree Save Preserved)

15

• 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 to180 feet

16



5/25/2016

9

400

17

400 Wonderwood 18
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407 Wonderwood407 Wonderwood
19

407 Wonderwood 20
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407 Wonderwood407 Wonderwood
21

407 Wonderwood 22
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Frequency of Incentives Being Applied to 
Individual lots in Existing Neighborhoods

23

• 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)  

Willow 
Oak

Wonderwood

24
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Unintended Consequences

25

• 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

Addressing the Unintended Consequences 

26

• Focus incentives to Single Family Subdivisions 
and not apply these incentives to individual lots 
in existing neighborhoods
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Will an Ordinance Revision Impact
Charlotte’s Tree Canopy?

27

• The 2012 tree canopy study:
• Existing tree canopy of 47% for single family 

development
• At maturity this canopy coverage should be 

50% -70%

Will an Ordinance Revision Impact 
Charlotte’s Tree Canopy?

28

• It is difficult to assess the impact (net gain or loss) 
on tree save if individual lots in existing 
neighborhoods are excluded from utilizing these 
incentives

• It is staff’s judgment this revision will have minimal 
impact on the overall tree canopy percentage    
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Conclusion

• 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

• 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
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City of Charlotte Tree Ordinance

Single Family Tree Save Briefing

2 May 2016



 

Charlotte City Council 
Transportation & Planning Committee 

Meeting Summary for May 9, 2016 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 

COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 
 

I.   Subject: Charlotte BIKES 
                              Action: For information only 
 
II.  Subject: Development Ordinance & Policy Update 

Action: For information only  
 
III. 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 
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the meeting over to Danny Pleasant.  
 
Questions & Answers 

 
I. 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 12th 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 I-85.   
 
II. 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 I 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 BIKES 

Transportation & Planning Committee
May 9, 2016

Introduction

• Why we are here – status 
update of Charlotte Bikes

• Past bicycle planning 
efforts

• Growth of the bicycle 
network

• Focus of Charlotte Bikes

• Next steps

2
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Planning to Create a Great City

Transportation
Action 
Plan

Community
Character

Manual

Comprehensive
Transportation 

Plan

Charlotte
Bikes

Charlotte
Walks

Transit
System 

Plan

Development 
Ordinance

Centers,
Corridors &

Wedges

3

Planning to Create Great Networks

Charlotte
Bikes

Centers,
Corridors &

Wedges

4
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Background

• 1999 Bicycle Plan

• 2008 Bicycle Plan

• 2016 update of Bicycle 
Plan (Charlotte Bikes)

Charlotte has come a long way since 1999…

2008 Bicycle Plan

5

Growing Our Bike Network

Facility Type Miles

Bike lanes and paved shoulders (>3') 91
Signed routes 55
Greenways and off‐street paths 44
Total 190

6
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What are we trying to achieve?

A system for all user groups and abilities…
7

• Bike lanes, cycle tracks 
and multi-use paths on 
higher volume/speed 
streets

• Signed bike routes on 
lower volume/speed 
streets

• Greenways and bike/ped 
connections

• Details matter (bike 
boxes, detection, bike 
racks)

How We Grow Our Network

8
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How We Grow Our Network

Cross Charlotte Trail under construction…
9

Bike Lanes

10
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Buffered Lanes and Green Lanes

Remount Road

E. 4th Street 11

Irwin Creek Greenway

Paths and Greenways

Lynx Rail Path

Cross Charlotte Trail 12
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Creating Connections

13

All Components Matter

14
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What we will focus on in 
Charlotte Bikes

• Update existing policies

• Recommend new policies

• Identify new approaches

• Consider trade-offs

• Determine short term and 
long term goals

15

Focus on the 5 E’s

ENGINEERING
Creating safe and 

convenient places to 
ride

ENCOURAGEMENT
Creating a culture 
that welcomes and 
promotes bicycling

EDUCATION
Giving people the 

skills and confidence 
to ride safely and 
share the road

ENFORCEMENT
Ensuring safe roads 

for all users

EVALUATION
Planning for bicycle 
transportation and 
analyzing results 5 E’s

16
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Next Steps for Charlotte Bikes

• 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

Questions?

18
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City of Charlotte Tree Ordinance

Single Family Tree Save Briefing

May 9, 2016

Overview

• Purpose and history of Tree Ordinance
• Single family development: incentives for 

increasing tree save
• Examples of parcels using incentives
• Concerns with incentives 
• Addressing concerns with incentives
• Next Steps

2
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Purpose of the Tree Ordinance

• Preservation and planting of trees to maintain 
and enlarge the tree canopy cover across the city

• Tree save
• Tree planting

3

Why Trees are Important

• Aesthetics
• Oxygen production

• One large tree can supply a day's oxygen for four people
• Temperature reduction/shade

• Build up of heat during the day that is radiated at night 
• Energy savings for heating/air
• Increased property values (5 to 15% higher)

• Rent faster and have a higher occupancy rate
• Reduce erosion 
• 50% tree canopy goal by 2050

4

T
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Tree Ordinance History

• 1978 – Tree Ordinance Chapter 21 City Code 
adopted

• 1988 – Revised: added tree protection 
• 2000 – Revised: included UMUD and MUDD 

zones
• 2002 – Revised: requirements for Single 

Family development including incentives to 
increase tree save

• 2011 – Revised: required 15% tree save for 
commercial development

5

Tree Save for 
Single Family Development

• Minimum of 10% of site 
required to be preserved 
as tree canopy

• Tree save area is platted 
and recorded with 
Register of Deeds

• Tree save area 
maintained by 
Homeowner Association

6
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Incentives to Increase Tree Save

7

• 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

• Reduced lot size

Tree Save Incentive Allows for 
a Reduction in Lot Size

8

• Preserve 10% to 25% in Common Open 
Space (COS) 

• Preserve greater than 25% in COS 

• Lot area and widths are reduced
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Unintended Consequences

9

• 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

10

• 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
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R-3
R-3
Cluster

R-4 R-4
Cluster

R-5 R-5
Cluster

R-6 R-6
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’

Example 1: Impacts of Reduced Lot Size 
(10% to 25% Tree Save Preserved)

• Greater than 10% tree save in R4 zoning      
results in R4 cluster 
• Lot area reduced by 25%
• Lot width reduced from 60 to 50 feet 

11

Example 1: Reduced Lot Size 
(10% to 25% Tree Save Preserved)

12

• 3427 Willow Oak Road
• 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
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13

R-3
R-3
Cluster

R-4 R-4
Cluster

R-5 R-5
Cluster

R-6 R-6
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’

Example 2: Impacts of Reduced Lot Size 
(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 

14
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Example 2:  Reduced Lot Size 
(Greater than 25% Tree Save Preserved)

15

• 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 to180 feet

16
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400

17

400 Wonderwood 18
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407 Wonderwood407 Wonderwood
19

407 Wonderwood 20
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407 Wonderwood407 Wonderwood
21

407 Wonderwood 22
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Frequency of Incentives Being Applied to 
Individual lots in Existing Neighborhoods

23

• 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)  

Willow 
Oak

Wonderwood

24
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Unintended Consequences

25

• 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

Addressing the Unintended Consequences 

26

• Focus incentives to Single Family Subdivisions 
and not apply these incentives to individual lots 
in existing neighborhoods
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Will an Ordinance Revision Impact
Charlotte’s Tree Canopy?

27

• The 2012 tree canopy study:
• Existing tree canopy of 47% for single family 

development
• At maturity this canopy coverage should be 

50% -70%

Will an Ordinance Revision Impact 
Charlotte’s Tree Canopy?

28

• It is difficult to assess the impact (net gain or loss) 
on tree save if individual lots in existing 
neighborhoods are excluded from utilizing these 
incentives

• It is staff’s judgment this revision will have minimal 
impact on the overall tree canopy percentage    
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Conclusion

• 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

• 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
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City of Charlotte Tree Ordinance

Single Family Tree Save Briefing

May 9, 2016



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 

         
II. 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 
 

III. 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 
 

IV. Upcoming Topics – 5 minutes 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
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 

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 CDOT 
TAP/CTP On-going as needed CDOT 
Focus Area Plan On-going as needed Manager’s Office 
Permitting and Inspection Process 
Review 

On-going as needed Manager’s Office 
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