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AGENDA NOTES: 
 
Agenda Items #4 and #13 – Disparity Study Update 
Staff Resource: Nancy Rosado, N&BS, 704-336-2116, nrosado@charlottenc.gov 
 
At the June 25, 2012 Council meeting, Council will be asked to accept and adopt the findings 
and analyses set forth in Chapters 1 through 6 of the MGT Disparity Study Update Report that 
was presented to Council last fall.  Chapters 1 through 6 of the study contain the factual 
predicate that is legally required for implementing race and gender conscious measures.  These 
chapters do not contain MGT’s policy recommendations, which are included in Chapter 7.   
 
Council is being asked to take this step to establish a legal basis for incorporating race and 
gender conscious measures into the City’s current Small Business Opportunity Program before 
directing staff to expend significant time and resources in re-developing the program.   
 
The second part of the June 25 Council action directs staff to proceed in drafting a 
Small/Minority/Women Business Enterprise Program that utilizes both race and gender neutral 
and race and gender conscious measures to remedy the disparities identified in MGT’s 
Disparity Study Update Report.   
 
Staff will discuss the time line for re-developing the SBO Program at the Council dinner briefing 
meeting on June 25.   
 


INFORMATION: 
 
Mecklenburg County Domestic Violence Advisory Board Annual Report 
Staff Resource:  Julie Burch, City Manager’s Office, 704-336-3187, jburch@charlottenc.gov 
 
Included in today’s packet for City Council information are hard copies of the 2011 Annual 
Report executive summary and presentation from the County Domestic Violence Advisory 
Board (DVAB).  
   
The City and County formed the DVAB in 1992 to address the systemic problems associated 
with domestic violence.  Members are appointed by the Mayor, City Council and the Board of 
County Commissioners. The DVAB is charged to review and evaluate domestic violence services 
and to make appropriate recommendations. The DVAB also provides advocacy and works to 
increase public awareness of domestic violence in the community. 
 
The annual report is being provided in this format due to limited Council dinner briefing time 
and the summer meeting schedule.  The County Commission received the DVAB report last 
month (see “2. DVAB Exec Summary.pdf” and “3. DVAB Report.pdf”) 
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City Source Tells Stories of Citizen Service 
Staff Resource: Sherry Bauer, Corporate Communications & Marketing, 704-336-2459, 
sbauer@charlottenc.gov 
 
City Source is the City of Charlotte’s unique 30-minute program for citizens to learn about the 
City’s services as well as how its employees serve the community. The program airs the first 
and third Thursday of each month at 7 p.m. on Cable 16 (Time Warner Cable), AT&T U-verse 
and is streamed LIVE online at www.charlottenc.gov. The show runs periodically for two weeks. 
 
In the June 21 – July 4 episode discover how love is blooming at the McGill Rose Garden, how 
to find the “purr”fect family pet, how The Charlotte Department of Transportation is putting 
the skids on lumpy, bumpy roads, why a “complete street” is beneficial, and how Animal Care 
and Control provides decontamination measures when necessary.   
 
This information is also promoted in CMail, the City’s electronic newsletter emailed to more 
than 1,100 subscribers and distributed by City departments whose services, programs and 
employees are featured in an upcoming episode. Click here to see the flier for the upcoming 
show. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
May 14 Transportation and Planning Committee Summary (see “4. TAP Summary.pdf”) 
 
June 14 Budget Committee Summary (see “5. BCM Summary.pdf”) 
 
 
 
 



mailto:sbauer@charlottenc.gov

http://www.charlottenc.gov/

http://www.charmeck.org/city/charlotte/govchannel/Documents/City%20Source%20Flyer%2006-21-12.pdf

http://www.charmeck.org/city/charlotte/govchannel/Documents/City%20Source%20Flyer%2006-21-12.pdf
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


 
 


Purpose of the Domestic Violence Advisory Board 
In 1992, Charlotte-Mecklenburg County formed a citizen advisory commission entitled, 
Domestic Violence Advisory Board (DVAB), with members appointed by the Mayor, the 
City Council, and the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) to address the systemic 
problems associated with domestic violence. This body is charged to review and evaluate 
Mecklenburg County and Charlotte domestic violence services; and to make appropriate 
recommendations to the Charlotte City Council and the BOCC for additional services for 
the victims of domestic violence. The DVAB also provides vigorous advocacy and works 
to increase public awareness of domestic violence within the community. 
  
  
RECOMMENDATIONS  


1. Continue Domestic Violence Education, Prevention, and Services as a 
safety priority for both city and county residents.  
 


2.  Support a Supervised Visitation/Safe Exchange Center. The need for this 
facility has been a priority recommendation by our Board since the 2006 report.  


 
3. Expand training for Police in assessing primary aggressors and add 


training in an evidence based Lethality Assessment as recommended by 
Fatality Review Team. 
 


4. Utilize media technology to support access to a Magistrate in North 
Mecklenburg County.  This low cost alternative has been a priority for 3 
years.  It would not impact Magistrate numbers and would greatly increase the 
access for women in the North County.  


 
5. Continue funding the shelter hotel program and support the new shelter. 


Until the new Clyde and Ethel Dickson Shelter for Battered Women is fully 
functional (late 2012 or early 2013), we need continued funding for the hotel 
shelter for women and families in imminent danger, when the current UFS 
shelter is full.  


 
6. BOCC/City Council work with CMS to develop partnerships for programs 


to increase awareness and services related to dating violence among 
elementary, middle, and high school students.  


 
7. Support increased awareness of Human Trafficking and interventions in 


Charlotte/Mecklenburg County. The problem of Human Trafficking, related 
to Charlotte being a major transportation hub for North Carolina and the 
Southeast, was highlighted last year.  Develop collaborative programs between 
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law enforcement, airport, hotel, transportation, healthcare, and domestic 
violence service providers, in order to identify and intervene with the victims. 


 I. INTRODUCTION 
 
As the official Citizen Advisory Board on domestic violence issues, the Mecklenburg 
County Domestic Violence Board (DVAB) has been charged with reviewing and 
evaluating Charlotte and Mecklenburg County domestic violence services and making 
appropriate recommendations to the Charlotte City Council and Board of County 
Commissioners (BOCC) regarding the need for additional services for victims of domestic 
violence and their children. The DVAB was also entrusted with the task of providing 
vigorous advocacy for domestic violence victims and playing a role in increasing public 
awareness and education pertaining to the problems and related costs of domestic violence 
within the community. 


 
The data reviewed in this report were collected through the City/County Domestic 
Violence Data Warehouse, the NC Council for Women/Domestic Violence Commission, 
the NC Coalition against Domestic Violence, and direct contact with multiple agencies. 
The DVAB also collaborates with local service providers and the Domestic Violence 
Advocacy Council (DVAC) to evaluate the City/County response to domestic violence, 
new initiatives underway, and service gaps that have been identified.  
 
 
II.         POSITIVE CHANGES TO IMPROVE THE COORDINATED   
             COMMUNITY RESPONSE TO DOMESTIC VIOLENCE  
 


A. New DV Advocate in North Mecklenburg County to assist with protection 
order applications -   Although the telecommunication for Magistrate access 
in North Mecklenburg has not come to fruition, the towns of Huntersville, 
Davidson and Cornelius collaborated with United Family Services and the 
county to hire a Full Time advocate that is co-located in the Northern Towns 
police stations.  This person works with the Lake Norman office of UFS on 
referrals for counseling.  
 
 


B. District Attorney makes DV court changes - The District Attorney has 
changed assignments for 7 attorneys from rotation positions to permanent 
positions and established a career path for promotion over time. ADA Jamie 
Adams was appointed to develop a new felony domestic violence team. Six 
assistant district attorneys work under her. These seven (7) attorneys also 
provided outreach education to the Mecklenburg County Bar, Probation, 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department (CMPD), and the Sheriff’s office.   
The change should increase effectiveness of prosecutions due to a dedicated 
focus.   Previously, DV court was staffed by newly hired attorneys with initial 
rotation to different assignments.   
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C. Fatality Review Team – First Report being distributed widely.   After 
reviewing the cases of the 4 DV homicides in 2011, the Fatality Review Team  
recommended the following: 


 
1) Increase training of Police to- 


 Do an evidence based lethality assessment (NCCADV has a model) 
and share the results with the victim and forward to the District 
Attorney as supporting documentation for prosecution 


 Better identify the  primary abuser  
2) Provide similar training for Magistrates and Judges 
3) Have District Attorneys seek military records of offenders for evidence 


of DV in order to recommend batterer intervention programs upon 
conviction and also to reiterate that couple counseling is not appropriate. 


4) Judges order community based and jail batterer intervention programs. 
5) Supervised visitation and custody exchange center 


 
 


D. New DV Shelter to open in late 2012/early 2013 - The Clyde and Ethel 
Dickson Shelter for Battered Women construction is underway by UFS. When 
completed, it will increase the 29 bed shelter to an 80 bed shelter for women 
and their children who are in imminent danger.  The new shelter will also 
provide expanded services to include teenage son(s).  The new shelter will 
provide continued support of women until they are self sufficient, removing the 
limit on the length of stay due to capacity constraints.  Currently, the 
city/county serves approximately 70-75 women per night in the shelter and 
hotel rooms.  The need for hotel shelter will be greatly decreased when the new 
shelter is fully operational.  Continue ongoing support for the shelter.  


 
 
III.  DATA ON DOMESTIC VIOLENCE IN CHARLOTTE/MECKLENBURG 


COUNTY 
 


A.  Criminal Justice Statistics 
 


2011 Domestic Violence Related Homicides 
Four of the seventy-three domestic violence-related homicides in North Carolina occurred 
in Mecklenburg County.  One was a murder-suicide with an additional death (NCCADV).   
The state of North Carolina is ranked 4th nationally in the number of homicides by men 
against women based on 2008 statistics (Violence Policy Center, 2010).  In 2010, there 
were eight domestic violence homicide related incidents in Mecklenburg County 
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2011 Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department (CMPD)  
 
In 2011 CMPD responded to 36,020 Domestic Disturbance 911 calls that resulted in 3,914 
adult arrests for DV. This is 393 more calls and 53 more adult arrests than 2010.  The 
breakdown of DV arrests by gender is: 2943 men and 971 women.  


 
This trend of increasing women arrested for DV is disturbing. No dual arrest data is 
available but the difference could be attributed to more dual arrests, indicating uncertainty 
in the identification of the primary aggressor.  
 
Total offences with Domestic Related Victims with or without a call were 9,004 (one 
person may have multiple offences).  
 
Fiscal year 2010-2011 - CMPD Criminal Incidence Reports in Selected Crime 
Categories;   chosen by the DV Community Leadership Team as trend indicators for 
DV.  Crime categories that increased are in bold. (Source DV Data Warehouse) 
                  
Selected Crime Categories of Offences with at 
least one domestic relationship listed 


2006-
2007 


2007-
2008 


2008-
2009 


2009-
2010 


2010-
2011 


Homicide  12 13 16 13 5 
Forcible Rape or  attempt  86 69 88 66 75 
Robbery or Burglary or attempted 62 51 60 54 58 
Aggravated Assault 863 883 836 821 866 
Kidnapping, Felonious restraint, false 
imprisonment 


134 156 135 156 168 


Sex Offences (forcible Sodomy, Forcible 
Fondling, sex with an object) 


205 150 159 169 169 


Non Aggravated Assault/Assault on a 
female/ strangulation 


4661 4624 4751 4933 5120 


Stalking and Stalking to cause fear N/A 29 28 33 47 
Intimidation/Communicating Threats 1111 1203 1280 1372 1391 
Telephone threat/Harassing Phone Calls 47 464 602 670 734 
Violation of Restraining Order 297 292 293 269 371 
Total DV Offenses 7907 7934 8248 8556 9004 
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B.  Local Universities 
 
UNC- Charlotte is the largest university with 25,000 students and has the most students 
living on campus.  The on campus police department reported 6 dating violence incidents 
with 4 resulting in arrests or warrants in 2011.  Johnson C. Smith campus police had 12 
plus 2 texting incidents of dating violence that resulted in a warrant or arrest. Queens and 
Johnson and Wales Security chose not to provide information this year.  The switch in 
campuses with more incidents from last year may be due to more awareness events and 
more community policing approaches at JCSU.  This led to more willingness of students to 
report incidents.  
 


C.  Civil Domestic Violence Protective Orders data through November 
 
The Mecklenburg County Sheriff’s Office (MCSO) received 3,302 domestic violence 
protective orders in 2011 (5.9% decrease) and allocated 6,971 man  hours (9.3% increase) 
in serving 2,940 perpetrators with the orders, increasing the percent served to 89%.  
The MCSO seized 136 weapons (35% increase).  They are to be commended for their 
diligence and commitment. 
 
IV. Impact on Children and Families 
 


A.  Children’s Services 
There are two county supported providers of counseling and case management for child 
witnesses and children harmed by DV:  (1) Area Mental Health Child Development-
Community Policing program (CD-CP) and (2) Community Support Services/Women’s 
Commission (CSS/WOC).  DSS/YFS reviews referrals of DV- related Child Abuse, 
Neglect, and Dependency cases and provides appropriate follow up. 
 
Department of Social Services/Youth and Family Services (DSS/YFS) 
North Carolina Department of Health and Human Services revised its structured intake 
process.  A Child Protective Services assessment is warranted anytime a child is present 
when violence occurs to evaluate the impact from exposure.  In FY2010-2011,  
Mecklenburg County Department of Social Services (DSS/YFS) screened 2,211 referred 
cases (6% increase) for substantial allegations of abuse/neglect, and dependency caused by 
Domestic Violence.  In 197 cases with 471 children it was substantiated that domestic 
violence was the primary or contributing factor to abuse/neglect, and dependency.  41 
of these children were removed from their homes due to domestic violence.  


 
Child Development/Community Policing 
In 2011- 3,083 families were referred to CD/CP program by police officers for immediate 
treatment to minimize trauma and referred for follow up as deemed appropriate. Over 46% 
(1,449) of the clients were referred for domestic violence. The percentage of these DV 
cases has increased for the last three consecutive years (41%, 43%, 44%, and 46%).  
On an average, 82% of clinical referrals are also referred to Child Protective Services for 
abuse and neglect. The same percentage as last year, however, this program only has 
funding for seven of 13 patrol divisions of CMPD.  
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Community Support Services/Women’s Commission 
 CSS/WOC provided therapeutic services to 493 children/teens who were witnesses of 
domestic violence, through the HERO program. This is 3.8% increase in service without 
any staffing increase. The Women’s Commission recently received a very competitive 
two-year grant from the Office of Violence Against Women (OVW) to expand services to 
2-4 years olds and their non-offending parents enrolled in HERO. 
 


Services by Gender Total 
Females 244 
Males 249 
Totals 493 


 
The breakdown of services provided to children during FY2010-2011 is as follows: 


 
Services Provided 


 
Total 


AI or Intake Paperwork 541 


Assessment 289 


Case Management 3,783 


Criminal Justice 16 


Crisis Counseling 8 


Follow-up 305 


Group Therapy 936 


Individual Therapy 923 


Intake 344 


Interpreting 60 


Monitoring 88 


Personal Advocacy 4 


Termination 294 


Transfer 57 


Total Services for Active 
Clients 7,646 
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Information & Referral 
Total 


1,441 


Youthful Offender Jail 
initiative contacts 


207 


Crisis contacts 4 


Total Services Children's 
Services (IR and Active 
Clients) 


8,884 


 
 


B.  No Supervised Site Center for Child Visitation/Exchange 
 


The need for this facility has been known since the 2006 report on DV in the county. There 
is no safe place with security to prevent DV incidents and “legal” kidnapping by abusers 
who have no restraining orders in place when visitation with or exchanges of children for 
custody visits occur.  This is a barrier for many women to leave an abusive relationship. 
Many domestic violence acts occur during child exchanges, including “kidnapping” of 
children by the perpetrator, causing trauma for child and victim. 
 
 Mecklenburg County, along with community collaboration partners, has applied for a 
$400,000 grant through the Office of Violence against Women (OVW) to establish a Safe 
Haven center for supervised visitation and child custody exchange.  


 
 


C.  Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools Violence 
 


The youth risk behavior surveillance (YRBS) 2011 survey results are not yet available. 
Our concerns are: 


1. The rate in Mecklenburg County is consistently high (approx. 1% higher than the 
national average – CDC, YBRS), 


2. The vast increase in sex offenses by students peaked in the 9th grade (Consolidated 
Report 2009-10) 


3. The recent research links bullying to middle school sexual harassment, forms of 
which include spreading of rumors,  inappropriate comments,  and pulling of 
clothing (Espelage, Basile & Hamburger 2012).  
   


CMS also tracks violent acts in schools, excluding dating violence, since that happens 
primarily outside of schools. In 2011 there was a 29% increase - 1,545 reportable acts that 
included -0- rapes, 40 sexual assaults, and 13 sexual offenses. Of these, 30 were in middle 
schools (CMS Disciplinary Data Collection 2009-10). Many of the reportable acts could be 
due to dating violence.  The state mandated schools to focus on bullying this year, with 
dating violence seen as one type of bullying.  These indicators urge more attention be 
given in the prevention of dating violence.  
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V.  SERVICES FOR DOMESTIC VIOLENCE ADULT VICTIMS IN 
MECKLENBURG COUNTY  


 
In Mecklenburg County domestic violence services are provided by multiple public and 
private agencies that focus either on a specific population such as ethnic groups, faith 
groups, income level, or specific services such as shelter, court support for victims, 
counseling victims or counseling perpetrators.  
 


A.  Emergency Shelter 
 


In FY2010-2011, United Family Services’ (UFS) 29 bed Shelter for Battered Women 
served 274 women and 216 children. The maximum length of residency is 30 days (with 
some exceptions due to economic conditions). The average length of stay remained high at 
26 days in 2011, primarily due to difficulty of victims locating work and adequate housing. 
This impacted access of other victims to the shelter. The new Clyde and Ethel Dickson 
Shelter for Battered Women with 80 beds will open late in 2012/early 2013 and will 
provide shelter for women and all their minor children (previously shelter was not 
provided for teen age boys).  Also, the length of stay will not be limited due to capacity 
and will be based on need. County supplemental support for operations will still be needed.   
 
Alternative shelters available for women in imminent danger include:  The Center of Hope 
Salvation Army Shelter for women and children - 412 women cited domestic violence as 
the primary reason they were homeless in 2011.  Homelessness was higher this year and 
the shelter was often over capacity. 
 
For women experiencing primarily substance abuse, with domestic violence as an 
additional factor, the Doves Nest Shelter offered housing for women and their children.   
Dove’s Nest is in the process of building a new facility adjacent to the Clyde and Ethel 
Dickson Shelter for Battered Women. Dove’s Nest will increase their capacity from 13 
beds to 90 beds with a maximum residency of 120 days.  This certainly allows for a 
stronger collaboration between the facilities in addressing victim needs.  . 
 
 Hope Haven also offers residency and addiction recovery treatment for up to 30 women 
and their families.  
 
Hotel shelter was provided to 87 women and 157 children in 2011, when the UFS Shelter 
was at capacity and the women were found to be in imminent danger.  The Hotel shelter 
program is funded by BOCC, in partnership with United Family Services and the 
Community Support Services of the Women’s Commission. UFS provides 
motel/food/transportation and CSS/WOC provides counseling/case management through a 
full-time counselor.  
 
Women not in imminent danger worked with social workers to find shelter through local 
churches, families and the surrounding county shelters to keep women from returning 
home to dangerous conditions.   
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B.  Court Accompaniment and Assistance with DV Protective Orders for 
Victims 


 
During FY 2010- 2011 United Family Services (UFS) Victim Assistance accompanied 
4,263 victims to civil court, criminal court or felony court.  1,225 victims received 
assistance at UFS offices applying for a DV Protective Order.  Services provided at the 
Magistrate’s Office were discontinued in 2009 with the loss of state funding for a Victim 
Advocate. 
 


C. Legal Services to Victims 
 
Legal services are provided at no or low cost for victims of domestic violence by two 
private organizations: Legal Aid of North Carolina and Legal Services of the Southern 
Piedmont.  Legal Aid of North Carolina in 2011 provided legal assistance to 405 victims 
including 332 DV cases, 14 custody cases, and 75 immigration cases (some had multiple 
cases). Legal Aid of North Carolina only provides services in English.  Legal Services for 
Southern Piedmont provides free services with one counselor available for Spanish 
speaking, low-income women. The Legal Services for Southern Piedmont has a long 
waiting list.   
 
UFS’ Legal representation project supported a full time attorney in 2011. The attorney’s 
main responsibilities included recruiting and coordinating volunteer pro-bono attorneys, 
supervising law interns, and representing victims in court when other legal assistance could 
not be obtained.  In FY2010-2011, 280 women and children were provided pro-bono 
legal services for DV issues, custody, financial child support, divorce, and restraining 
order hearings. This is an increase, from FY2010, of 58 clients, a result of the attorney’s 
work to recruit more pro bono participation from the legal community.  The attorney 
provided legal services to an additional 325 DV clients with a funded Charlotte Law 
School Fellow. The legal/victim assistance hotline received 3,982 calls for information. 
 


 
D.  Counseling for Adult Victims of Domestic Violence 


 
County supported counseling services to victims of domestic violence are provided by two 
entities in our community: Community Support Services/Women’s Commission 
(CSS/WOC) and United Family Services (UFS).   
 


1. In FY 2010-2011, UFS provided counseling or support, through collaboration with 
the Lake Norman office, to 196 female victims. 


 
2. UFS provided domestic violence education in English and Spanish, crisis 


counseling and case management to 1,481 female Mecklenburg County inmates. 
 


3. Community Support Services/Women’s Commission provided domestic violence 
counseling to 1,106 women, 9 men, and 1 gender not recorded, totaling 1,116 
victims.  This number includes 87 women either in the hotel shelter and the 







DVAB Report 2011 
 


Domestic Violence Advisory Board  11 


Confianza counseling program for Spanish-speaking victims.  There were 1,442 
calls for adult services.  An additional 4,419 calls for information and referrals 
were received. 


 
4. Carolinas Medical Center-Main has the ONLY Hospital DV response program with 


a dedicated social worker and 24/7 volunteers in the Charlotte/Mecklenburg area.  
CMC Main provided 249 victims with full case service counseling.  An additional 
300 victims received information or referral. 


 
5. The UFS Domestic Violence hotline is available 24 hours/7 days weekly.  The DV 


hotline assisted with 5,230 calls.  There is also a Victim Assistance/ Legal Aid 
Hotline for Protection Orders that received 3,982 calls. The Rape Crisis hotline 
received 386 calls.  There are 3 different hotline numbers in Mecklenburg County 
for DV, rape and legal/victim services. Broadened awareness of all three hotline 
numbers is needed. 
  
 
E.  Perpetrator Services 
 


Two organizations provide state certified batterer intervention treatment in Mecklenburg 
County.  They are:  New Options for Violent Actions (NOVA) and BE THERE/IMPACT. 
 
NOVA is a batterer intervention program operated by Community Support 
Services/Women’s Commission. In FY 2010-2011, 787 clients enrolled (up from 700 in 
FY 2009-2010).  549 were new clients.  190 completed the 26 week program. There are 15 
men’s groups; 1 women’s group in English; and 1 women’s group in Spanish.  The new 
indigent community service payment option for men on probation began.  24 men qualified 
for the community service payment option and chose this option.  NOVA received a 
National Association of Counties award for the innovative community service payment 
option in 2011. 
 
 The BE THERE/IMPACT group (a new service established in 2007) served 32 new 
clients in the accountability group with 18 completing and 19 terminated in 2011.  
 
Barriers to participation and completion include:  


1. Cost of $16 per week that resulted in some men referred by the courts not 
reporting and some men choosing jail over the program.   


2. The courts do not send information on referrals to the programs (NOVA or BE 
THERE), it is sent to probation officers.  


3. No longer have DV specialty probation officers and a reduced overall number of 
officers, oversight has diminished. 
 


 The organization has found that the needs of those with mental illnesses, with multiple 
domestic violence convictions or with abusing children differ greatly from first time 
offenders.  BE THERE/IMPACT feels there is a substantial need for more targeted 
programming which BE THERE/IMPACT is willing to provide. 
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Fatality Review Team –recommended the following: 
 


1. Increase training of Police to- 
a) Do an evidence- based lethality assessment. The North Carolina Coalition 


Against Domestic Violence (NCCADV) has a model. Results of the assessment 
would be shared with the victim, as well as be forwarded to  the District 
Attorney as supporting documentation for prosecution 


b) Better identify the  primary abuser  
2. Provide similar training for Magistrates and Judges 
3. Have District Attorneys seek military records of offenders for evidence of DV in 


order to recommend batterer intervention programs upon conviction and also to 
reiterate that couple counseling is not appropriate.  


4.  Have Judges order community based and jail batterer intervention programs. 
5. Establish a supervised visitation and custody exchange center 


 
 
 VI.  Advocacy and Public Awareness 
 


A.  Collaborative Partners 
 


1.  DV Speakers Bureau provided 210 speakers for corporate, civic, non-profit, 
and faith based events.  Number of audience members reached for 2011 was 
9,917. 


 
2.  Domestic Violence Advocacy Council:  currently have over 139 members on 


their email list.  The council meets monthly for Lunch and Learn, with an 
average participation of 12-15.  Speakers and DV topics vary.  This council 
sponsors a DV March after each DV homicide, holds an annual DV Violence 
Candlelight Vigil for all victims in October, and the tree lightning for DV 
awareness at the Police station in December. 


 
3.  Men for Change committee of UFS offer educational events for men and 


fundraising events. Next Breakfast fundraiser is May 31, 2012. 
 


4.  Tony Porter, co-founder of “A Call to Men”, which is a leading national men’s 
organization addressing domestic and sexual violence prevention and the 
promotion of healthy manhood.  Mr. Porter is a Charlotte resident, actively 
involved with the Charlotte/Mecklenburg Community.  On March 8-9, 2012, in 
Greensboro, NC, he held a conference called “Encouraging Peace through 
Empowering Manhood”.  He also provided a free workshop on March 19, 2012, 
at the Fire and Police Academy, Charlotte, NC on “Prevention of Men’s 
Violence Against Women”.   BE THERE/IMPACT was the sponsor. 


 
5. In June 2011, The Charlotte Alumnae Chapter of Delta Sigma Theta Sorority, 


Incorporated, through the Social Action Committee, presented TERROR AT 
HOME: A Domestic Violence Documentary, held for the Charlotte 
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community.  The panel included police officers, victims of domestic violence, 
DAs, and service providers. The discussion was a platform to address DV 
issues, and to empower individuals to advocate for policy changes. Our own 
Vice-Chair, LiMia Bowen, served as the moderator for this event. 


 
6. The Domestic Violence Leadership Team, in support of its goal of building a 


community that does not tolerate domestic violence, participated in the Fatality 
Review Team with staff time, resources and involvement despite overall 
reduced resources.  The team also provided data for the Domestic Violence 
Data Warehouse update. 


 
7. Amy Stewart – The Love Project: Beautiful from the Inside Out: A grant 


funded project for survivors includes both discussion and a photograph exhibit 
of the survivors with personal reflections and videos on love and respect. 
Participants receive a framed copy of their photograph 


 
8. Dr Shanti Kulkarni provides her video “My Next Girlfriend” to Charlotte-


Mecklenburg County schools and the community. She talks on DV education 
and research surrounding Teen Dating Violence.  Dr. Kulkarni has established a 
Teen/Young Adult Speaker Bureau, called “LOVE SPEAKS OUT”, as well. 
There is NO CHARGE for this service 


 
 


B. Faith-Based Partners 
 
1.  Beauty for Ashes Ministry: The organization helped establish 3 other DV 


ministries/faith based organizations; started “Restroom Rescue”-awareness 
posters in community agency restrooms, held the 1st statewide DV conference 
in 2010, and offers spiritual support/counseling to victims who are leaving or 
have left abusive relationships. 
 


2. Katherine DeLoach Lewis: launched an initiative called the “Continuum of 
Christian Care to Help Adult Victims of DV”, using an assessment tool model 
called B.E.S.T. (Body, Emotions, Spirit, and Thought); has presented to over 25 
different audiences. 


 
 
VII. Recommendations 
 


1. Continue Domestic Violence Education, Prevention, and Services as safety 
priorities for both city and county residents.  
 


2.  Support Mecklenburg County, United Family Services, and community 
collaborative partners in their grant application request for a Supervised 
Visitation/Safe Exchange Center. The need for this facility has been a 







DVAB Report 2011 
 


Domestic Violence Advisory Board  14 


priority recommendation by our Board since the 2006 report on DV in the 
county.  


 
With this Office of Violence Against Women (OVW) grant, we can establish a 
Supervised Child Visitation/Safe Exchange Center that can be the model for our 
State AND protect our children and families.  


 
3. Expand training for Police in assessing primary aggressors and add 


training in an evidence based Lethality Assessment as recommended by 
Fatality Review Team. 
 
We continue to be concerned with the rise in women being arrested for DV over 
the last two years. Police are only required to be trained in DV assessment and 
intervention during education in the Academy.  Training is needed while 
employed both to re-enforce what was learned about identifying the primary 
aggressor as “theory” and to gain additional skills in lethality assessment so that 
can be used in prosecution.  


 
4. Utilize media technology to support access to a Magistrate in North 


Mecklenburg County.  This low cost alternative has been a priority for 3 
years.  It would not impact Magistrate numbers and would greatly increase the 
access for women in the North County. The travel barrier now prevents many 
who do not have private transportation to apply for needed protection orders.  
The presence of a new advocate serving North Mecklenburg could provide the 
needed assistance for applications.  


 
5. Continue funding the shelter hotel program and support the new shelter. 


Until the new Clyde and Ethel Dickson Shelter for Battered Women is fully 
functional (late 2012 or early 2013), we need continued funding for the hotel 
shelter for women and families in imminent danger, when the current UFS 
shelter is full. The hotel shelter program is a collaboration of Community 
Support Services/Women’s Commission and United Family Services.  There 
continues to be a major need for shelter and sanctuary when the current UFS 
Shelter for battered women is full.  


 
6. BOCC/City Council work with CMS to develop partnerships for 


programs to increase awareness and services related to dating violence 
among elementary, middle, and high school students. We must significantly 
enhance DV training in schools, beginning as early possible, to eliminate 
abusive behaviors. 


 
7. Support increased awareness of Human Trafficking and interventions in 


Charlotte/Mecklenburg County. Victims vulnerable to traffickers include 
homeless individuals, runaway teens, displaced homemakers, refugees, job 
seekers, tourists, kidnap victims and drug addicts. While it may seem like 
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trafficked people are the most vulnerable and powerless minorities in a region, 
victims are consistently exploited from any ethnic and social background 


The problem of Human Trafficking, related to Charlotte being a major 
transportation hub for North Carolina and the Southeast, was highlighted last 
year.  Development of collaborative programs between police, airport, hotel, 
transportation, healthcare and DV service providers, in order to identify and 
intervene with the victims, needs to continue. 
 
 


VIII. Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, the city and county have supported the strategies to end domestic violence 
in the 2006 report commissioned by the BOCC, such as our new Battered Women’s 
Shelter, the Fatality Review Team, the Human Trafficking Task Force Response team and 
the continued funding of the DV Data Warehouse. 
 
We thank the City Council and Board of County Commissioners for these efforts. This 
year’s recommendations set our top 3 priorities as (1) continuing to eradicate Domestic 
Violence through education, prevention, and services; (2) support of a safe haven for child 
visitation and exchange, and (3) expansion of Domestic Violence training program to Law 
Enforcement, for both new and seasoned officers.   
 
We ask that you are very thoughtful and give careful consideration to all the 
recommendations.   Moving forward on these recommendations will continue the progress 
we have made.  Moving forward on these recommendations will help make Charlotte and 
Mecklenburg County, as a whole, a safer place to live and work.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Domestic Violence Advisory Board 
Beverly Foster - Chair 
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2011 Accomplishments2011 Accomplishments


•New DV Advocate hired in North Meck


•District Attorney/DV Court Changes
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•Fatality Review Team Gives 1st Report
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•DV Homicides
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•DV arrests by CMPD


•University Students DV arrests  


•Protection orders served 
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Recommendations


1 Continue DV Education Prevention and1. Continue DV Education, Prevention , and 
Services as a priority for safety.


2. Establish a supervised Child Custody Visitation/ 
Exchange  Center 


3. Expand training of police while serving in the 
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field


4. Establish Magistrate Access by Webcam in North 
Mecklenburg


Recommendations


• 5. Continue support of the new UFS shelter


• 6. CMS focus to reduce Teen Dating violence
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COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 


 
I. Subject: I-77 North and I-485 South 
   Action: For information only   
 
II. Subject: Charlotte Urbanized Area Expansion  


Action: For information only 
 


III. Subject: Comprehensive Transportation Plan 
   Action: For information only    
 


 COMMITTEE INFORMATION   
Present: David Howard, John Autry, Michael Barnes 
Time: 2:30 pm – 4:00 pm 


 


ATTACHMENTS 
  
      Attachment and Handouts 
      Agenda Package  
 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS  
 
David Howard called the meeting to order at 2:37 and asked everyone in the room to introduce 
themselves.  


 
I. I-77 North and I-485 South 
Pleasant: This is a continuing discussion of a couple of projects for which NCDOT is seeking 
creative financing. I-77 is aspiring to become a high occupancy toll lane facility, and the I-485 a 
widening project is extending the project limits from Rea Rd. to its current terminus at Johnston 
Rd. Mr. Steinman and Mr. Gibbs will update you regarding the steps we’re taking through 
MUMPO’s Technical Coordinating Committee, and then to the MUMPO Board. This 
presentation is meant to update you regarding both projects’ status.  
 


  Mr. Steinman began the presentation with slide 2.  
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Barnes: If they build a full depth paved shoulder (for reference, see slide 8 e.), will there be 
anything to prohibit people from using it? 
 
Steinman: I don’t know if NCDOT is planning to install more than the typical circular dots and 
striping on it, but the intent is not to allow people to drive on the shoulder.  
 
Barnes: I've seen people driving on the shoulders anyway, so I can’t imagine people not using 
this one.  
 
Howard: Will it be in the middle or on the side? 
 
Steinman: It will be next to the median. 
 
Mr. Steinman resumed the presentation with slide 4. 
 
Barnes: Isn't the greatest traffic pressure from Rea Rd. to I-77? 
 
Steinman: Yes. The biggest traffic jams occur between Johnston Rd. and I-77. 
 
Mr. Steinman resumed the presentation with slide 5. 
 
Howard: Does action b. leave the flexibility of the language where the state needed it (see slide 
6)? 
 
Steinman: b. says that the P3 financing mechanism is the way to go. We do endorse it in 
concept, but we haven’t seen the details of what it will actually turn out to be.  
 
Howard: Knowing you guys the way I do, the word “appropriate” is the key word (see slide 6 
b.). 
 
Steinman: Yes. 
 
Mr. Steinman resumed the presentation with slide 7. 
 
Howard: Is the source of the money that is already allocated for I-77 equity or loop funding?  
 
Steinman: The money for I-77 previously programmed by MUMPO is a combination of equity 
dollars, congestion management and air quality dollars, and anticipated TOLL revenue dollars. 
The money for I-485 was previously programmed as loop dollars. 
 
Mr. Steinman resumed the presentation with slide 8.  
 
Barnes: With regard to action f. that says carpools of 2 would not pay, how would we 
distinguish between carpools of 2 and people who are driving along who have a pass (see I-485 
& I-77 TIP & LRTP Amendments & Conformity Determination handout)? 
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Steinman: There are various ways in which that has been done.  One way is physical 
observation where carpoolers travel in a separate lane and a person actually looks inside the car 
to verify how many occupants are in the vehicle.  Another way is used in south Florida, where 
they require carpoolers to register the names of the carpoolers every 6 months to keep their 
registration valid. The other method includes the transponder tag that can be switched to show if 
a person is traveling alone or with another person, or two or more additional people. It all 
depends on the cultural tradition of the metropolitan area.  
 
Howard: So is the technology available to help show how many people are in the vehicles? 
 
Steinman: There have been attempts to use technology, but unfortunately it has not worked very 
well. It has provided false readings. We are talking about information getting recorded while 
vehicles are traveling at 50 mph. These are not the old style ways of TOLL lane transactions 
where people slow down and drop quarters into the basket and then slowly move on. 
 
Barnes: So there would be a guy with binoculars trying to see in the vehicles? 
 
Steinman: If there is a physical separation in a separate lane, then the carpoolers are instructed 
to slow down. The overall intent of the managed lanes is to provide for traffic flowing at least 
45-50 mph.  
 
Mr. Steinman resumed the presentation with slide 10. 
 
Howard: Are you talking about the part from I-77 to Johnston Rd., or are you including the 
stretch to Rea Rd. (see slide 11, third bullet)?  
 
Steinman: From I-77 to Rea Rd. 
 
Howard: The part where the managed lanes will be is not from I-77 to Rea Rd., but from Rea 
Rd. to US 74, correct?  
  
Steinman: In the proposal to amend the LRTP, NCDOT is proposing what they call express toll 
lanes, which means that you are not obligated to provide a discount or free travel for carpoolers. 
They are proposing the express toll lanes would start at Rea Rd. and proceed east to US 74. But 
we also need to acknowledge that that full depth paved shoulder could be used for managed 
lanes to I-77. 
  
Howard: So, there is no toll between I-77 and Rea Rd.? 
 
Steinman: When the lanes open to traffic, there will be toll between I-77 and Rea Rd. 
 
Howard: So, we’re really talking about 3 projects?  
 
Steinman: We are talking about I-77 in the north, construction on I-485 south between I-77 and 
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Rea Rd. Subsequently on I-485, there could be implementation of managed lanes from I-77 to 
US 74.  
 
Howard: Why is this all together?  It’s complicated. 
 
Steinman: The I-485 managed lanes part is a subsequent action. 
 
Howard: I thought we just were dealing with all managed lanes issues? 
 
Danny: The reason I-77 and I-485 are in here together is because they fall under the same 
conformity analytics that we need to do to qualify them to be in the LRTP and the TIP.  
 
Steinman: It is confusing. The reason these two corridors are linked is because of the way 
NCDOT requested the model be done for air quality conformity. MUMPO has to make a choice 
of something on I-485, which is only one option between I-77 and Rea Rd., combined with one 
of the scenarios on I-77 north. In order to advance the project on I-485 south, MUMPO has to 
take action on one of the scenarios on I-77 north.  
 
Mr. Steinman resumed the presentation with slide 13. 
 
Howard: I think it's important for us to provide as much latitude as we can to the State to be 
creative. We've been trying to figure out how not to tie the State's hands to get the best deal 
possible in a P3.  
 
Barnes: What percentage of the cost of scenarios 1-4 are covered by tolling (see slide 12)? 
 
Howard: That’s why this matters. Because one lane requires more subsidies as opposed to doing 
2 lanes, etc.  
 
Barnes: I asked the question because I’ve been hearing about the expansion of 485 on the south 
side. We're not asking folks along I-485 to kick in on a toll lane, so why would we ask folks 
going north on I-77? These scenarios are confusing to me. I think they will be confusing to the 
public and will likely be violated on a repeated basis. So, I’m trying to figure out what we can 
do that is the most customer service friendly.  
 
Howard: This has been done in other cities and it works.  
 
Barnes: I don't know what the State needs that would be most advantageous to the construction 
of the project, but I’m sure there is someone who can tell us how to get this done without all the 
confusion. 
 
Pleasant: The difference between I-77 and I-485 is that the idea of managed lanes on I-77 has 
advanced further. We are not ready to do managed lanes on I-485, but with the upcoming 
NCDOT widening project to begin this summer, we wanted to be sure to set up structures 
necessary for managed lanes in the future. We do not believe managed lanes would be workable 
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just between Johnston Rd. and I-77; however, they will be more effective in longer stretches 
like when the widening reaches US 74. We want to set the platform so that when we implement 
managed lanes on I-485, we can do it with as little disruption as possible.  
 
Mr. Steinman concluded the presentation with slide 14. 
 
Hall: In terms of your next steps, we may want to consider an update to Council on May 29 with 
a summary of issues before MUMPO’s special meeting in June. 
 
Howard: I don't want to vote without Council being briefed first. 
 
Hall: I'll check the dinner schedule for the Council Business Meeting on the 29th. 
 
Barnes: Mr. Pleasant, did you say there is a private sector investor? 
 
Pleasant: Yes, for I-77. 
 
Howard: The next subject is the Urbanized Area Expansion. 
 
II. Charlotte Urbanized Area Expansion 
 
Howard: Does anyone want to set this up before we talk about it? 
 
Pleasant: We’ve entered a period where we are required by federal law to reconstitute the MPO 
based on the 2010 census data. We are required to take the actions necessary to do that by 
March 2013. Firstly, reconstituting the MPO means we redraw urban area boundaries based on 
the census data, and the MPO uses that to estimate what the 20-year growth area is around that 
boundary and designates that as a new MPO.  Secondly, we reconsider your MOU between the 
Governor, local jurisdictions representing 75% of the population plus the center city, and the 
USDOT. That will determine how the voting structure works within the MPO. We have done 
this consistently every 10 years since MPOs were formed in the 1960s. Bob will step you 
through the process.  
 
Mr. Cook began the presentation with slide 3. 
 
Howard: How do you deal with two very dense areas being close to each other (see slide 4)?   
 
Cook: We do have 3 other urbanized areas in the greater Charlotte area: Gastonia, Concord, and 
Rock Hill. They are MPOs. 
  
Cook resumed the presentation with slide 5. 
  
Howard: Will you explain what happened in Cabarrus County where we lost an area? 
 
Cook: We lost the area around Harrisburg after the 2000 census gave it to the Concord 
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urbanized area. However, we gained the area roughly around highway 73 and Poplar Tent Rd., 
an area that had not been in anyone’s urbanized area after 2000, and now it’s in the Charlotte 
urbanized area. We gave Concord a little bit, but we gained some in Cabarrus as well.  
 
Cook resumed the presentation with slide 7. 
 
Cook: We have to invite the new jurisdictions into MUMPO: Statesville, Troutman, 
Mooresville, Marshville, and some of the other communities.  
 
Howard: Do we extend an invitation or do we meet? 
 
Cook: They will be coming in because they’re in the urbanized area.  We invite them into the 
process but they don't have to participate.  
 
Howard: We’ll have say over what projects are happening in those areas, right? 
 
Cook: The good news about Iredell and Lincoln counties is that they are in a different division 
and more importantly, in a different funding region. So, we're not going to be mingling pots of 
money very much. 
 
Barnes: You mentioned pots of money and planning. If we are acquiring as part of this process 
areas that are outside the state of North Carolina, how will we deal with the pot of money issues 
and how will we commingle our North Carolina policies and habits with South Carolina's? 
 
Cook: We may not have to do that. 
 
Howard: I was going to ask you how we’ve been doing it, because we've had South Carolina in 
our MPO for a while.  
 
Cook: That’s correct. South Carolina is included in the urbanized area. 
 
Barnes: Have we done anything in South Carolina? 
 
Cook: After the 2000 Census, we reached an agreement with South Carolina that the Rock Hill 
and Ft. Mill Metropolitan Planning Organization will handle the metropolitan planning process 
for that portion of the Charlotte Urbanized Area in South Carolina. So we've not had to mingle 
funds or processes. 
 
Barnes: Would you envision us ceding to them the additional mustard colored area (see slide 
11)?  
 
Cook: Good question. I think it is the desire of the folks in South Carolina that they would like 
to retain control over their area. 
 
Howard: That’s what the third bullet is, correct (see slide 12)? 







  


Transportation & Planning Committee 
Meeting Summary for May 14, 2012 
Page 7 of 9  
 
 
 
Barnes: Finally, what sort of demand does this put on our staff? 
 
Cook: It will be a substantial additional burden on us as we go in to Iredell County as our long 
range plan becomes more complex. The overall planning becomes more complex and there will 
be more people involved in the process. Some of that will depend on our revised MOU, and 
depending on how that gets revised, that could change things dramatically. Right now we have a 
threshold for voting membership in the MPO where you have to have a population of 5000 or 
more to vote. That is completely arbitrary on our part in the sense there are no federal 
requirements for that sort of thing. They leave that entirely up to the local MPOs. If we changed 
that and invited everyone into the process with voting privileges, that would make the 
coordination process much more difficult. It would increase the burden on staff to provide 
services to all those communities. We have to provide services to any community within the 
planning area, even those without voting privileges, and there are several of those in Union 
County. But, when you bring folks in and they’re on the Technical Coordinating Committee and 
on the MPO, the level of involvement just naturally increases.  
 
Barnes: Is there a funding source in place to help expand your staff? 
 
Pleasant: We would get a redistribution of funds from a couple of funding sources. I don’t have 
confidence that it would be enough to add staff.  
 
Barnes: Do you envision needing it? 
 
Pleasant: I think we would need to add one or two staff members. Traditionally, North Carolina 
MPOs have been staffed from the municipality. That has worked well for decades and we’re 
still working from that model. Sometime in the future we'll need to form separate MPO staff, 
but not now. Eventually we'll be so large and complex with so many jurisdictions involved, 
we’ll naturally need to move to a different strategy. This staff has been really barebones. We 
have the largest metropolitan planning area with the smallest staff. 
 
Howard: Council member Barnes mentioned South Carolina. There are other areas where we 
will probably be working with other RPOs and MPOs too, right.  
 
Cook: Yes, that’s likely. We'll be going into Lincoln County. The Gaston MPO is not interested 
taking responsibility for that area anymore (see slide 11). Charlotte is classified as a 
transportation management area because of its size; we’re over 200,000 in population. That 
brings with it certain requirements.  
 
Howard: I have a question about the weighted vote. Is that negotiated or is that required? 
 
Cook: You negotiated that after the 2000 census.  
 
 Howard: The newer model in the MTC gave the vote to everybody. It’s not weighted. Is that 
based on population? 
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Pleasant: There is a framework for forming an MPO. Parties to that MPO are local governments 
representing 75 percent of the varied population, the Governor, and the USDOT. Within that 
framework, you can negotiate representation and voting. There are some guidelines about who 
should sit there. Some jurisdictions have lots of transit authorities and independent single-
purpose authorities. Airport authorities also have a seat at the table, but our case is simpler. 
Most of those functions are funded by municipalities.  
 
Howard: Who negotiates for Charlotte? 
 
Pleasant: We'll take a crack at it as a staff using some of the historical precedent as we have in 
the past, and offer several options and alternatives. It will then be up to the jurisdictions as 
expressed through the existing MUMPO Board. It can certainly be a broader conversation. It 
was not a huge event for 2000 as I recall, it went fairly smoothly.  
 
Howard: When is the deadline this year since this has to be completed in March of 2013. 
 
Cook: March is correct. We have to rewrite our MOU and establish the new boundaries. We’ve 
already gotten started. I'm meeting with Iredell county folks at the end of the month, and 
Lincoln county people next week to discuss what boundaries make sense.  
 
Howard: How many additional elected bodies are there? 
 
Cook: Statesville, Troutman, Mooresville, and Lincoln County. There is no municipality in 
Lincoln County that will be coming into MUMPOs jurisdiction. It’s all unincorporated area, and 
they would have to be represented by the county commissioner. The town of Marshville will 
become involved as well. Assuming we keep the same voting threshold in place, I think there 
was at least one town that since exceeded the voting threshold in Union County. The town of 
Marvin has exceeded 5000 with this most recent census, and the town of Indian Trail would be 
put into a 2 vote status because their population now exceeds 30,000.  
 
Howard: We have one last subject. Thank you very much. 
 
III. Comprehensive Transportation Plan 
 
Pleasant: Norm is going to update you on some changes in the planning structure of NCDOT. 
The CTP is a recast version of the Thoroughfare Plan we have been operating off of for a long 
time. There will be a few more dimensions to it. The Thoroughfare Plan was all about 
thoroughfares; this is about roads, bicycles, walkways, and transit.  
 
Steinman: There is actually no immediate schedule requirement on this topic. I would like to 
give you the opportunity to get ready for your next meeting at 3:55, and perhaps continue at the 
next meeting.  
 
Mr. Steinman began the CTP presentation with slide 2.  
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Barnes: Is this where the USDG meets state law (see slide 10, 4 networks)? 
 
Steinman: Yes, and the other way around as well. If you combine the motor vehicle, pedestrian, 
and the bicycle travel networks, very often you get streets. Sometimes they’re called complete 
streets and that’s what the USDG is about. The NCOT (10 or 11 years ago, when they were 
defining the CTP as the next step in the evolution in the networks of travel in North Carolina, 
not just in the urbanized areas but in other areas of the state) was thinking ahead about making 
sure there would be the right kinds of travel elements for all types of travelers.  
 
Mr. Steinman proceeded with the presentation with slide 11.  
 
Howard: Let’s stop at CTP Pedestrian Element section (slide 13), and we'll pick up there next 
time. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 4:00. 
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Purposes


• Review/discuss amendments to MUMPO’s Long 
Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
recommended by MUMPO’s Technical 
Coordinating Committee (TCC) for I-485 South 
and I-77 North


• Review TCC’s decision on May 10 and possible 
next steps 


I-485 South


Widen by 2 lanes in each 
direction instead of only 
1 lane in each direction


Build after 2015Extend 1 
lane in 
each 


direction
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I-77 North


HOT 
Lanes


Northern 
Section


Central
Section


Southern
Section


TCC Actions for I-485 South & 
I-77 North 


Recommend that MUMPO adopt statements for
I-77 North that:


– a.  Endorse HOT Lanes as preferred technique for             
providing additional capacity on I-77


– b.  Endorse appropriate use of public/private 
partnership in delivering HOT lanes


– c.  Expect that planning and environmental studies 
occur within framework of corridor between 
Charlotte and Mooresville 


Not Voted on 
May 10th
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TCC Actions for I-485 South & 
I-77 North, con’t.


• Amend LRTP & TIP to:
a.  Modify I-485 South project (widening to six lanes 


with auxiliary lanes) to include Johnston Rd. flyover 
and extension to Rea Rd.  Show $114.65 million (in 
cost) with Loop funds as source of funds. 


b.  Eliminate other 2025 horizon year projects for I-485 
and replace with widening to eight lanes (six general   
purpose lanes and two express lanes).  Inflate the cost 
to the anticipated construction year and assume use 
of  Loop funds.


Not Voted on 
May 10th


TCC Actions for I-485 South & 
I-77 North, con’t.


c. Amend the 2035  project description to reflect  
accelerated construction of Johnston Rd. flyover.


d. Acknowledge that equity dollars may be used, but only 
without impacting LRTP financial constraints.


e. Request NCDOT to construct 4’ additional of full depth 
paved shoulder to separate general purpose lanes from 
managed lanes in each direction.


Base the decision to implement managed lanes, 
selection of type and operational plan on (proposed) 
study for I-485 South between I-77 and US 74.


Not Voted on 
May 10th
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TCC Actions for I-485 South & 
I-77 North, con’t.


Recommend MUMPO amend LRTP and TIP to:


- For I-77, alter southern boundary to I-277, 
from I-277 to Hambright Rd. convert 
(existing) HOV lanes to HOT lanes and 
extend HOT lanes to Catawba Ave. , Exit 28.  
Carpools of two would not pay to use HOT 
lanes.  This is Scenario 1.


- This action is not intended to prejudice 
additional effort on behalf of Scenarios 2,3 or 
4.  As sufficient information is available, 
MUMPO may approve modification of LRTP 
and TIP to include Scenarios 2,3 or 4.


Not 
Voted 


on May 
10th


Document Reviewed at TCC 
Meeting of May 10


• Commit TCC to active, ongoing, meaningful 
participation in creation of Statement of 
Principles to guide development of I-77 North 
project(s).


• See MUMPO I-77 North Corridor Statement of 
Principles Guidance Document- May 10, 2012.
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Explanation for TCC’s Actions 
Regarding I-485 South


• Alleviate existing congestion, and proceed with 
NCDOT’s construction schedule.


• Build capacity for future expansion at today’s 
costs.


• Seek Loop funding for funding gap between 
programmed project’s cost of $64 million and 
increased capacity project’s estimated cost of 
$114.65 million.  Apply equity funds, if 
necessary, but without affecting MUMPO’s TIP. 


Not Voted on 
May 10th


Explanation of TCC’s Actions 
Regarding I-77 North


Since NCDOT requested that Scenarios 1, 2, 3 or 4 
for I-77 North be linked for air quality conformity 
purposes with the proposed project for I-485 
South, MUMPO must also select Scenarios 1, 2, 3 or 
4 to allow the I-485 South project to proceed to 
construction.


Scenario 1 can be selected now, based on the 
information available from NCDOT and the public 
workshops.


Scenarios 2,3 or 4 can be selected when new 
information is provided by NCDOT or the public.
Not Voted on 


May 10th







5/14/2012


7


Actions Taken by TCC – May 10


• No recommendations to the MUMPO Board for 
their May 16 meeting, but request that MUMPO 
Board hold special meeting in June.


• These actions were unanimously approved by the 
TCC, in support of the following statement:


After an extensive discussion with local, regional, State and 
Federal Staff, NCDOT requests that the TCC remove Agenda Item 
#4 from its May 10th agenda.  NCDOT projects that this request 
will not materially affect the construction  schedule for the 
widening of I-485 in south Charlotte.  NCDOT expects to proceed 
with a construction contract for I-485 this summer.  New 
information has been developed for both I-485 and I-77, with 
extensive additional information expected in the upcoming 
weeks.


Next Steps


• Continue weekly meetings of the NCDOT, 
MUMPO, CDOT and FHWA staffs


• Receive and review updated cost estimate for 
I-485 South, together with specific revenue plan


• Develop milestone and decision-making schedule 
for I-77 North HOT project financed through P3 
mechanism


• Refine descriptions and costs of baseline project 
and Scenarios 1, 2, 3 or 4.


• Reach agreement on environmental assessment 
process


• Receive and review traffic operations analysis
• Receive and review results of funding analysis 
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Questions?
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Mecklenburg-Union MPO
Expansion
TAP Committee


May 14, 2012


Presentation Overview 


• Urbanized area expansion background


• Impacts


• Major tasks
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Urbanized Areas 


• Census Bureau updates urbanized area 
information after each Census


• Areas with 50,000 residents or more


• Characteristics
– Dense urban core (1,000 ppsm)
– Adjacent qualifying areas (500 ppsm)
– High degree of impervious surfaces
– Noncontiguous territory


• “Hops” and “Jumps”


• Automated delineation process


Urbanized Areas 
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Charlotte Urbanized Area


Land Area & Population Changes 


UZA 
2000


Charlotte 
2000


UZA 
2010


Charlotte 
2010


Land Area 435 sq mi 243 sq mi 741 sq mi 300 sq mi


Population 758,927 540,828 1,249,442 731,424


One of five urban areas to exceed 1 million 
threshold


Charlotte Urbanized Area
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City Impacts


• Planning serves as the 
Lead Planning Agency 
(LPA) for MUMPO


• Transportation Planning 
Area Manager serves as 
MPO secretary
– Two additional professional 


staff members
– Administrative support


• CDOT provides 
substantial staff support
– Regional travel demand 


model


MUMPO Impacts-Planning Area


MPO Planning Area Boundaries
• Minimum-UZA
• Must also include areas expected to be urban 


in 20 years


New Territory
• UZA expanded into Iredell, Lincoln and 


Lancaster counties
• Further expansion into Union & York 


counties
• Minimal expansions in Gaston & Catawba 


counties
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MUMPO Impacts-Planning Area


MUMPO Impacts-Planning Area
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MUMPO Impacts-Planning Area


Major Tasks & Deadline 


• Invite new jurisdictions into MPO


• Update MPO boundary


• Reach agreements with neighboring MPOs


• Prepare MPO evaluation report


• Update Functional Classification System


• Expand footprint of regional travel demand 
model


• Completion deadline: March 2013
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Comprehensive Transportation Plan 
(CTP)


May 14, 2012


Charlotte City Council
Transportation and Planning Committee


History of CTP


• Replaced Thoroughfare Plan in NC General 
Statutes 136-66.2 in 2001


• To date, 8 of 17 MPOs have adopted CTPs 


• Preparation of MUMPO’s CTP began in Fall 2010
with discussions among MUMPO and TCC staff
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Why is MUMPO preparing 
a CTP?


 Required by NC General Statutes to replace Thoroughfare 
Plan


 Intended to serve present and anticipated multimodal travel 
demand


NCDOT’s Goals for the CTP


 Integrate land use with transportation planning


 Create a common long-range vision among NCDOT, 
MPOs, and local governments


 Establish a multi-modal transportation planning and design 
process
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Content of the CTP – Part 1


Officially required to be jointly approved by MPOs and   
NC Board of Transportation


 Highway Map


 Pedestrian Map


 Bicycle Map


 Public Transit and Rail Map


Content of the CTP – Part 2


To be prepared and used by MUMPO and local 
governments


Explanations and supporting information


 Terminology


 Relationships to other plans


 References to local ordinances
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Benefits of the 
Thoroughfare Plan & CTP


Benefits of the 
Thoroughfare Plan & CTP
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Thoroughfare Plan


Most Notable Positive 
Change


Thoroughfare Plan
Only 1 network
• Highways


CTP
4 networks 
• Motor Vehicle Travel
• Pedestrian Travel
• Bicycle Travel
• Transit and Intercity 


Rail Travel 
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CTP Highway Element


• Highway and Street Types
– Freeways
– Expressways
– Boulevards
– Other Major Thoroughfares
– Minor Thoroughfares


• Description of Conditions
– Existing – Highway or street not recommended for 


capacity expansion
– Needs Improvement – Highway or street is 


recommended for capacity expansion
– Recommended – Highway or street needs to be added to 


network


CTP Highway Element
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CTP Pedestrian Element


• Facility Types
– Multi-Use Paths
– Sidewalks


• Description of Conditions
– Existing – Pedestrian travel facility along the roadway 


exists and needs no improvement
– Needs Improvement – Pedestrian facility exists but 


needs to be upgraded (width, back of curb, etc.)
– Recommended – Pedestrian facility needs to be added to 


network


CTP Pedestrian Element
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CTP Bicycle Element


• Facility Types
– Multi-Use Paths
– On-road treatments (lanes, cycle tracks, etc.)


• Description of Conditions
– Existing – Bicycle facility exists and needs no 


improvement
– Needs Improvement – Bicycle facility exists but needs to 


be upgraded (width, etc.)
– Recommended – Bicycle facility needs to be added to 


network


CTP Bicycle Element
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CTP Transit/Rail Element


• Transit/Rail Facility Types
– Bus Routes
– Fixed Guideways
– Operational Strategies
– Rail Corridors
– High Speed Rail Corridors


• Description of Conditions
– Existing: Route, Guideway, Operational Strategy or Rail 


Exists
– Needs Improvement: Additional capacity needed, this 


category is unused at this time.
– Recommended: Proposed Route, Guideway, Operational 


Strategy or Rail Corridor to be added to network


CTP Transit/Rail Element
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CTP Composite Map 
and Complete Streets


Similarities between 
Thoroughfare Plan and CTP


• Combinations of long-range, financially unconstrained  
recommendations (Plan) and status report (existing or 
proposed)


• No completion year described
• No description of number of lanes
• Adopted by MPOs and NC Board of Transportation
• Implementation requires local governments to describe 


1) rights-of-way to be preserved or dedicated       
2) relationships between land uses (prohibited or 
encouraged) adjacent to roadway types
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Differences between 
Thoroughfare Plan and CTP


• Thoroughfare and CTP Highway Classifications are not 
identical


• CTP describes 4 travel networks, not just 1 network


• Definition of complete streets possible with CTP by 
reviewing 3 to 4 CTP network maps and supporting 
information


Schedule for CTP in 2012


 Draft Maps reviewed by NCDOT Spring


 Draft Maps reviewed by TCC staff Summer


 Public Involvement/Review Fall


 CTP adopted by MUMPO and 


NC Board of Transportation Winter
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Schedule for CTP
beyond 2012


 Decide how to include USDG street classifications and 
cross-sections


 Establish rights-of-way to be protected or dedicated


 Change zoning and subdivision ordinances


 Remove and replace references to Thoroughfare Plan


 Decide application of Major and Minor Collectors


Questions?





		TAP 5 14 12 DRAFT Final Notes

		I-77 North & I-485 South_1

		Statement of Principles Guidance Document_2

		I-485 & I-77 TIP & LRTP Amendments & Conformity Determination_3

		Charlotte Urbanized Area Expansion handout_4

		Charlotte Urbanized Area Map_5

		CTP TAP Cmte_Handouts_6
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 COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS  
 
I. Subject: Committee discussion on budget referral from June 11


th
 Council  


  Business Meeting  


 
   
 
II. Subject: Additional Information 


   Q&As requested by Council member Fallon 
  


   
    
 


COMMITTEE INFORMATION  
 
 Present:  CM Barnes, CM Dulin, CM Fallon, CM Kinsey, CM Mayfield  
 Visitors:   Mayor Pro Tem Cannon, CM Autry, CM Cooksey, CM Pickering 
 Time:   12:08 p.m. to 2:15 p.m. 
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ATTACHMENTS 


 
1. Balance Sheet Information 
 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS   
 
Committee Discussion: 
 
Council member Barnes welcomed everyone to the meeting and asked those  in 
attendance to introduce themselves. 


I. Committee discussion on budget referral from June 11
th


 Council Business Meeting  


 Barnes:  Mr. Greer would you join us at the table please.  I want to begin by   
 apologizing for something. One of the flaws of this particular budget process has   
 been that new members of the council have been somewhat caught off guard for   
 this process so for Mr. Autry, Ms. Mayfield, Ms. Pickering, and Ms. Fallon, I   
 apologize just speaking for myself for the confusion and complication that a number of  
 you guys have experience.   I should have considered some other methods to avoid  
 that.  I hope that we can move forward as a group and improve the process. I also   
 want to apologize to the City Manager and Mr. Harrington for some of the    
 confusion that they have experience.  I understand this was a rather a little    
 unorthodox process for them but I think and hope that with a little patience and hopefully a 
 little work on our part, we will be able to move forward as a city and improve upon the 
 process.  So the charge for today was for this committee to discuss the budget and budget 
 options and determine if there is a particular set of budget options that will be 
 agreeable to the majority of the council.  I have asked Mr. Greer and Mr. Gaskins to 
 be here from the City Finance Office. I think it is important that in light of the   
 extremely important financial decisions that we are making that our CFO be here.  
 He is on the way and if any issues arise before he gets here, Mr. Greer is here to   
 help us address those issues. We certainly thank you for stepping in to do that, I   
 know you have been traveling as well.  Are there any questions from the committee  
 before we get started or from any other members of council?  I want to pass out a 
 document to help perhaps get some conversation going.  I want to discuss these 
 scenarios with the group and see if we can find any common ground of these options or 
 others that people may have and I’m very much willing to hear from everybody regarding 
 their opinion and thoughts on this particular budget. 


 Dulin: Mr. Chair, may we have a couple of minutes to read this. 
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 Barnes: Absolutely 


 Barnes: People have generally reviewed the scenarios and want to move forward we can. 


 Cannon: Mr. Chair since you presented these four scenarios you want to just go ahead and 
 walk through those.  


 Barnes: I will. Yes, sir absolutely. For the benefit of the council, the scenarios one through 
 four represent a potential reduction in the proposed tax rate increase.  The first scenario 
 would have us realizing an increase of 2.5 cents the second one 3.00 cents and the third 3.2 
 cents and the fourth 3.25 cent.  We are currently opposed to realizing a 3.6 cents increase. 
 And so again from the discussion we had on Monday night there were obviously people 
 who were comfortable with the 3.6 there were others folks comfortable at zero and then 
 there were people comfortable someplace in between and so I want to put some ideas out 
 there that might be worth discussing and see if we can make some progress. Yes, sir. 


 Dulin: Thank you Mr. Chair. I have been thinking over the last number of days that rather 
 than working you know when you build a construction project, you start with where you 
 need to be and you work back to what needs to happen to get you there. I think that the 
 committee and guests should discuss today what tax rate the committee would like to 
 recommend to council and then work make to what you can afford. I’m comfortable with 
 where we were the other night with no tax increase.  It was a good decision Monday night, 
 it is a good decision on Thursday for me but as Vice Chair of the committee, it is our 
 responsibility to have an open discussion about the tax rate and the budget and take what 
 the majority decides to council but I would like to have a discussion amongst us and by the 
 way non-committee members, thank you so much for taking time out of your day.  It’s a 
 big deal to have you to come down here with us. Thank you. I would like for us to discuss 
 either zero, what we decided on Monday night and then work from there which I would 
 recommend or something else. Let’s figure out what that would be with the group  
 assembled today and then figure out what you can afford rather than a list of what we want 
 and how it fits in.  


 Barnes: Right, well Mr. Dulin.  Let me submit this to you. The zero increase was met with 
 a 2-9 and I don’t think that will change.  One of the reasons that this proposal before you 
 was made because it takes staff about a half a day to arrive at the rate percentages and 
 changes and so Mr. Harrington I believe was going to say this if the Manager wouldn’t.  If 
 we present them with a series of adjustments up or down they are not going to be able to 
 give us the tax rate today or at least within the next six hours.  I know there are people that 
 have given thoughts to potential adjustments and if there are adjustments to discuss, they 
 are going to be willing to take those adjustments and give us a resulting rate.  This was my 
 own effort to come up with some ideas that might be your consideration.  I do understand 
 and appreciate as I said earlier that there were people at zero on Monday and may be there 
 today. So there were some people at 3.6 cents, some people at zero, and some people in 
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 between. I don’t think Mr. Dulin starting at zero and working our way up will get us very 
 far.  There are a number of things in the CIP that I think are in the best interest for 
 Charlotte and are good for Charlotte and there are other things I have questions about with 
 the timing as you see laid out in the core scenarios.  If you will allow us to move forward 
 through the scenarios and other suggestions and then have a discussion regarding a need 
 for any other later that would be my suggestion.  


 Dulin: Thank you chair.  Well, I’m not debating the merits of projects as a matter of fact, I 
 have said in the past, that the projects are all pretty good projects.  My problem is that we 
 can’t afford them now in 2012.  What I would like to see us discuss though is we have a 
 tax rate of 43.7 cents is that right Mr. Harrington? 


 Harrington: Yes 


 Dulin: I would prefer to keep it at 43.7 but if the committee would like to discuss 47 cents 
 even, 46.2 or whatever they feel comfortable with, then we will see what we can afford. 
 There are plenty on your list by the way; your list is pretty accurate by the way. 


 Barnes: Let me say this to you though.  If we start out by talking about what a final rate 
 might be they will have no idea of what makes up the rate so we have to add 
 something to the pot in order to bake the cake. Is that fair Mr. Walton and Mr. 
 Harrington? 


 Walton/Harrington: Nodded head in agreement 


 Fallon: What’s the exact tax reduction that the county is giving us that would cause us to 
 be able to wash even and spend up to that more than necessary?  


 Harrington: They had a 2.44 cent reduction 


 Fallon: Which would give us about how much money to spend on infrastructure and the 
 things we absolutely need like firehouses, police protection, and more police on the street,
 infrastructure, and roads?   


 Harrington: Well it certainly depends on which projects were selected and which year they 
 fall in. terms of what the exact number is. They are probably in the range $650 million 
 to $750 million. 


 Fallon: And things could be put back later that we take out and that we do necessities now. 


 Harrington:  If there at a certain tax rate it will fund an exact amount and in the future 
 there is no guarantee that there will be additional capacity down the road that we will 
 be able to add projects in. Council could certainly at a later time reprioritize what those 
 projects were but out of the gate tax rate funds its specific. 
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 Fallon: So we can work with 2.44 right now and see what we get for that 


 Harrington: Council could put together a proposal to try to hit that target but we could 
 certainly run that number with finance and give you an exact number back.  


 Fallon: So in other words, we would wash.  People wouldn’t pay any less and they 
 wouldn’t pay any more, it would be even.   


 Harrington: That would be correct   


 Fallon: So you wouldn’t be taxing the tax payer again? 


 Harrington: If the rate is a net zero change that is correct.  


 Fallon: Thank you  


 Barnes: Mr. Cooksey 
  
 Cooksey: Thank you Mr. Chairman. Picking up on the first suggestion by CM Dulin. I 
 think there is a secondary stage to it. In between the rate and the individual project, if I 
 understand the way this kind of works as you have given us with the 3.6 proposal. Cash 
 flows from the 3.6 appear to need to be able to fund certain debt amounts by year 2012 
 through 2018. So 3.6 can get us $366.1 million in 2012 to $245.3 million in 2014. Am I 
 interpreting that correctly?  
 
 Harrington: 3.6 funds the full four cycles 
  
 Cooksey: It funds the full cycles at those amounts each cycle 
  
 Harrington: Yes. 
  


Cooksey: So as an interim to build on from that proposal is that if we start with the idea of 
establishing the rate that we are comfortable with, the next question we can ask of the city 
staff is, what total amount each cycle year is supported by the 2.44.  Again, 3.6 will 
support $366 million in 2012, $245 million in 2014, $191 in 2016, and $124 in 2018. 
What totals would be supported by 2.44 if you use that number that has been lagging 
about. Once we get to that, we have got project dollar amounts that the additional 
complications there is since you have got years you have got some estimates but we could 
fill in the dollar amounts per bond cycle year with the projects that we have rather than try 
to fit ok. Because one of the things I have been calculating is here on for example scenario 
one is when in each year of those we see it and we could do a spread take if from 3.6 to 2.5 
given the different years that these projects appear in.  
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 Barnes: And I think Mr. Cooksey, that the 2.5 is a tenth over the 2.44 wash we have talked 
 about and it is measured to create an amount that is as close to the wash as possible with 
 those adjustments.  I will let the rest of the group both members and non-members speak 
 on this but I will struggle to start at 43.7 cents and move from there to nothing because 
 that is where we are now.  If you guys have a proposal of some new rate, what is your 
 proposed new rate?   
 


Cooksey: Well I would like zero but I know it has been turned down two to nine so the 
next topic that has been mentioned a lot is this notion of a wash of 2.44 cent addition so 
one question on that theme would be is there sufficient support on council  for a tax rate of 
47.14 cents which would be, sorry I read my math wrong, which would be a 2.44 cent 
increase balanced by the decrease that the County’s offering. 


 
 Barnes: Ok, I have Ms. Mayfield and then Ms. Fallon. Does anyone want to respond to 
 what he just said?  Okay Ms. Mayfield   
 


Mayfield: Randy, I have a question for you. When we were identifying the budget, was 
there an option of keeping the budget I guess so it would be revenue neutral. If we were to 
do this wash that we’re hearing I know this is going to take you guys days to put all these 
new numbers together that we are throwing out. Was there any consideration as far as what 
the impact in the community would be if we were not able to move forward with what was 
presented to both this committee and council at large? 


 
 Walton: Our recommendation of 3.6 cents preceded the County’s recommendation of 
 about two months so we didn’t have the two to sync up at the time and so that came along 
 much later. It is certainly a valid perspective to look at that as a net but we didn’t have that 
 opportunity during the development and the cost of the needs we see, we probably would 
 not have come to 2.44. We probably would have still recommended the 3.6. The timing 
 wasn’t  such that we could look at it apple to apple. 
 
 Mayfield: So up to this point, there hasn’t been an opportunity since the County has 
 announced their budget to look at what the possible impact positive or negative could be 
 on the community. 
 
 Barnes: Ms. Fallon 
 


Fallon: My attitude today if we can do it is to get the operating budget done and if that 
takes giving us some kind of a percent in there so we can pay our people in this city and 
we can do what is necessary immediately we need that operating budget first. 


 
Barnes: I can appreciate that I would remind the group that our action on Monday night 
was related primary to item D. the CIP and tangentially related to item A. which is the 
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appropriations of the levy of the tax which would impact the operating budget to some 
extent but as we sit today we have not made an effort to adjust our operating budget. The 
major sticking point has been the CIP. So I think, we are in a position if we can resolve 
issues regarding the CIP and once we move forward on D. then A. and the others to J. fall 
into place.  Yes, sir. 


 
 Harrington: Just one comment, Mr. Barnes. I might ask the City Attorney so correct me if I 
 misspeak. The State Statute requires one tax rate on the tax levy so Council couldn’t 
 approve two separate rates so to speak.  There’s one total tax levy and so I understand the 
 point about separating the two but they are intertwined because it is one tax rate that funds 
 both of those components.   
 
 Barnes: Ms. Pickering and then Mr. Cooksey 
 
 Pickering: Thank you Mr. Chairman. So just to clarify, if we are considering the offset 
 with the county’s tax rate are you saying the best way to move forward is for staff to go 
 back and rework the numbers for us? Is that what you were saying? And just to go on the 
 record, I will say that I am open to this idea just to be clear. 
 


Harrington: Council would have to identify which projects to get to that range. I mean so 
like I mentioned, the range is about $650 and $750 depending on which projects and 
which years so council would need to identify which projects those would be and then that 
would get close to that range. 


 
 Fallon: We need to provide that to you Curt. 
  
 Barnes: Mr. Cooksey 
 


Cooksey:  Thank you Mr. Chairman. Question for the City Attorney then, picking up on 
this theme, under this statute by July 1st we have to adopt an operating budget and we have 
to set our tax levy that is valid for the duration of the fiscal the year.  Do we have to have 
the CIP adopted by the July 1st? 


 
 Hagemann: A couple parts to that question. The state statute says you shall adopt a budget 
 and set a tax rate by June 30th.  There is no legal consequences for missing that date 
 however, no legal consequence.  In fact, the budget does authorize what’s called an interim 
 budget which allows you to appropriate money to keep the business of government 
 running past July 1st.  You only can set the tax rate once and it’s as Mr. Harrington said it’s 
 the unified tax rate that covers everything.  You can amend the budget as you often do 
 during the course of the fiscal year but you cannot levy additional property taxes once the 
 initial rate is set.  The short answer can you add capital projects during the course of the  
 year? Yes, if you have available revenues presumably if you set the tax rate at its current 
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 rate, as the Manager and the Budget Director advised you there is not capacity to add 
 capital beyond that.  
 
 Cooksey: That wasn’t quite the question.  If we adopt, can we legally adopt an operating 
 budget  with a tax levy. Suppose we adopt an operating budget with a tax levy of 46.14 
 cents do we also in that vote that night or in that same meeting, do we have to adopt the 
 CIP or  could we continue to work on the CIP after the adoption. 
 
 Hagemann: Legally, you could do that. 
 
 Cooksey: Thank you 
 
 Barnes: Mr. Harrington 
 
 Harrington: I’m just trying to help. For further conversation, I may ask Mr. Greer to help 
 me, but the Council certainly can do that. You can set a rate and not select the projects but 
 the challenge with that is the timing and the sequence required to get the process and the 
 necessary actions needed to have a November ballot. So it puts into jeopardy an ability to 
 meet the deadlines to have a November ballot. 
 
 Cooksey: Do we have any room then between June 30 and a certain date to continue to 
 work on the CIP or must we based on these timelines for a November ballot in 2012 have 
 to be done with the CIP by the 30th as well?      
 


Greer: It would have to be limited and probably require a special meeting because there are 
a number of actions that have to be taken in recent years because of the early voting they 
squeezed the timeframe and so we were struggling to get it through the right amount of 
time as it was so I would say with special meetings, you probably not have more than an 
extra week or two in July to make a decision. 


 
 Barnes: Ms. Fallon 
 
 Fallon: Question, I want this very clear understanding. If we don’t do anything, as of July 
 1st, the staff will be paid, the police will paid, the fire departments will be paid, roads will 
 be paved, we will just go with the prior budget until we do a CIP. Is that true? 
 
 Barnes: No 
 
 Fallon: Alright, how does it work? 
 
 Barnes: If we don’t do something by the end of this month, City Government will shut 
 down. Police will not get paid, Firefighters won’t get paid, Government staff won’t get 
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 paid and all projects that are funded by us will cease and Mr. Manager, feel free to tell 
 me if this is incorrect. So there are apparently some serious consequences for us if 
 we don’t do something by the end of the month. Mr. Manager would you like to add to 
 that? 
 
 Walton: No, you’re right Mr. Barnes. Council Member Fallon, council would specifically 
 have to take an action to make that happen.  
 
 Fallon: So the Council could take an action to follow up with payment in some kind of a 
 fund to pay the people, and the staff. In other words, continue what we are doing 
 temporarily and then when we pass the CIP the raises will go into effect and they will get 
 their back money as of that time and everything will continue on.  
 
 Walton: Yes, ma’am but only for a short period of time because we would have to draw 
 down our fund balances. 
 
 Fallen: So if say give us a month to do the CIP and straighten it out, we still can pay 
 everybody and continue with the City’s business.   
 
 Walton: Yes, ma’am we would not be able to have a November referendum because we 
 would have missed that window as Mr. Greer said we would have a week or two past June 
 25th that would be all but that would, I think that would be a fairly dire situation for the 
 bond rating agencies.  It’s something that we have never remotely come close to before to 
 have an interim budget for any kind of fund balance appropriation and it’s just a very, very 
 high risk opposition. 
 


Barnes: Mr. Greer, could you speak to any impact from a bond rating perspective that we 
might experience if the CIP is continued as Mr. Cooksey suggested. 


 
Greer: The AAA rating obviously is very high status. They look for very clear decision 
making. In addition to that, there real issue is that they don’t want to see us fall behind 
with infrastructure overall. We have slowed the program in 2010 as part of the economic 
conditions and so we have stated that there would be action to restart the program and 
move forward in future years. And so that’s really the result of this is.  They are looking 
for a signal that the City is going to continue to improve the infrastructure as far as specific 
projects; they aren’t looking at specific projects saying you have got to have that. They are 
really looking for a strong planning and action, that goes along with the planning. That’s 
really the issue with the rating issues. They would look, as Curt mentioned, negatively on 
sort of dragging it out and doing continuing resolutions and not being able to make a 
decision.  That would be less important but it would be something they would notice. 
 
Barnes: Mr. Cooksey 
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Cooksey: Thank you Mr. Chairman. Continuing this thing about a rating agency reaction 


 that to the best of your ability to answer such a question how would a rating agency act if a 
 bond failed? 


 
Greer: If a bond referendum failed? 
 
Cooksey: Yes 
 
Greer: I think they would look at a bigger picture. First of all, they would say has the 


 management of the City trying to continue the process. That does happen, it happened in 
 Mecklenburg County and they didn’t get downgraded. I think there’s less of a risk in terms 
 of down grade from the bond failing versus action to stop doing projects going forward. 


 
Cooksey: So, if I’m interpreting this correctly. I just want to restate to make sure I 


 understood it correctly.  It is greater importance to a rating agency that the government 
 local act of body has a capital plan than it is for the plan to be adopted by voters in the 
 referendum. 


 
Greer: I think that ultimately, they want to see the roads maintained and what they have 
looked at specifically in our case and have documented is that we are a fast growing city.  
As a result of that, we need to kind of really be moving forward as a City in our Capital 
program that has been really kind of the aspect of I’m not saying they wouldn’t be upset 
with a referendum failing but we have had such a strong success with referendum in the 
past. They would probably overlook if there was something really controversial on the list 
that caused it to fail or some other reason and that’s something we would have to go and 
sell to them. 
 
Cooksey:  Thank you.  That is helpful because I wasn’t sure about the relative significance 
of the plan adoption versus actual performance in a bond referendum and to understand 
that rating agencies are more generous with a defeated bond than they are with a delayed 
plan process.  Part of my concern was that if we proceed in developing the CIP, if it didn’t 
jell well with the voters and they turn things down, we’d be in the same boat.  It sounds to 
me the more important aspect is to get it done by the end of the month and not be as 
fearful of what the actual bond result is.  I’m not saying I’m advocating at this point a 
failed bond referendum and no-one would want to see that.  If we send bonds to voters we 
want them passed, but I’m just trying to get a sense of a relative risk.   
 
Greer:  I think they are going to look at the big picture, the whole situation, but the key 
factor in their rating is how well does the management of the city plan for the future and 
manage that and how do you deal with diversity?  So if it does fall, how do you manage 
through that, how to continue to keep the projects going? 
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Barnes:  But what you are also saying is that if we have no CIP then we are automatically 
going to be looked at in the negative light.  
 
Kinsey:  This is the kind of conversation we should have had when our budget was … and 
we didn’t have it.  I’m really uncomfortable with what we are doing today.  I think this is 
something that the entire Council needs to talk about and I think anything that comes out 
of this committee today is going to be a quick decision.  I can’t support any of these so I 
don’t know what good this is going to really do because Council has to make the decision. 
Our next meeting is June 25th, or the next meeting where we could discuss this, and I think 
that is where we need to take it.  Whether we have to schedule an early meeting to discuss 
it, I don’t know, but whatever comes out of here today is going to be a quick decision.  I’m 
not hearing anything that I can support at this point, plus we are getting down to the 11th 
hour here and what we asked staff to do. Somebody may have a suggestion to ask staff to 
do, but we can’t do it today.  I wish all this had taken place back when we were sitting 
around the table upstairs in 267.  That is where it should have been done, that is where it 
has always been done and unfortunately we didn’t do it.   
 
Cannon:  Mr. Chair, I think that you haven’t even begun the process in here as of yet, to 
talk about what might be considered.   You put on the floor scenarios 1, 2, 3 and 4, but 
there has been no level of discussion to determine if any of us met anywhere.  So we might 
be able to shift, is your committee considering shifting, to drill down on what this might 
mean because in this I think that is where your messaging begins. 
 
Barnes:  I understand.  I will say to your point Ms. Kinsey, this has been a very  
unorthodox process and it started months ago at the Retreat and there have been issues that 
people have been concerned that weren’t necessarily vetted until recently and I can 
appreciate that.  You all recall that I asked the committee about having meetings in the 
community to introduce the public to the budget and the committee wasn’t interested in 
doing that.  My hope had been that if we educated the general public about the finance 
aspects of this as well as the budgetary implications of the broader capital improvement 
needs that we would have been able to at least get some of us on the same page.  I would 
like to, if we could, go through the scenarios and see if there is any discussion that is worth 
having about some … The first one is a reduction of $239 million from the proposed CIP. 
It will result in a rate increase of 2.5 cents, which again, is a tenth of a point over the 2.44 
or the wash that everyone has talked about.  As you see it would eliminate the Streetcar, 
eliminate the Cross Charlotte Trail, it would eliminate the two Maintenance Facilities, it 
would eliminate the Public/Private Redevelopment Opportunities in east/southeast and it 
would reduce the Affordable Housing commitment by $20 million and also it would 
eliminate the North Bridge over I-85, resulting in a $687 million package as opposed to 
$926 million.  I present Scenario I to the group for discussion.  
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Cannon: Question 
 
Barnes: Yes 
 
Cannon:  Relative to your first bullet, eliminate the Streetcar, I guess this would bring up a 
question about where we are in the process or the future of funding to actually bring this 
into fruition.  Is that something that is concrete?  Do we know that it still anybody’s guess 
on how this thing might land?  The other piece of the question is if there is a life for it 
rather than total elimination of it, what does it mean if you did half of it now and half at 
another point in time?   
 
Barnes:  I explored that option Mr. Cannon and as I understand it if we for example did 
$60 million in 2012 and $60 million in 2014.  There is some concern that if the first 
portion passed and the second portion didn’t then you would have again another brief 
extension of it, but not the significant extension that is being proposed in the CIP.  Feel 
free to ask the Manager about that issue, but that was what I understood as being at least a 
potential concern of that approach.  That is why in scenarios 3 and 4, I had suggested 
moving the Streetcar to a future bond package to change the ultimate rate.  
 
Cannon:  Manager Walton, your proposed thoughts or ideas about this, sir. 
 
Walton:  Nothing in transit is in concrete in a bidding mode and so, I think, Streetcar is not 
different in that regard.  As I have said before, I think the Blue Line Extension could well 
be the last project in this country that is under 50/25/25 funding scenario so I think even 
light rail, and we already know commuter rail doesn’t have a funding source with the feds 
now.  I do believe that going forward smaller programmatic grants such as what we’ve got 
$37 million project for will be more the norm than the exception.  Streetcar could be in 
that.  I think one problem, as Mr. Barnes pointed out with multiple referendums the 
construction contract is going to be a lot, $80 million maybe.  If you have a 40/40 split we 
couldn’t enter the contract for the entire amount must be encumbered. The whole 80 
million so it would probably not make sense in this regard.  Between what is already 
approved with the grant and this proposal this is about half way of the 10 mile route and so 
it is something the Council approved the preliminary engineering contract for several years 
ago and that has been done for the whole 10-mile line.   
 
Cannon:  Mr. Chairman and members of council, in having just some brief conversation 
on thoughts of people more so along the Beatties Ford corridor, I haven’t divvied over into 
Councilmember’s Autry and Kinsey’s district, I hadn’t asked any questions there, but I did 
ask some of the residents along Beatties Ford and a lot of the responses came back to me, 
Streetcar, are you all still talking about that?  Is it still out there?  I want to know if you’re 
riding.  What the ridership is going to look like and the more conversation I had the more 
it seems to be probably a good bit more interest for the mosaic interest type individuals or 
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folks that are out there than anything else, universities.  My concern is, even though I’ve 
been supportive of it, instilling until it gets to a point where operationally we are talking 
about it being supported by the general fund, which in other words would be property 
taxes.  If I’m right about this, that is going to be $120 some odd million to operate, I mean 
construction.  I want to make sure that we are not setting the city up for what would be 
essentially high taxes in the future.  There has been no-one, and Patsy and John, you all 
may be able to get some additional information. I would love to hear it, but right now I 
don’t hear of anybody that is really excited about what is happening with the Streetcar.  In 
fact I got the opposite saying why can’t we just get Gold Rush.  We’ve had the Streetcar in 
years past that traveled along Beatties Ford Road.  I don’t know how many of you know 
that, and it went away.  I’d be curious to find out about the real need, the real folks it is 
going to service because the last thing we need a tinker toy just running up and down the 
street.  We need ridership; we need to get people to and from.  Yes, we want to create 
economic opportunity so I just want to be real certain we are going to get there with that.  
 
Barnes:  I think you raised some good points.  As I understand it Mr. Manager or Mr. 
Blackwell, however you want to handle, at full build out the operating cost for the 
Streetcar would be about $2 million per year? 
 
Walton:  It probably would be more than that for the full ten miles. 
 
Barnes: Do you know what that number is? 
 
Walton:  For the ten miles? 
 
Barnes: Yes, do you know what that number is for the full ten? 
 
Harrington: The full ten, I do not.  You could look at the initial starter segment is a 1 ½ 
mile segment and operating on that right now I’m estimating about $1.5 million.  
Obviously, the first segment has a higher set of operating costs which if Council wanted to 
extend it to the extension that is being discussed here, there are economies of scale so it 
probably would not require an addition $1.5 million and is probably something less than 
that, but once the final engineering and everything like that is done, that is when we would 
know closer to what the number would be.   
 
Barnes:  Do we have any ridership numbers to respond to? 
 
Walton:  We know what the Beatties Ford. 
 
Barnes:  Do you have ridership numbers? 
 
Kinsey:  I don’t have numbers but I can say what we’ve always said.  Those two routes, 
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Beatties Ford and Central Avenue are the highest rider count in Charlotte.  People keep 
saying tinker toys or whatever, these are streamline streets, I’ve ridden them in other 
places and probably some of you have.  They carry 1 ½ times what a bus does so you can 
sort of figure out, once this is built out it takes the buses off Beatties Ford and Central and 
gives better ridership or more people an opportunity to ride.  I have another question may I 
continue?  How much Curt, we have already been granted for our Streetcar, I can’t 
remember. I think you mentioned it, but I didn’t write it down. 
 
Walton:  $25 million. 
 
 Kinsey:  $25 million. So that’s from the Fed’s.  I have another question.  Cities or 
municipalities always have to subsidize transportation.  What do we subsidize the bus 
ridership?   
 
Walton:  The fares pay 20% to 25%. 
 
Kinsey:  Does that come out of the general fund? 
 
Walton:  For the transit system it comes out of the ½ cent sales tax.  The Gold Rush is 
100% subsidized.   
 
Kinsey:  Right, because it is free.  Does that ½ cent cover all of what all of the ridership of 
what we would subsidize for the bus? 
 
Walton:  For the bus yes. The Streetcar, that will be in the general fund because it is not 
eligible for tax.  The rest is all covered by the ½ cent.  We do pay as you know about $19 
million per year maintenance of effort and that is pure property tax into the transit fund.  
 
Kinsey:  I can’t speak for Mr. Autry and I know he can speak for himself, but the people 
along Central Avenue are up in arms right now because they think they will never get the  
Streetcar.  It does mean a lot to the economic development, but just to the plain old 
ridership out there because we do have very high ridership along Central Avenue and the 
neighborhoods abutting that corridor. 
 
Barnes:  I have Mr. Cooksey and then Ms. Fallen 
 
Cooksey:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  Given the informed projection about the Blue Line 
Extension likely to be the last federally funded light rail plan, if federal funding for transit 
continues it will more likely be for urban circulator type projects.  I need a memory 
refresher. When will the transit tax have some capacity to fund a capital project outside of 
the Blue Line Extension?  About how many years out are we talking about? 
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Walton:  I can’t tell you how many except it’s a lot because during the Red Line debate 
that was the question and it was well in excess of 10 years.  That and Independence and 
the Streetcar, if you were going to do all of those, it is probably another 40 years.  
 
Cooksey:  What I was getting at if it is basically an end to larger subsidies from other than 
ourselves for larger projects like the corridors we are looking at and the focus is going to 
be more on the circulator types of streetcars, could the transit tax at some point pick up as 
the original 2013 plan suggested, take up the cost of building out the Streetcar.  How long 
would it take Blue Line to work its way through and the tax capacity to get there to 
redirect it from Red Line or Silver Line to the Streetcar? 
 
Walton:  Many, many years.   
 
Barnes: Mr. Fallen, then Mr. Dulin and then Mr. Autry 
 
Fallon:  Mr. Harrington, give me the total cost of the Streetcar and you don’t have to put 
overruns in it, just give me the bottom figure of building it. 
 
Harrington:  For the Streetcar extension it is $72 million. 
 
Barnes:  I think she means the entire 10 miles. 
 
Walton:  $450 million was the last estimate from the consultants.  
 
Fallon:  And that requires eventually a property tax to fund the maintenance.  I remember 
as a child going on the trolley, where my grandmother lived, and I don’t know if anyone 
figured this in.  Are you aware that you have to have a sweeper car because if something 
falls on a line like a tissue or a cup or a plastic bottle, it stops it?  That is it.  There has be a 
sweeping those things constantly and those things are expensive.  Is that figured in it? 
 
Walton:  We know how to run it.   
 
Fallon:  All right, I have another question about that.  What is the objection of funding 
more of the Gold Rush and sending that up and down free, adding to, wouldn’t that be a 
lot less expensive to have.  Let it be free until people get used to using it.   
 
Walton:  It is an option.  It doesn’t provide any economic development incentives.  It 
would actually involve even less than the bus right now.  I think that is the big difference, 
plus the Gold Rush is fairly expensive to operate and it has actually been shrinking over 
the last five years. 
 
Fallon:  Doesn’t that come out of that ½ cent? 
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Walton:  Some of it does, a small portion of it does, but most of it now is subsidized by 
Center City Partners which is property taxes and the major employers uptown.  
 
Fallon:  So it would be property tax again. Thank you. 
 
Dulin:  I remember when we started the Streetcar debate 4 or 5 years ago and we looked at 
it and that bus line at the time carried somewhere around 485 riders from Central Avenue 
or Presbyterian Hospital into the Transit Center, somewhere around 485 riders a day and 
someone from CATS can answer that.  The anticipated and the grand opening of the 
extension of the Gold Rush out to Johnson C. Smith and I thought it was great to connect 
the kids at Johnson C. Smith with town.  I’ve not seen any ridership numbers, how many 
kids form Johnson C. Smith board there and ride into town and then ride it from town the 
1 ½  mile back to Johnson C. Smith?  Those would be numbers that would be of interest.  
The other thing is as far as subsidizing the ridership of the Streetcar, I know in other 
communities, and I would suspect in this community that it would be for a college student 
or a high school student, a free ride so the Johnson C. Smith would ride it into town for 
free, the Presbyterian nursing students would ride it for free.  The Central Piedmont 
Community College folks would ride it for free and the Johnson and Wales folks would 
ride it for free.  Hey, I’m a college student so it would be nice to be able to have a free ride 
and I’d get that.  That is going to be a large number of the folks that we would assume are 
riding on it since it would go to Johnson C. Smith and end this first section.  Those 
subsidized numbers have to go up as we are building it for people by design will ride it for 
free.  We are spending $37 million to build a one-mile section where there won’t be any 
economic development along that section because you’ve got the jail on one side, the 
Police Station on the other side and you’ve got the Arena and a parking lot there catty 
cornered from City Hall and across the side street, across Davidson from the Police 
Station.  There won’t be development right at abutting up to I-277 as it comes and then 
you’ve got the intersection to Central Piedmont Community College which is already built 
out.  There is a little bit of stuff on Elizabeth still to be done, Clay Grubb has got big plans 
there that have been stalled by the economy.  The Streetcar along that section, a $37 
million one-mile section is not in my opinion, that has been passed and will be built I 
guess, but we don’t have a shovel in the ground yet on that section.  The $119 million CIP 
portion for the Streetcar, if we don’t have a shovel in the one-mile that we’ve already 
funded, and that has been at least two years I guess our guys are working on it somewhere, 
then we are years and years away from, and if it is 2 years or 3 years that is still years, but 
it is a long way from the Streetcar being ready to put a shovel in the ground from the 
Transit Center to Johnson C. Smith, through the square and we’ve had the discussion 
before about me not wanting to run power lines through the square.  Our number one spot 
in this city is the square.  Then the technology discussion comes up about well, we are 
going to have new street cars that will detach from the overhead wires and start running on 
battery power through the square so we won’t have any wires and then it will reconnect to 
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overhead lines after it gets through the square.  Let’s talk about that just a second.  The 
light rail vehicles five years ago when we were buying them were $4.5 million and they 
don’t have battery packs in the bottom of them to run on battery power.  Another 
discussion we will have if this thing moves forward is that we are getting ready to spend 
upwards of at least $4.5 million per car and that was five years ago.  I don’t know when 
the last time we bought a light rail car, they are nice cars but we are going to spend $4.5 
million plus per car so we can ride college students for free and a smaller number of folks, 
450 to 485 riders a day is a small number to me if you are talking about a $450 million 
total overall project. 
 
Barnes: Thank you Mr. Dulin.  Mr. Autry and then Ms. Kinsey. 
   
Autry:  With regards to the Streetcar running down Central Avenue, with the Urban Land 
Institute Study that pretty much quashed light rail down Independence, residents in our 
district were very enthusiastic about the prospects of what the Streetcar could bring, 
especially as the information that I had seen some years ago showed that the Streetcar 
impact on economic development can be as much as 35% greater than what light rail 
would bring.  We are anticipating that there will be a Streetcar running down Central 
Avenue at some point and the majority of my constituents are enthusiastic about that and 
look forward to the development that will come with it.  
 
Cannon:  I think Mr. Walton was about to respond to some questions on ridership.  Right 
now what I’m hearing is, I hear numbers being thrown out there and I don’t want there to 
be something written up or suggested or broadcast that this is what it is and it really isn’t. 
I’d be much more comfortable having a better idea of what we are talking about in the east 
and in the west as well as toward center city of the ridership population.  That is something 
that is important I think we need hear that.  
 
Walton:  Actually I was going to address some of Mr. Dulin’s points.   
 
Cannon:  Do you want to address the other one.  
 
Walton:  I can’t right now because I don’t know the ridership off the top of my head so we 
will have to get those.  One point I wanted to make that the ULI Study sort of in a polite 
way turned its back on Independence towards … and Central and so if that is going to be 
our vision going forward regarding Central with the Streetcar is relatively important.  
Whether the students are free would be a Council decision.  This is a city project, not a … 
project so you would set the fare if there is going to be one and if there is one, who would 
be exempt and how much they would pay. As far as comparing the 1 ½ to the five mile, 
the 1 ½ is a federal project which goes through an extremely slow arduous process, 
particularly with the environmental piece.  The $119 million would be a city project and 
we would not be too far behind getting a shovel in the ground. We were going to get a 
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shovel in the ground with the other just because of the federal process.  The cars are built 
into the $119 million. I think $47 million was budgeted for the cars including the 
technology that doesn’t require the wires through Trade and Tryon.  I think we have heard 
all of the issues that have been raised over the years and I’ve tried to address those and I 
guess why this is here.  Council did approve the planning and design for the whole ten-
mile line sometime ago which would have given an indication that there was an interest in 
continuing the Streetcar.  That is primarily why it is here.  I think on I’m not hearing some 
people, I do hear from people and I think some have given up, and that may be why we are 
not hearing a lot because it has moved very slowly.  Dr. Carter chaired the Advisory 
Committee on the Streetcar and was very vocal advocate for it.   
 
Barnes:  I want to welcome Greg Gaskins, our Chief Financial Officer to the group. 
Welcome back, sir. 
 
Gaskins: Thank you. 
 
Barnes:  I want to at some point in the next little bit have Mr. Gaskins address some of the 
financial implications regarding whether we adopt the CIP, the value of that package and 
of course the tax rate. There are issues that he has not had a chance to address during the 
Budget Retreats that I probably should have asked him to highlight so that we are all on 
the same page because there are a number of people outside this building who believe that 
we can move into fiscal 13 at 43.7 cents and not ever worry about increasing that number 
and I understand and appreciate that sentiment, but also understand that there are potential 
financial ramifications to the City that I want to have him address to the group.  If you 
could, Mr. Gaskins, take a few moments to discuss with us the ins and outs, upside and 
downside of whether we adopt the CIP. 
 
Dulin:  Curt, you had said that roughly the construction of the next section of Streetcar in 
the CIP was $80 million? 
 
Walton:  $72 million.  
 
Dulin:  $72 million – we had $47 million for street cars.  Those numbers are real tight but 
thank you.  
 
Gaskins:  The conversation that we briefly had I think at the end of one of the Budget 
Committee meetings was about what my original recommendation had been to the 
Manager and I know these things get said at some points in time, but in the larger budget 
process, sometimes they get lost.  Let me try to restate for everybody the brief conversation 
that Councilmember Barnes and I had.  My viewpoint is solely from the fiscal standpoint 
and from this standpoint this recommendation is even set apart from the things that are in 
the CIP and the actual projects.  It has nothing really to do with any of those. What it 







 


Budget Committee 
Meeting Summary for June 14, 2012 
Page 19 
  
 


 
basically has to do with is the fact that the belief is that based on everything that we’ve 
done in the past and going forward in the future is that there are unmet capital needs that 
we will have to pay for.  Now if you don’t believe that there are any capital needs that the 
City of Charlotte is going to have over the next ten years, and that we do not need to pay 
for them, then you don’t have to pay any attention to what I’m saying.  I believe that there 
are unmet capital needs that we will have to pay for those capital needs and that we have a 
system that has been created here, which is, probably the premiere system in the country 
related for the efficient and effective payment of those assets which are going to use 
capital assets for the city.  That is what I believe and therefore, my recommendation to Mr. 
Walton was given what happened in both the economy and the fact that we moved some 
money from the capital side to the operating side that helped avoid the cutting of two 
services to citizens during the period of a downturn in revenue flows as a result of factors 
that were beyond our control, that given the fact that the needs aren’t going away, that 
those capital needs are there and that they are a large number, whatever the number might 
be.  $926 million or some lesser number and not specific projects, was that the system 
requires some time for it to operate.  In order for that to happen, there is a flow to the city. 
Because the city has grown so fast, I think the fastest growing in the past ten years of any 
large metropolitan area in the United States, which is not a bad thing in terms of economic 
vitality. That we are going to continue to grow and in fact even in the downturn we have 
continued to grow.  There are going to be needs for new neighborhoods, more police 
stations, more fire stations, more roads and transportation infrastructure.  The way the 
system works is this, what we do is actually look at our revenue and we create capital 
capacity by setting aside some of the revenue to pay for capital and the rest of it is going 
for operating.  Debt is a part of that.  Debt is not a four-letter word.  It is spelled with four 
letters, but it is not a four-letter word.  Debt as we now understand it, given the situation 
with the federal government is, it is bad.  So here is the difference.  The way the federal 
government does it they will divide by their capital or their operating or their expenditures. 
They simply look at the total amount of money they need and they set their budget based 
on that and if that requires them to issue debt or print money or to do whatever they need 
to, they just let the printing presses roll, they borrow whatever they need to fill the gaps.  
Now after a period of time of doing that, you have a situation that is known as an 
unbalanced budget.  In North Carolina we have a constitutional provision, thank goodness, 
that prevents us from having an unbalanced budget.  It makes us have a budget and it must 
be balanced.  What we have done that is better than most people in terms of doing this is 
we have looked out in the future with capital plans in the past and we have looked at what 
kind of capacity might be needed to support that.  We have set that up and therefore, each 
year in the budget we are able to pass a balanced budget so that we actually know we have 
the capacity to pay for those things.  Over time what that does is, that makes your name 
more and more attractive to investors and lowers your overall cost.  We started with the 
Mayor at our Retreat this year talking about local competitors which is a huge issue now 
before us, competing for jobs and the economic opportunity, you have to be competitive.  
This is one way we are tremendously competitive in the United States and in the world in 







 


Budget Committee 
Meeting Summary for June 14, 2012 
Page 20 
  
 


 
terms of the cost of capital.  So if we have capital needs that we are going to fund we want 
to be doing it this way.  This is the premiere way to do.  Bankers and banks have a bad 
name right now and we know that.  We have a different image of bankers today but if you 
look at the fact that virtually everybody who is a growing community is having the need 
for future assets maybe beyond their current capability, then it doesn’t make a lot of sense 
to think that you can actually pay for pay-as-you-go because what would happen is you 
would have wide swings in your budgets. In other words, the year when you needed to a 
whole lot of roads, you would shoot your budget way up and you’d raise everybody’s taxes 
and then it might go for a couple of years and then the next time you had a project you 
would raise taxes for a year.  Under the system that we’ve had, the capital program has 
required very few increases of taxes.  For example, the original plan that was put in front 
of you, the contemplation was that for at least 10 or 12 years you would not have a tax 
increase as opposed to doing it pay-as-you-go, you might have the centers that people 
voted an increase, you would have a tax increase for that vote, depending on how much 
your capital is, every two to four years you might have another tax increase.  It may be 
more often, it depends on what your capital needs are.  I think our system is very sound.  
What we are trying to do is preserve that competitive position and the reason the Manager 
was making the recommendation to you was, just on the side that I’m talking about, just 
the financial side, not the needs side at this point, is the belief that those capital needs are 
out there, we are going to need to fund them in the near future and the sooner that we start 
doing that actually will lower the total cost over time.    
 
Barnes:  Would there be any judgment made as to the degree of the local tax rate, in other 
words if you increased it by a penny as opposed to 3.6 pennies?   
 
Gaskins: No.  In fact if you go back I think the original thing on the table was 4 cents.  It is 
all driven by some estimate and again I’ll step out of my finance role for a second and I’ll 
be a homeowner like everybody else who went through the revaluation and paid 35% to 
40% higher taxes which is not a result of anything other than the growth in that, but never 
the less that is still real money out of your pocket.  If you take it from that standpoint it is 
like, why do you need 4 cents, or why do you need anything, I mean somewhere in 
between there. I don’t think that whether it is 3 or 4, I recommended 3 and there was a 
reason for that.  The reason for that was to get enough money together such that you were 
really going to be able to fund the size of projects that we anticipated.  Don’t know what 
they are, but just the size of the projects.  But nevertheless the difference between 2.89 and 
3.04 is essentially irrelevant. I think it has to do with what Council thinks the people need 
and what is going to be voted on is the difference in those values.  Where it might make a 
difference is given the size and pace of growth, and who knows whether in two years we 
will still be growing slowly or suddenly we will grow very fast with a lot more needs, it 
might make a difference as to how often you might have to have another increase.  The 
goal has always been to actually keep the number of those increases for the capital 
program small, not have a lot of them, but to have them infrequently at amounts sufficient 
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to fund those future capital needs.  That has been the methodology the city has followed 
for over 40 years.  
 
Barnes:  Thank you, Mr. Gaskins.  Does anyone have questions?  Okay, we may have 
other questions for you.  I heard from Ms. Kinsey that she had no interest in Scenario #1.  
Is there anyone else who would like to speak to Scenario #1?  
 
Mayfield:  Actually I was going to ask if there is any interest in any of these four Scenarios 
and if not, does anybody have any other scenarios they are willing to put forth at this time? 
 
Barnes:  So there is no interest in Scenario #1.  Is there any interest in, I believe there is 
interest in Scenario #2.  
 
Fallon:  Hold on, I have an interest in Scenario #1.  It keeps it down.  You get the money 
from capital budget and it keeps it down and we are all giving something back. Were we 
supposed to come on this Council for intelligent leadership or are we here to cement our 
feet into the bank and not move? Everybody has to give a little to get to the end and if 
everybody is going to say no, I’m standing my ground, we are getting no place. Our area, 
yours and mine are giving up a bridge and roads and we are willing to do that because for 
the greater good of this city.  No-one is going to lose anything too terrible.  They are still 
going to get their roads, still going to get their police stations, but we have to come 
together and we cannot keep doing this or we will be Washington.   
 
Barnes: Mr. Cannon and Mr. Cooksey 
 
Cannon:  Well, I think Scenario #1, and I appreciate you taking time out to pull these 
together, but I think it might be a little extreme.  I question a little bit the reduction on 
affordable housing from the $20 million down to $10 million.  I think that could be 
massaged to end up somewhere around $15 or so, but not quite $10 million.  I think $10 
million is too low for what it is we are trying to do to address affordable housing in the 
community.   
 
Barnes:  It is currently $15. 
 
Cannon:  You said reduce housing to $10 million. 
 
Barnes:  That is per cycle.  The point is there is currently $28 million in the hopper and I 
am suggesting that we add $40 million to it instead of $60 million.  
 
Cannon:  I’m saying that number probably should be instead of that drastic at $20 million 
a reduction to $15 million.  
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Barnes:  I just wanted you to understand the reason for the reduction was developing $28 
million there so we could add another $40 million to it instead of $60 million, but I 
appreciate your point.  
 


  Cannon:  It just seems to make a little bit more sense to me that as we are going down 
 through what you have presented, you just want to go on down through them? 
 


Barnes:  Sure, the whole point I think from Council direction was for us to have a 
conversation to see if there is any opportunity to move.  
 
Cannon:  I will say that on bullet 1 would be to eliminate the Streetcar, it probably makes a 
little bit more sense to me that rather the total elimination of it, there is probably another 
way for that. 
 
Barnes:  And that is Scenarios 3 and 4. 
 
Cannon:  I appreciate you putting this together, but I think it is a little too much. 
 
Barnes:  It is just a start.  On Monday night we talked about the 2.44 wash scenario so I 
was trying to figure out a way to get as close to that as possible and then other potential 
reductions, but I appreciate what you are saying. Mr. Cooksey. 
 
Cooksey:  Thank you, sir. I will just ahead and say it very clearly.  I’m not interested in 
any of these scenarios because I will support some rate of change between zero and 2.44.  
I’m not going to go higher than 2.44 because all along on this going back to where we 
were in this room in November, I said we should not be raising the people’s tax bills this 
year.  Anything up to a 2.44 increase will not raise people’s tax bill, so I can live with 
anything up to 2.44. 
 
Barnes:  So you say you won’t support any of this, but if we added one or maybe two most 
reductions to number 1 it would be a 2.44. 
 
Cooksey said if you can get #1 to 2.44 I can support that.   
 
Autry:  I agree with Ms. Fallon, we do incredible responsibility as Councilmembers and I 
think a lot of that responsibility is to do what is absolutely best for the city as a whole, the 
whole city.  Moving forward with the CIP that was proposed by the City Manager I think 
fulfills that obligation.   
 
Barnes:  Generally, there is no support for #1.  Is there any support for #2? I think we 
talked that one quite a bit.  Number 3, Mr. Cannon was the proposed adjustment to the 
timing of the Streetcar, moving it to 2016 and eliminating the Cross Charlotte Trail. That 
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would bring us a rate increase of 3.2 cents.  Let me say this with regards to these scenarios, 
as Ms. Fallon indicated and I think it is obvious to you, I put projects in here that are 
important to me, I’ve put projects in here that are in my district.  I have considered issues 
for example the Cross Charlotte Trail I think could be an extremely positive benefit to the 
city.  What I was hoping to do was to say that if we can’t have everything we want is there 
something we could give up and still move the forward and I think I can totally understand 
and appreciate that some people don’t want to move at all and I get that, but I think the 
Council wanted us to have this conversation so we are doing that. Yes, Ms. Kinsey.   
 
Kinsey: I think I mentioned to you when we were getting our lunch, I’m perfectly willing 
to negotiate, however I am a firm supporter of the Streetcar.  That is just where I am with 
that.  
 
Pickering:  Scenario #1 gets us to a 2.5 tax rate increase, which I heard is $650 million to 
$700 million.  Is that correct? 
 
Harrington:  Somewhere in that range, depending on which projects you mention in that. 
 
Pickering:  $239 million is a long way from $650 million or $700 million. 
 
Barnes: No, no, no, that is a reduction in the entire package of $239 million so we would 
be moving from $926 million down to $687 million.  
 
Pickering:  How do we need to do this to get to 2.44 that Mr. Cooksey says he won’t go 
over?   
 
Barnes:  It will be a matter of us identifying things as I have done for Mr. Harrington to 
add to this list and have Finance rework the numbers.  That is not something they can do 
in five minutes, which is our challenge.  If you give her some things you want to add to 
that and see if we can get it to 2.44. We can’t do it today so it might complicate things. 
 
Pickering:  I’m trying to get a sense of how much… 
 
Barnes:  How much do you think we would have to add to go from 2.5 to 2.44 Mr. 
Harrington or Mr. Gaskins? 
 
Harrington: $20 million to $40 million.  
 
Gaskins:  It depends.  Let me just say this.  Jeb knows that one of the factors that we’ve 
got in there is exactly how we are going to build and interact with these things, in other 
words how these project flow in terms of the actual cash.  It may be that given the right 
circumstances $20 million is enough to get it to 2.44.  That would require some work on 
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our part but yes, we may be able to do it for as little as $20 million. 
 
Barnes:  Obviously, the line shows Scenario #1 is the Streetcar, and there have been 
expressions of through regarding the elimination of it.  Ms. Kinsey, may I ask you a 
question? 
 
Kinsey:  You may ask, but I may not answer it.  
 
Barnes:  With respect to Scenario #3 and the movement of the Streetcar would you have 
any flexibility there? 
 
Kinsey:  No, because I think it just pushes it back too far.  
 
Fallon:  Streetcar will go to a bond, right? Eventually? 
 
Barnes:  This year. 
 
Fallon:  What if it is defeated by the public, what happens with that money?  How do we 
handle that? 
 
Gaskins:  Excellent question.  Once again the way we do it, you are just creating capacity 
with this. 
 
Fallon:  You mean we are raising the tax. 
 
Gaskins:  You are just creating your capital capacity.  If you don’t do anything the money 
doesn’t go away, it is there to be recalculated, redone, and reused for whatever project you 
determine you want to do at that point in time.  That is part of genius of what we do versus 
some other government.  A lot of people copy Charlotte’s method.  
 
Fallon:  So we can let the public make the decision on that. We stick to the 2.4 and we 
reduce by $20 million and it goes to a referendum and from the 700 e-mails I’ve gotten it 
is not going to pass.  What happens to that money?  We actually get to use it for something 
else. 
 
Gaskins:  It is still there and you get to determine later how you want to use it or another 
referendum or what you want to do.  It doesn’t go anywhere.  What you are doing is you 
are continuing to build your capital capacity which is the reason you don’t have another 
tax increase for that same thing.  In other words, you have said I want this much money for 
capital capacity so nothing is happening to it.  That is the reason this side and the side 
about what projects you go for are still two different decisions.   
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Fallon:  So this gets left up to the people in the end? 
 
Gaskins:  By referendum yes ma’am. 
 
Autry:  The Cross Charlotte Trail – I’m a proponent of.  I think it is an amenity that will 
have a major on economic development along the trail or a couple miles of the trail at 
least.  It certainly would present an amenity to continue the world class competiveness that 
we talked about in the past to have such a project.  I think it is a strong piece.  We are 
talking about a trail that runs all the way across the county, which has no vehicular traffic 
on it.  I have no interest in sidelining that.  
 
Barnes:  So there is no support for Scenario #3.  Is there any support for Scenario #4 which 
is our smallest decrease in the proposed increase?  It would reduce the Affordable Housing 
allegation; it would eliminate one of the bridges over I-85, reduce the allocation to Applied 
Innovation Corridor concept by $8 million and again move the Streetcar to 2016 resulting 
in a proposed increase of 3.25 cents.  
 
Mayfield:  I want to say thank you for putting this together, knowing I can’t support any of 
it.  It sounds like it is still going to be a stalemate when it is all said and done as far as 
anything moving from committee going back, but I have multiple concerns regarding the 
fact that we are back in committee having this conversation with ultimately it is that 
Council of 11 that should be having this conversation as far as moving forward.  For a 
number of people around this table, this is not the first budget that has gone trough.  Yes, 
we are looking at a tax increase.  Not investing in infrastructure in our city is not an option 
for me and unfortunately just as Mr. Cannon has spoken with residents in the community, 
what I’m hearing from the committee is extremely disturbing that started really prior to 
Monday.  That Monday night vote wasn’t a vote that looked at how we grow our city, how 
we continue to build our city, but was really a political game that was played out in front 
of the cameras that really consisted of setting up future endeavors, not really about what is 
going to happen as far as infrastructure within our city and making the investment 
specifically in areas that historically have been neglected financially.  We have as a 
community invested in our outlying area.  We have used tax money, we have used bond 
money, and we have finagled and moved things around.  We once upon a time had the 
opportunity and the ability to annex or offset a lot of the cost that we have is definitely no 
longer on the table, so we are moving into a brand new future.  The legacy that I see us 
having a Council to move something forward and when we look back 10 years from now, 
whether or not in 2013 some of these same people that are making this decision today are 
still sitting around this dais, or they are in other positions based on whatever their potential 
goals are moving forward in the future, we have an opportunity to do something that is 
going to show a true investment in the City of Charlotte.  I support it on Monday, the 
budget that was submitted by staff.  We had plenty of opportunities to ask a lot of 
questions, some of around the table unfortunately know everything, but it time you ask a 
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question, I know that, but yet when the question comes back up you are clearly hearing 
conversation said there wasn’t a grasp of understanding what it is.  I personally, and I only 
speak for me right now, spoke with several staff members as well as some of my 
colleagues as far as getting a better understanding.  There were some things that I wasn’t 
sure about, there were some things that I had questions about, but ultimately my yes vote 
was because of looking at the big picture of the 700+ thousand residents 800 thousand 
residents that we are representing.  It is not going to benefit my area but, I will say that if 
the representative of Districts 4, 6 and 7 are comfortable with the future of their district, 
then return all the funding that was allocated for your areas and that would get us closer to 
that 2.5 or 2.4.  That is my recommendation.  
 
Barnes:  Let me speak to that.  I think that one of the things we really did talk about 
Monday night was that there are a lot retired people in my district.  There are a lot of 
people in my district who are on fixed incomes and who don’t make a lot of money.  There 
is a consideration I think regarding the fact that their property tax bills may go up that their 
water and sewer rates, storm water fees may go up at the same time that other cost of 
living items continue to increase.  One of the concerns I have is that, we don’t continue to 
put negative pressure on the lives of people of the city.  Most people I think look at the 
CIP and see value in the proposed projects.  I told Mr. Walton that, in Pinehurst, and that 
is still the case.  My concern has been hearing issues and in some instances the financing 
option issues, but I think that the investment that we made at the Airport could be 
phenomenally important to your district.  I think the changes we are proposing at 
Bojangles along Monroe Road and another part of east Charlotte could be transformative.  
Ms. Kinsey and I both know that an investment in the Blue Line Extension would be 
transformative for her district and mine and these bridges of infrastructure in my district 
would be equally as transformative and key.  Again, if there is a way to adjust timing on 
issues to accomplish the same goal but to have a change in the scheduling I was hoping to 
try to do that.  Again, this is my proposal. This isn’t speaking for anybody else. You guys 
helped me come up with the value of these adjustments from a time perspective also and 
an elimination perspective. I can appreciate what you are saying but I think seriously if 
there are people who really can’t afford an increase that we have to consider and if we are 
ultimately able to resolve those concerned rates, if we have to keep going with the concern 
and I understand.  This is a part of what we all signed up for.  I didn’t expect that we 
would have this type of meeting after we were supposed to vote on the budget, but despite 
the fact that this has taken up a number of hours of all of our lives for the last four days 
and times prior to that, is a part of what we signed up for.   
 
Fallon:  Mr. Gaskins on the 2.44 we are taking away working on infrastructure are we? We 
are still going to do infrastructure.  That is my understanding, it maybe will modify stuff, 
but we are not taking away the infrastructure.  
 
Gaskins:  We’re not tearing anything down and starting all over again.  You have a process 
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where you start the design and go through and Jeb can tell you all the things that you go 
forward.  You have a whole bunch of projects that are underway but none of those are the 
projects that you are now looking at or a part of the $3 billion.  I think it was $3 billion 
that we started or something like that.  You are not dealing with any of the $3 billion in 
needs. 
 
Fallon:  So we’re really not taking away infrastructure.  This is for future growth; some of 
it will be funded.  I don’t want the city to stop what it is doing, but also don’t want district 
against other district and giving back.  We are in one boat, we have to see the city grow, 
but we also have to do it with some kind of intelligence and also some kind of working 
together.  With 2.5 I think we are still we are doing structure and future, right? 
 
Gaskins:  Absolutely, if you do 2.5 you are creating capacity to build new infrastructure.  
 
Cooksey:  Following Mr. Gaskins’ lead, that is why I thought it would have been so much 
more useful to see if we could agree on a capacity first before we get into project 
discussion.  As Mr. Gaskins pointed out the way this cycle works is capacity gets 
identified first and then the projects.  That is not the way we seem to be approaching it.  
We are looking at it from what projects we want and how much is that costing.  If we 
could agree on that number, again having lost twice on zero I’ve abandoned the zero and 
send something from zero to 2.44 as an increase. 2.44 is as high as I can go because I want 
to stick to the commitment of not changing people’s tax bills this September from what 
they paid last September.  If we can agree on a capacity then we start talking projects.  All 
I’ve got to offer is a $9.5 million police station and I will put it on the table.  That is all 
that is in District 7. If it is either 5 or none, fine.  The only thing in District 7 in this plan 
explicitly listed for District 7 is a police station.  It is either $5 million or $9 million, 
whichever it is, I’ll contribute it too.  That is my two contributions to this compromise 
discussion. 
 
Barnes:  Is that because you are anticipating you won’t need the City of Charlotte?  
 
Cooksey:  This is not constructing a new one.  What we have now is not ideal but it is 
serving the purpose.  
 
Dulin:  Along those lines, I will add to that, we can take the $8 million 1000 foot Street 
project out of District 6 which would zero District 6 out. It is never going to be done 
anyway so it is silly.  It is easy to put it on a piece of paper. I think it is Park Drive 
Extension, $8.9 million and it is 1,000 feet long, goes 14 feet from the corner of a 5-foot 
office tower and through a parking deck that sits there now.  They just renovated that 
corner of the building into a restaurant and probably not in my lifetime will that project be 
done so we can take that one off the table.  
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Barnes:  Let me ask this, either Mr. Manager or Mr. Pleasant, would you like to address 
the need for the South Park Drive Extension? 
 
Pleasant:  As far as that … we believe that it is doable.  It is in the plan for development by 
Crescent on the immediate other side of the street.  The parking deck would have to be 
impacted and we would have to replace some of that parking.  From my observation, that 
parking deck is very lightly used and I don’t believe it is necessary to have the parking 
there to make the building viable.  We believe the renovation that happens to the building 
will actually front on the new street, it provides better access to the building.  
 
Blackwell:  Is the bulk of that cost for the demolition of the deck? 
 
Pleasant:  It is a one level parking structure. 
 
Barnes:  What does make up the bulk of the cost?  That does seem to be a high number? 
 
Blackwell:  It is the real estate acquisition and construction costs. 
 
Autry:  This has been a very beneficial discussion and I really do appreciate the 
commitment to the process.  I have a quick question about these projects?  Who would 
actually do the work in completing this project? 
 
Walton:  For the most part Mr. Autry the City would, but there are several public/private 
partnerships that we would have to negotiate who would have the better position to do 
that.  
 
Autry:  Let’s take for instance the reconfiguration of the Bojangles Arena.  The people 
who are involved in the construction, showing up every morning and punching the clock, 
working their time and then punching out every night, where are those people from? 
 
Walton:  That would be a private contract that we would put out to bid in conjunction with 
CRVA.  They manage the building for us.  
 
Autry:  Is it reasonable to expect that a lot of those jobs would be for Charlotte residents or 
Mecklenburg County residents? 
 
Walton:  I would think so, yes.  
 
Autry:  I think that is something we haven’t talked about at all in this whole process.  We 
talked about what the benefits are to a district, a street, to transportation etc, but people 
who live and work in the city that would benefit from that employment; we really haven’t 
had much discussion about that.  
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Walton:  There is significant job creation with this program. 
 
Autry: Thank you, sir 
 
Barnes: Yes, Ms. Pickering.  
 
Pickering:  Just want to raise the question.  Some folks have pretty much stated what their 
positions are, I understand that a lot of these projects are unacceptable straight out and I 
get that and there are some on here that I love.  My question is, do those of you who have 
expressed unhappiness see any room for cuts anywhere to anything?  Do we have any 
room to work together?  I’m just trying to get a sense of where we are.  
 
Kinsey:  I’m certainly willing to negotiate, because I think we will have to reach a 
compromise, most likely reach a compromise based on my political experience.   
 
Cannon:  Patsy, I just want to thank you for saying that.  The way that we’ve gotten things 
done is to try to meet somewhere in the middle all the time.  We’ve never been able to get 
all we wanted when we wanted it at times, but we’ve gotten there in the end.  Attacking 
and making wrongful assumptions about people’s positions is the wrong thing to do.  We 
have to be a little bit more grown up in that.  No, not just yours Ms. Mayfield, but 
including yours.  We have to be grown up in an atmosphere that allows for us to be able to 
make good decisions on behalf of this committee, and I think we all are in tune to try to do 
that sort of thing.  I’m just suggesting as best we can continue to work with a little bit of 
harmony, that we do so.  
 
Barnes:  Mr. Cooksey has offered a Police Division office value which is either $6.5 
million or $9 million.  Mr. Dulin has offered up $8.3 million.  Ms. Kinsey, is there 
anything you want to offer? 
 
Kinsey:  comments inaudible.  
 
Fallon:  Something we have not discussed – I think that some of the countries in Europe 
are going down in the next couple of months.  Is that going to impact Charlotte with job 
loss even more so? 
 
Gaskins:  If I knew the answer to that I wouldn’t be working for the City.  
 
Fallon:  What I’m concerned about is that we have so many international companies here, 
if those some of those places go, they are going to take jobs with them, at least temporarily 
and then you there you have less people being able to afford raises again. And that’s been 
concerning me, what’s happening in Europe because Germany is not going to be able to 
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support everybody, right? 
 
Gaskins:  There are some economists who are certain that there is going to be a failure of 
the euro, and there are some who would argue against that. In 2008, we had the largest 
recession since the great depression and Charlotte was clearly impacted by that as well as 
the rest of the nation.  We were impacted somewhat less than the rest of the nation and we 
didn’t fall as far maybe in some cases because there were some super heated economies in 
the United States that were impacted more.  I cannot tell you for sure whether it will or 
will not.  We are well positioned to handle that, but the question of whether if one or all of 
those economies are impacted, how it will impact us, I really don’t know anybody that 
could give you an opinion on that.   
 
Fallon:  I’m looking to say truthfully, how are you going to raise taxes when today I heard 
there were more foreclosures coming? Many more, things are coming back on the market. 
I don’t understand how we can do this to people and Mr. Barnes said our district, all right 
all of Charlotte but where I live, our district has had such a downturn. Personally, my 
property is down $70,000. My tax stayed the same. You don’t think there are many, many 
people in Charlotte doing that and cannot handle it.  I’m not worried about me. I worried 
about people living on social security who can’t handle anything more.  They can’t buy 
food and medication for themselves because they’re up at the top and they don’t know 
what’s going to happen.   
 
Barnes: Ok, so thus far, we have had scenarios 1-4. We have had a proposal from Mr. 
Cooksey to delete a police station and a proposal from Mr. Dulin to delete a road project.   
 
Mayfield: Could you go through the lines of 3? If 4, 6, and 7 were the request for the 
submission from Mr. Cooksey as well as Mr. Dulin and as far as compromise, if I believe 
that for one of the projects that’s in my area, the development will happen.  Of course it 
will be accelerated in the CIP but I will have flexibility to have development in that area 
but I just don’t think we are going to come to a consensus today.  Especially if, I don’t 
know if we are trying to go to that 2.44 since there hasn’t been a motion around that 
particular piece and I’m not in the position that I’m ready to send staff back to the drawing 
board and start all over if we haven’t really had a chance to go through again to give them 
so specific areas where we are willing to reduce some items so it really I will put the 
motion out that we look at trying to have an earlier meeting on June 25th because unless 
you have some better suggestions for us to come to a conclusion today. 
 
Barnes:  Were you suggesting that you’re offering up some value from your district? 
 
Mayfield:  I will listen and consider moving and putting something on the table.  One 
thing, I was looking at, is possibly the Dixie Berry Hill but I’m not necessarily committed 
to moving that but I will look at moving… 
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Barnes: The $13 million or the $30 million? 
 
Mayfield: The $13 million. 
 
Barnes: So if you add the $13 million to the 6.5 to 9 to the 8.3, you would be at 2.4.  Now 
of course, the problem is it includes scenario one.  That’s all added to scenario one which 
is problematic, I know. Okay, Ms. Kinsey. 
 
Ms. Kinsey:  I know we have to move along and I do believe we have to decide something 
by full council and I will pledge to you that I will work as hard as I can on looking at this 
and try to bring something to the later meeting. 
 
Barnes: Okay, now in terms of whether you guys have enough time to help reconfigure 
where the proposals come from us, is there a particular deadline by which we should agree 
to have any suggested changes to you as a committee? 
 
Walton: It’s going to turn out to be the function of how many there are and we don’t know 
that.  The agenda will go out next Wednesday.  
 
Barnes:  Okay, let me ask you this, Mr. Manager. I’m working from the maybe the 
scenario one at 2.44 and I’m adding to that the Dulin/Cooksey offer and the Mayfield offer 
and then I’m also saying that because we know that there will be resistance to complete 
removal to the streetcar that we factor those district 6, 7, and 3 offers into one of the other 
scenarios but I don’t know where you guys would suggest adding your other items. 
Number 1 and Number 2 quite candidly, I have some concerns about completely 
eliminating any projects in district 6 and 7. That’s kind of part of the problem now, is that 
the districts don’t feel like they are getting anything from City Government other than 
police and fire and so I really respect the fact that you guys are offering up projects and I 
think you should see numbers change with them.  It may be ultimately is it may only be the 
police station and the roads and that’s not helpful.  Mr. Cooksey.   
 
Cooksey:  Thank you Mr. Chairman. I just want to be clear.  Let’s not get away from the 
manager’s initial point of this CIP was to focus on the areas of the city that didn’t have the 
stuff.  That’s why there’s nothing really in 7 much to offer except for the police station.  
Again, I feel horrible about the Chief right now because I didn’t clear that with him, but 
it’s the only thing available was the Chief’s proposal to have a very visible station in every 
division.  Now I have voted for those in the past.  It’s just, I think, I know the district well 
enough to know that having a visible station is not a high priority for people in 7.  We 
welcome the police protection and love it and we have great police officers and they do 
wonderful work.  What I have put myself at risk at learning here is that there may be a 
morale issue with the quality of the facility.  I have been to the south division headquarters 
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on a number of occasions. Yea, there is some good stuff about it.  There is some … stuff 
about it and that’s what I get for getting inspired throwing something out without 
consulting. So, my apologies. I hope I get a little pass on that in the interest of being able 
to compromise.  The jest of this was this was about the CIP that focuses on the areas in the 
city where the property values have declined and I’ve been trying all along to respect that 
and not get in on my side of the discussion.  Any evaluation or any individual projects, I 
have talked about the CIP as a whole and now working in this process.  If it comes to that, 
I could talk less about the south division police station because my number one goal and 
I’m not going to move off of, everyone knows I’m not a big fan of streetcar.  I haven’t 
voted ever for it but if it is in the CIP with a 2.44 cent and no higher tax increase, I will 
vote for that because when people open their tax bill in September of this year, they will 
want to see a number no higher than they saw in September of 2010.  I’m not going to try 
to get into messing with anybody else’s projects here.  That’s where I’m going to leave for 
the rest of Council to work out.  That’s all I’m looking for is no higher than 2.44. 
 
Barnes:  Okay, was there another? Dulin, yes sir. 
 
Dulin:  Yeah, these projects are supposed to be transformational projects to bring areas up. 
This little street project would be nice to have it over there, but it is by no means 
transformational, by no means a big project.  It would relieve traffic congestion in and 
around the South Park through my Towne Center area.  It would be a nice little connector 
but we can live without it and it’s not transformational.  There is no additional economic 
development that will scurry up around it.  It ought to be on the list of projects to work on 
but it’s very complicated as it goes through somebody’s five story office building right 
next to it and the apartment and then then across a big culvert and it’s maybe 1000 feet 
long.  So, we do without that.  District 6 happens to be and that’s fine, I don’t have any 
complaints about it because we get good police coverage too.  District 6 happens to be 
unique in that it does not have a police station.  The new Providence Division on 
Wendover is a fabulous station it’s in Ms. Kinsey’s district and the South Division is 
across from Hwy. 51 from my district and Mr. Cooksey’s division. So, the one little teeny 
project in $926 million was an $8 million dollar extension road that we could live without. 
 
Barnes: Ms. Pickering 
 
Pickering:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I would just like to point out one positive thing that 
we have seen here maybe we can just need to acknowledge, maybe everyone’s noticed it, 
we are really all in agreement on the projects that are in this plan.  The question is timing, 
the question is can we afford them now.  That’s the question but this council is in 
agreement that this is our blueprint; this is our way forward so I just wanted to say that.  It 
sounds like we’re divided but really we’re not. 
 
Barnes: Mr. Autry 
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Autry:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Mr. Walton, do these projects get less expensive the longer 
we wait? 
 
Walton:  No, sir. 
 
Autry:  Thank you        
 
Barnes:  Again I will take your suggestions, Mr. Harrington and City Manager.  I think that 
it will be fair to report to the Council and Mayor that we reviewed these scenarios.  That 
we have additional potential contributions from members Mayfield, Cooksey, and Dulin 
and some willingness to discuss some items further from Ms. Kinsey.  I think that we 
should put a deadline on asking people to send any further suggestions to you all and to 
Mr. Gaskins for further consideration. In terms of arriving of a potential rate because 
people want to stay at 3.6 that’s fine, if people want to stay at zero that’s fine, if people 
want to stay at 2.44 that’s fine.  I think that we obviously have to have a budget that will 
get six votes on the 25th and so what would be your suggestion.  I was thinking Monday as 
a deadline for responses or even tomorrow at 5:00 but if you’re not in tune with this now 
or tuned into it, you’re not going to be so waiting until next Wednesday or Friday is no 
good. We should make it fairly quick and I would be happy to hear from the committee 
and any other members on that matter. Yes, Ms. Kinsey. 
 
Kinsey: I think Monday, I would rather hear them say but I think Monday or Tuesday.  I 
don’t think we need to wait. 
 
Barnes: Noon by Monday 
 
Kinsey:  I think you’re right. When we get down here, I mean we have a meeting. So, I 
would say by 5:00 because that’s when we start our meeting on Monday.   
 
Barnes:  Okay, do you want to say 5:00 pm on Monday or is that, or earlier.  Where do you 
think? 
 
Walton:  Well, that’s fine.  Just have to point out that we have been through this and the 
date was Tuesday two weeks ago.   
 
Kinsey: Yep         
 
Walton:  And so there’s not a lot we can do and I’m not sure there’s individual scenarios 
are going to get us there because we are not talking about the overarching things that are 
most equate.  It’s something that has come out in the Streetcar.  The big items are 
infrastructure for the Blue Line Extension, Affordable Housing, Neighborhood 
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Improvements, and so the furthest things important and untouchable, are those things 
scalable. That’s a long answer to say we will be glad to run the scenarios we get through 
5:00 on Monday but it feels like that may generate more of the same so I guess if it does 
generate more of the same, we are still going to have a big unknown going into June 25th. 
 
Barnes:  But, let me ask you this. I would say Mr. Manager that if we ask people to present 
options to you and Mr. Harrington and to Mr. Gaskins for the mathematical rework that we 
then present to people in next Wednesday’s packet, the options beginning with the 9.6, the 
original and Curt’s recommendation and then have the other options in there, if there are 
any.  I don’t intend to submit these because they got no support from the committee but if 
there are other scenarios that people want to offer up for consideration on the 25th, I think 
that might be helpful. Again, starting with the original proposal and if we trim out $17 
million or $25 million or $250 million or $300, I don’t know what the number might be 
but based upon what I have heard today, I think we could get 6 votes on the budget. Maybe 
I’m thinking overly optimistic but I think we can.  Does that make sense?  I realize it’s a 
bit more brain damaging. Yes. 
 
Walton:  I need you to know we are going to have to put a process in place that assumes 
there is not a Budget on June 30th and so when I work with the Departments to do that, I 
don’t want you to be surprised.  We can’t wait until June 26th and start that process. 
 
Barnes:  Right, I’m with you. 
 
Walton:  So, the fact that I’m going to have to launch a process as soon as you all come to 
a decision is not a harbinger of bad things, it’s just we can’t afford to wait, the risk is too 
much. We will run the scenarios, if we got a half dozen, you’re right, it takes at least a half 
a day and so I don’t know if we can turn them around by Wednesday, but we could 
probably turn them around by Friday.  
 
Barnes:  Okay, I have got Ms. Mayfield and then Mr. Cooksey. 
 
Mayfield:  Thank you Mr. Chair. Curt, question for you. On Monday night, that was one of 
the first times that we have heard this percentage in a different light as far as that 8%, 
that’s the main piece because I think one disconnect is that we as Council probably haven’t 
gotten out into the community enough even though it was suggested from our Chair to try 
to have a meeting and there wasn’t a lot of energy behind that but what is the real impact.  
It’s not that 8% or is it that 8% when you take into account the reduction that’s coming out 
of the county and the fact that historically, the city and the county try to stay rather close 
when it comes to try to reduce or eliminate the impact of the citizens of the county.  What 
is the real number that we are talking about when we are talking about a percentage so that 
the community really gets a better understanding since the only thing they have been 
hearing for the last few months is 8%? 
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Walton:  I believe the net difference is about 1% not 8%, .93 and so the city and the county 
rate together for the City of Charlotte residents would be a net 1% percent increase. 
 
Mayfield:  Because I think that’s part of the conversation that we’re not having to make 
sure that people really understand that the .93 to 1.2% is the real number and what that 
really equates to for the rest of us in the community having that these very aggressive and 
transformative impact on community, what that really looks like when the rubber hits the 
road and you receive your bill.  Okay, if it’s an increase of less than $5, or less than $10, or 
less than $100, even though we have all received e-mails and calls saying don’t raise my 
taxes, we have also received a lot that have said, you know what, if the difference is $72 
then I will pay that but I don’t think the difference is even $72. I think it’s a lot less than 
that. I want to make sure that we are having a real conversation and not just pretending as 
if we’re on some type of campaign trail and just saying buzz words.  The community really 
needs to actually know the numbers that we’re talking about.   
 
Barnes: Mr. Cooksey 
 
Cooksey:  We have the opportunity to do some of that conversation just by hitting reply 
would you find a 1% increase acceptable and see what all these e-mailers have to say 
about that. The point I have wanted to ask about, we never really delved into the capacity 
tax rate issue as deeply as I wanted, preferred.  The 2.44 came up a bit as has been 
mentioned.  So I would be curious to the Manager what kind of indication would you want 
or need from this group if one is possible to come back to council showing what the 
capacity in each of these projected bond hearing would be with a 2.44 rate.  Is that a 
possible thing to do?  Not really? 
 
Walton:  It would have to be four equal portions until we know the timing and the clause 
to something expensive come early or late. 
 
Cooksey:  Okay, cause the way I’m interpreting this, a 3.6 increase gives us $366.1 million 
of capacity in 2012, $245.3 capacity in 2014, and so on with the other two. If we did a 2.44 
rate, what would our capacity for additional debt service be for 2012? Is that number 
identifiable without attaching projects to it? 
 
Walton:  No, only in equal pieces of the 25% across the board   


 
 Cooksey: Well 
 
 Walton:  Cause you couldn’t take the two columns there and switch them and the capacity 
 would change because of when you were doing it and when the cash flow was. 
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 Cooksey: Well, then would it be a useful number to have to say what could 2.44 support 
 and let’s see what the next 25% of each for the next bond cycles would be?  
 


Walton:  We could do the 25% equally. 
 


Cooksey: Do you need more than just me to request that? 
 


Walton: No 
 


Cooksey: Ok, I would like to see that because I think that could help give a sense of what 
is affordable at a 2.44 cent increase. 


 
Barnes: I appreciate that. Mr. Dulin 


 
Dulin:  Explain that, I was with you Mr. Cooksey but explain it to council, please. 
Cooksey:  The analogy to look at is when you go to buy a house, you don’t find a house 
you like and then figure out how I make enough money to buy this house.  If you’re doing 
it in the short term. Long term that could be a goal. If you’re going to buy a house, you 
first identify how much money do I make and what’s my capacity to serve this mortgage. 
What’s my capacity to pay a mortgage? Then you go to your realtor and say, I can afford in 
X dollar amount, let first one.  So, I’m suggesting that the process that the staff has already 
been through at one level is one that we too can go through.  How much capacity do we 
think the tax payers of Charlotte would be willing to take on?  My contention is and I 
would drop my line on is 2.44 to make it a net … amount.  Well, if that’s the amount, if 
it’s not 3.6 and it’s not zero but its 2.44, what can we buy with 2.44? We have a list but 
having the knowledge of what 2.44 will buy us may help us go through that agonizing 
process of deciding which among this list is a need that we can’t do without and which 
that if we had 3.6 cent capacity we could afford that we are going to go with 2.44 so we 
just can’t afford.  That’s what I’m trying to offer is a guide to help these decisions as to 
what kind of a CIP we wind up with.   


 
 Barnes:  I think that is fair. I think also, Mr. Manager in light of what you said about 
 reworking various scenarios and it taking a week, I think most of the people who are likely 
 to submit something are in the room now. So I would say we should ask people to have 
 their proposals to you by 5:00 tomorrow. 
 
 Walton:  Okay 
 


Barnes:  Would you be submitting something? 
 
Mayfield:  Yes, I will make the same commitment CM Kinsey did to look through and see 
what I have. 
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Barnes: Is 5:00 pm tomorrow unreasonable? 
 
Mayfield:  I’m going to be on the road as soon as I leave here and I’m going to be in a 


 meeting at 5:00 tomorrow.  I have two meetings tomorrow.  
 
Barnes: I mean we should just say 12:00 on Monday and cut it because it’s going to take 
you a lot of time if you get a lot of suggestions to do your work. So, we have made some 
progress in some respects and haven’t progress in other respects but at least we are talking.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 2:15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





