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INFORMATION: 
 
Corporate Performance Report for Fiscal Year 2012 
Staff Resource:  Randy Harrington, Budget and Evaluation, 704-336-5013,  
rharrington@charlottenc.gov     
 
The Corporate Performance Report for Fiscal Year 2012 is attached (see “2. Report.pdf”) for 
your information.  Organized according to City Council’s five Focus Area Plans, the report 
highlights accomplishments and challenges from the previous fiscal year.  The City is 
committed to using strategic performance management to address community needs.  Among 
public sector organizations, the City of Charlotte is widely recognized for its effective use of 
performance management. 
 
Annual Wastewater Report Announced 
Staff Resource: Barry Gullet, CMUD, 704-391-5070, bgullet@charlottenc.gov 


 
In September, Charlotte-Mecklenburg Utilities customers will receive the attached (see  
3. Insert.pdf”) bill insert containing information on how CMUD staff successfully collected and 
treated the community’s wastewater before recycling it to the environment. In FY12, 
wastewater treatment plants continued their award winning performance as they treated 28 
billion gallons of wastewater. There were 281 sewer spills in CMUD’s service area, a decrease 
of 54 spills compared to the year before. Additionally, the number of spills per 100 miles of 
pipe continued to decline from 10.9 in 2007 to 6.7 spills in fiscal year 2012. 
 
The bill insert and a detailed annual report are posted on www.cmutilities.com. An 
advertisement will also be placed in a local Spanish newspaper as well as on CMUD’s website. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
August 30 Budget Committee Summary (see “4. BudgetSummary.pdf”) 
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Fiscal Year 2012 
Performance Report
Comprehensive citizen service is the City of Charlotte’s top priority. The City is  
committed to using performance measures to manage and address community needs.  
Performance measures are organized according to City Council’s five Focus Area Plans: 
Community Safety, Economic Development, Environment, Housing and Neighborhood 
Development, and Transportation. The Focus Areas guide the organization in directing 
limited resources to the areas deemed most strategic for the community.


FY2012 
Highlights
•	 The Part One Uniform Crime Rate declined 


for the 4th consecutive year.


•	 Aviation and Norfolk Southern Railroad 
signed a lease and began construction 	
on the Intermodal facility; the facility 	
is expected to generate $9.0 billion in 	
economic impact over the next 20 years.


•	 Utilities released the Citizen Web Portal	
to provide customer access to account 	
information and on-line bill payment. 


•	 The Land Development Portal incorporated 
all City and County land development 
functions into one website to provide a 
“one-stop” customer experience including 
electronic submittal of plans.  


•	 CharMeck 311 achieved the best overall 
customer satisfaction rating of 8.8 (10 pt. 
scale) in three years; 1.4 million calls were 
answered in an average time of 26 seconds.


•	 A revamped Mayor’s Youth Employment 
Program provided 315 internships with 
44 host employers and over 3,000 career 
experiences.


•	 The City maintained its AAA bond rating 
for the general obligation debt for the 39th 
consecutive year.


•	 The City’s Wellness Works program was 	
nationally recognized in the efforts to  	
manage healthcare costs and to provide	
a healthy, productive workforce.


MAYOR   
Anthony Foxx


MAYOR PRO TEM   
Patrick D. Cannon


CITY COUNCIL 
John Autry, Michael D. Barnes 
Warren Cooksey, Andy Dulin 


Claire Fallon, David L. Howard,  
Patsy Kinsey, LaWana Mayfield,  


James Mitchell, Jr., Beth Pickering


CITY MANAGER   
Curt Walton


Fiscal Year 2012� July 1, 2011 – June 30, 2012


How the Money is Invested


BUDGET & EVALUATION


For additional information, contact the  
City of Charlotte Budget & Evaluation Office. 


Visit http://citybudget.charmeck.org or call 704-336-2306


Transportation – Charlotte will be the premier city in the country  
for integrating land use and transportation choices


23.0¢* 
Drinking Water, 
Waste Water, 
Storm Water


16.9¢  
Public Works


21.2¢*  
Aviation


11.8¢  
Public Transportation


3.8¢ 
General Goverment


19.4¢ 
Public Safety


3.9¢ 
Economic Development


*Aviation, Drinking Water & Waste Water and Storm Water are self-supporting enterprise funds, which operate without tax revenue.


Initiative Measure FY12 Status


CATS Ridership
Maintain prior year ridership of 24.9 million.  The local bus program was 7.0% above FY11 
ridership.  The LYNX blue line ridership was 4.2% above FY11.


26.5 million ✔


CATS Cost per Service Hour
Maintain a cost per service hour of $96.55 for Bus, $65.93 for Special Transportation Services 
(STS), $26.24 for Vanpool, and $325.21 for Rail


$85.40 Bus 
$59.11 STS 


$21.49 Vanpool 
$247.13 Rail


✔


Bikeways & Sidewalks Increase bikeways and sidewalks by at least 10 miles/each annually
12.0 bike	


24.5 sidewalk ✔


Vehicle Accidents
Decrease percent of motor vehicle accidents below prior year rate of 801 per million vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT)


-1.03%; rate of 
790 per VMT ✔


Pedestrian & Bicycle Accidents


Decrease percent of pedestrian and bicycle accidents per 10,000 persons below prior year rate 
of 4.17 pedestrians and 1.30 bicyclists (While there was a decrease in the pedestrian and bicycle 
accident rate, the pedestrian fatality rate increased over the previous year; driver distractions 	
continue to be one of the most commonly cited contributing circumstances in all crashes.)


-19.44% 	
pedestrian


-7.62% bicycle
✔ ✘ Community Safety 


Charlotte will be America’s safest  
community


Housing and Neighborhood 
Development 
Creating and sustaining 
communities of choice for living,  
working, and recreation


 


 
Transportation 
Charlotte will be the premier city in  
the country for integrating land use 
and transportation choices


Economic Development 
Charlotte will be the most prosperous 
and livable city for all citizens through 
quality economic development 


Environment 
Charlotte will become a national  
leader in environmental and energy 
sustainability, preserving our natural 
resources while balancing growth  
with sound fiscal policy







Initiative Measure FY12 Status


Citizen Safety Survey Maintain a rating of 7.0 or above in citizen satisfaction with police service and safety on a 10 point scale 7.9 ✔


Part One Uniform Crime
Reduce crime in Part One Uniform categories by 6% below the prior year; homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, 
burglary, larceny, vehicle theft, arson (Over the past three years, the City has achieved substantial reductions in crime.  
Crime has continued to decrease in FY12 but the rate of reduction was smaller than in the previous years.)


-2% ✘


Business & Neighborhood 
Safety


Partner with City agencies to complete 75% of crime reduction projects in response to neighborhood enablers of 
crime such as abandoned buildings, overgrown lots, and poor street lightning


93% ✔


Fire Response Time Arrive at scene of emergency within 6 minutes of receiving call at least 80% of time 83.1% ✔


Fire Code Inspections Conduct 95% of fire code inspections within state mandated frequencies 100% ✔


Fire Education
Provide fire education program to at least 80% of CMS 3rd grade classrooms (100% of 3rd grade classrooms were 
contacted, but only 53.6% participated; fire education materials were delivered to the remaining classrooms)


53.6% ✘


(100% of 3rd grade class-
rooms were contacted, only 
53.6% participated; fire 
education materials were 
delivered to the remaining 
classrooms) 


Initiative Measure FY12 Status


Code Enforcement
Reduce the number of repeat offenders for violations of the same type per home or business 
address by 10% below the prior year; violations include high weeds/grass, accumulation of 
trash or junk, curbside violations, illegal signage, and junk automobiles


-29% ✔


Neighborhood Infrastructure Complete 90% of the identified neighborhood and business corridor bond projects on schedule 100% ✔


Business Infrastructure Inspect deteriorating commercial structures to bring at least 250 into compliance 395 ✔


Neighborhood Revitalization
Identify foreclosures in targeted areas to acquire or rehabilitate at least 8 units 	
(Projects completed were Pawtuckett, Yorkmont, Smallwood, Lincoln Heights, Ponderosa/	
Wingate, Grier Heights, Nevin, Thomasboro/Hoskins, and Westchester) 


15 ✔


Affordable Housing 
Provide 1,618 affordable housing units serving households earning ≤ 80% of the area	
median income (Schedule changes delayed the start and completion of several projects) 


1,524 ✘


Initiative Measure FY12 Status
Recycling Increase the tonnage of recycled materials by 30% above the FY10 baseline data 36% ✔


Safe Drinking Water Meet 100% of the Safe Drinking Water Act requirements 100% ✔


Litter Rating
Achieve 2.0 or lower on Keep America Beautiful Litter Rating on a scale of 1-4, 	
whereas 1 is best score


1.70 ✔


Residential Growth 	
& Development


Achieve a minimum of 40% all new housing and 70% new multi-family (M/F) housing units 
within centers and corridors, as % of the total growth per category


62.5% new housing	
86% M/F ✔


Commercial Growth 	
& Development


Achieve a minimum of 75% new office development square footage and new employment 
within centers and corridors, as percentage of the total growth per category


98.4% office	
93.9% employment ✔


Rezoning Decisions
Achieve 80% or more rezoning decisions consistent with adopted environmentally sensitive site 
design plans (The current economic climate has impacted the incorporation of environmental 
design beyond current ordinance requirements)


54% ✘


Initiative Measure FY12 Status


Land Development Permit Reviews
Complete Land Development Permit submissions with an average of  2.5 or less reviews, reflects process 
improvements and facilitates business development


1.87 ✔


Public/Private Investments Achieve a leverage ratio of $1 : $10 for business corridor funds $1 : $10 ✔


Business Corridor Revitalization
Implement 50% of the newly adopted Business Corridor Strategy for areas including North Tryon, 	
Eastland, Rozzelles Ferry, Beatties Ford, Wilkinson/Freedom/Morehead, West, Graham, Statesville, 	
Independence, and Monroe 


50% ✔


Small Business Enterprises (SBE) Meet a combined formal & informal SBE Utilization Goal of 5% 7% ✔


Hospitality Tax Revenue Increase hospitality tax revenue by more than 3% 10.9% ✔


Community Safety – Charlotte will be America’s safest community Environment – Charlotte will become a national leader in environmental and energy sustainability, 
preserving our natural resources while balancing growth with sound fiscal policy


Housing and Neighborhood Development – Creating and sustaining communities of choice  
for living, working and recreation


Economic Development – Charlotte will be the most prosperous and livable city 
for all citizens through quality economic development








Protecting Our 
Environment


Wastewater Performance 
Report 2012


An annual summary of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg  
Utility Department’s wastewater system performance  


during the fiscal year that ended June 30, 2012.


Printed with soy ink on FSC certified 50% post-consumer fiber.� 
Please recycle this report. � 09/12 #30320-I-0167


Prevent Plumbing Repairs and Sewer Spills
These items should NEVER go down the drain or
be flushed down a toilet:


You Can Help 
Dispose of animal fats and grease by freezing them in
a coffee can – mix liquefied vegetable fats with kitty
litter or coffee grounds – and depositing them in the
trash or at a full-service recycling center.


Suspect A Sewage Spill?
Call 311 or 704-336-7600.  


We will respond 24 hours-a-day, 365 days-a-year. 


Want To Read The Full Report?
The entire 2012 Wastewater Performance Report  


can be obtained at www.cmutilities.com  
or by mail, dial 311.







Where Does Our Wastewater Go?
CMUD serves Mecklenburg County, providing wastewater 
services to an estimated 796,000 customers. An average of 
77.1 million gallons per day (mgd) of wastewater is collected 
through a 4,180-mile pipe network. Wastewater flows to one of 
five wastewater treatment plants located throughout the county. 
State-certified operators work around the clock to ensure 
wastewater is safely treated and discharged back into the 
environment. Solids removed during treatment are also safely 
recycled as part of a regulated land application program.


How Did We Do?
We successfully collected and treated 
99.9977 percent of the more than 28 billion 
gallons of wastewater the community 
produced last year. There were 281 sewer 
spills in our community, a decrease of 54 
spills compared to the year before. In fact, 
the number of spills per 100 miles of pipe 
continued to decline from 10.9 in 2007 to 
6.7 spills in fiscal year 2012. 


What Are We Doing To Prevent Spills?
Even one wastewater spill is too many. CMUD crews work to 
prevent overflows by clearing pipes of tree roots and grease, as 
well as fixing broken and aging pipes. Other construction projects 
enhance wastewater treatment performance and replace old pipes. 
Educating customers about the proper disposal of fats, oils and 
grease is also a priority. 


Highlights
CMUD celebrated important milestones this past year while 
working to prevent overflows and protect water quality through 
effective wastewater treatment. 


•	 All five wastewater treatment plants earned Peak Performance
	 Awards from the National Association of Clean Water 
	 Agencies (NACWA) for the calendar year ending 2011. 
	


	 NACWA Peak Performance Awards recognize wastewater 
	 treatment professionals throughout the nation for protecting
	 the environment and public health through outstanding 
	 treatment and discharge regulatory compliance. The McDowell 
	 Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant earned a Platinum Award for 
	 a third year, totaling seven consecutive years of perfect 		
	 compliance. The Mallard Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant 	
	 received a Platinum Award for six consecutive years of perfect 	
	 compliance. The McAlpine Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant 	
	 was awarded its fourth Gold Award in a row for perfect 
	 compliance. The Sugar Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant also 	
	 won a Gold Award for perfect compliance. The Irwin Creek
	 Wastewater Treatment Plant earned Silver Award for five or
	 fewer violations in a one-year period.


•	 More than 837 miles of sewer lines were cleaned (including
	 some multiple cleanings in the same location).


•	 12.1 miles of sewer pipe and 350 manholes were rehabilitated,
	 repaired or replaced.  


•	 239 miles of sewer pipe were treated with tree root 
	 control chemicals.


•	 Informed customers and citizens about proper grease disposal. 


•	 3,752 food service establishments and restaurants were
	 inspected to ensure proper grease disposal practices were 
	 in place.


Challenges
Grease-clogged pipes contributed to more than half of the 281 
sewer spills that occurred. Other spill causes included the 
infiltration of tree roots into pipes, vandalism, general debris, and 
broken pipes.


Grease: 
156


Debris: 15


Tree 
Roots: 


64


Other: 12


Pipe 
Failure: 


29


Vandalism: 4
Pump Station Equipment Failure: 1


Top Photo: Crews regularly clean pipes to clear blockages 
and prevent overflows.
Bottom Photo: Wastewater Treatment Plant operators 
work 24/7 to protect the environment.
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 COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS  
 
I. Subject: Council Referral: Review Out-of-School Time Partner funding level  


  
 


and sources  


 Action:  None 
 
 


COMMITTEE INFORMATION  
 
 Present:  CM Barnes, CM Dulin, CM Fallon, CM Kinsey, CM Mayfield  
 Time:   12:02 p.m. to 1:36 p.m. 
 


ATTACHMENTS 
 
1. Out-of-School-Time Funding Presentation 
2. July 9 Budget Committee Meeting “Summary of Funding Levels and Sources”  


 3. August 16 Economic development Committee meeting Out-of-School Time Discussion 
packet 


  


 
DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS   


 
Committee Discussion: 


 
Council member Barnes welcomed everyone to the meeting and asked those in attendance to 
introduce themselves. 
 
Mr. Barnes said I don’t think we have had a chance to do this, but officially congratulated 
Randy Harrington on being confirmed as our Budget Director.  You all may remember there 
was one of those Employee Newsletters that came out him listed as Director of Budget before 
it actually became the case.  Randy has been wonderful to work with and I know he will 
continue to be wonderful to work with.  Congratulations and we appreciate your efforts and 
everything that you do to help us do what we are doing and we know that we will have a 
Budget Retreat on September 27th


 


. I believe is the current schedule for the full Council where 
we will re-engage in the CIP discussion, among other things.  I hope the Committee, the five 
of us can talk and make sure that we are better together on each issue and not just in terms 
of the information, make sure we are better and more closely aligned.  


Dulin:   I went back Mr. Chair and looked at the historical data, way back in the fall of 2011 
and oddly enough the historical pictures and they are all black and white, but back in 2011 
Randy Harrington had a full head of hair. Something must have happened from December 31 
to now.  







 


Budget Committee 
Meeting Summary for August 30, 2012 
Page 2 
  
 


 
Barnes:  We have one item on the agenda today and that is the Review of the Out-of-School-
Time Partner funding levels and sources.  I hope you all got my e-mail yesterday where in I 
talked about some of the overlap issues we are having with ED. I think we should feel free to 
kind of move forward to the extent that we can and make any recommendations that we’d 
like to make today.  
 


I. Council Referral: Review Out-of-School-Time Partner funding level and sources.  
  
Harrington:  Thank you Mr. Chairman and I appreciate the words of congratulations and it’s 
my pleasure to work with you all and support the work that you are doing and try to help you 
as we work on the budget and various components of it.  Thank you again, I appreciate that 
very much.   
 
What I thought I would do before turning it over to Tom Warshauer, let me recap a little bit 
on where we are. We had a meeting back on July 9th where we talked about the Out-of-
School component, the referral being looking at the funding levels and sources and essential 
caps associated with those.  From that discussion on July 9th


 


 and your direction back to us 
was to come back with some potential ideas on some funding caps.  We look at it at the 
micro level, the total funding component for Out-of-School as the Chair alluded to, the ED 
Committee is also talking about a related component of the issue.  There may be some 
overlapping components and maybe some additional cap ideas that you have talked about 
and we will be more than happy to go with those if the Committee desires.    


In your packet you have three attachments, one is the presentation for today, the second is 
Attachment 2 which was provided in the July 9th Budget Committee meeting and gives a 
summary of the funding levels.  Attachment 3, the ED Committee at their August 16th


 


 
meeting was the first meeting that they discussed the Out-of-School Time component, 
looking at RFP and I just wanted to provide that to you all.  Today Tom Warshauer is going to 
lead us through the PowerPoint presentation.  


Warshauer:  I’m going to give you some background on the Out-of-School-Time (OST) 
funding and then we will ask you to take a look at our recommendation and methodology for 
a total budget cap on Out-of-School-Time funding.  OST funds comes from CDBG funds as 
well as Innovative Housing pay-as-you-go funds, so some are local dollars and some are 
federal dollars.  First, taking a look at the CDBG funds, these are federal funds used by the 
Cities to support a variety of activities and programs, housing, education.  There is a 15% 
federal cap on the amount of the CDBG funds that we used for public services like the OST 
and we use 100% of the available funds for the OST programs.  It is important to note and 
we will see it in a draft coming up, the federal CDBG funding allocation to cities has been 
declining over the last 10 years.  What have we been doing to sort of make up for that really 
comes from innovative housing.  Innovative Housing is local dollars used to supplement and 
expand CDBG funded programs so we put money into our own housing program to support 
homeownership opportunities, development and housing support.  As CDBG has decreased, 
the additional cost of the OST to maintain it at a $1.2 million level has shifted to the 
Innovative Housing budget, which has really reduced funding available for the housing 
program.   
 
Kinsey:  Decreases funding – does that impact what we can do for affordable housing? 
 
Warshauer:  Yes, because we have less money that is available for the affordable housing.  
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Kinsey:  That is sort of what I thought, but I wasn’t sure.  
 
Warshauer:  Our total CDBG allocation peaked in FY02 to nearly $8 million and we are down 
to just over $4.5 million so there has been significant decreases in the overall CDBG 
allocation. This graph shows how we have made up for that.  Innovative Housing in FY02 was 
at $300,000 and now Innovative Housing’s component has almost doubled up to nearly 
$600,000. That is not including the $394,000 that came out of capital reserves and that went 
into the budget this year.  The CDBG allocation for this has gone down from about $850,000 
to about $650,000 so there have been significant changes in the way that the allocations are 
going.  That is the way that the $1.2 million has been done.   
 
Barnes:  The $394,000 is above and beyond the $1.2 million? 
 
Warshauer:  Correct.  Since that is a one time only that is off the graph, otherwise the graph 
would have significantly decreased. 
 
Kinsey:  That is what we did this year, right? 
 
Warshauer:  That is what you did this year.  We had not done that previously.  This just 
shows the percentage changes so in FY02 we were at nearly 75% funded by CDBG where 
now it is just over 53% funded by CDBG.  There has been a significant increase in and 
reliance on Innovative Housing and local PAYGO money to support the Out of School Time.  
This is a recap of how that money was used last year.  You can see the allocation to the 
agencies would be very consistent going back, but it shows where they are and what the 
percentage of the agency’s budget is from the City.  We understand you may want to talk 
about that a little bit later on.  
 
Kinsey:  How many applications have we received in addition to these right here? 
 
Warshauer:  We have 17 total applications so we received 11 additional applications.   
 
Warshauer:  We wanted to talk to you particularly about some options in relationship to a 
funding cap for the OST and we have three different options to present to you.  First is, why 
you would want to do that?  The National Best Practices have indicated that caps reinforce 
the message that funding is limited and it may not always be there and may not be able to 
continue.  It also helps wean programs off of the City dependence and encourage agencies to 
look for funding diversification.  When people begin to look for funding diversification studies 
indicate that they also look for new partnerships that can also enrich the program and the 
program delivery. Building an ability to solicit additional funds means that you are building a 
capacity organization to really make sure that you are doing best practices because you are 
continuing to sell your organization to others and it builds a more robust funding mechanism 
for your organization.   Caps also reinforce the competitiveness of the funding process so it 
really pushes organizations to become better as they have to apply for additional funds.   
 
The first option was to continue holding at a constant dollar amount what we have done in 
the past. The implication for this is you have a less predictable funding for OST.  But the 
other implication is you have less predictable funding for the innovative housing which 
impacts your ability to deliver innovative housing for the community.  If CDBG continues to 
decline and we expect it to continue, it would impact your ability to deliver the housing 
program that you also deliver.  
 
The second option was to cap Innovative Housing contribution at a constant dollar amount.  
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Last year’s amount was $589,000 not including the $394k. Innovative Housing was originally 
$389,000. This eliminates the increasing funding pressure on Innovative Housing and shares 
the risk of decreasing funding that comes from CDBG across both innovative housing and 
OST programs.   
 
The third option would be to set a maximum percentage of OST funding from Innovative 
Housing dollars.  Last year’s was 47% and came from Innovative Housing.  The impact of this 
would also control the funds for Innovative Housing, but if the CDBG were to decline it would 
also be less money coming for Innovative so you would be reducing the amount of funds 
from last year that you would be putting in for Innovative if CDBG declined.   
 
Our recommendation would be to look at #2 which puts the funding at the same level that 
you’ve had in the past which is actually the highest level of funding the City has ever from 
Innovative Housing to the OST program activities.  It would enable going forward so we could 
share the cost of innovative with the OST activities.  Furthermore it provides some more 
predictability for PAYGO funding. 
 
Barnes:  Mr. Harrington, from the budget side of things would it be advisable or would it not 
make any difference to say round that up to $590 or round it down to $589? 
 
Harrington:  You can either round it up or down. A few thousand dollars isn’t going to have 
much of a material effect on the PAYGO budget. 
 
Barnes:  I don’t want to get crazy with that because somebody might round it from $500k to 
$600k and round $600k to $1 million.   
 
Mayfield:  Thinking about that last question, would that be a motion to consider rounding up 
or is that something that we could at least look at? 
 
Barnes:  I would like to put it out there now and toward the end we will vote on it.  
 
Warshauer: Our next step will be to meet with OST respondents in September. We will have 
several meetings with OST providers to take a look at moving the schedules on which the 
funding is awarded taking a look at the RFP and the qualifications and their ability to seek 
feedback from them. It will then be brought back to ED on eligibility, the scoring mechanism 
and then taking your recommendations together with ED for approval and then releasing the 
RFP.  We will get the RFP back and make a decision in the spring.  
 
Fallon:  Would it be the same people that have been up till now or are you going to be 
adding others? extra eleven? 
 
Warshauer:  There are meetings with the OST providers. We are doing them as a series of 
three and possibly four, but initially we want to talk with the ones we are funding now about 
the possibility of moving the scheduling to having the contract period September to August 
as opposed to a July to June contract period. 
 
Fallon:  Would you have to cut somebody’s funding to cover these other people? 
 
Warshauer:  No, we are going to look at that as a no cost extension.  The typical funding 
extension is for them to run their program through next summer.  We wouldn’t have any 
additional funds to run their programs through next summer.   
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Mayfield:  Tom, we are thinking about how we, once we have the conversation between 
Budget and ED, what is the timeline you are looking at to actually roll it out?  I know there is 
some concern of giving enough time to the community partners. 
 
Warshauer:  That was our first meeting and our second one which followed in the next hour 
after that with all 17 people that responded last year just to get their input on the RFP and 
what they thought of the RFP.  Then we intend to do another meeting with all our OST 
providers that might be eligible, whether they could have a chance to take a look and give us 
some feedback.  We really want to be doing this the best way for our whole community and 
they are part of the community.  We are taking a little bit of time in September and the early 
part of October to meet with essential RFP respondents so that we can get some feedback 
from them.  Not that they are making the decisions but they are providing us some 
meaningful feedback on how to best structure the RFP that would be more useful to them 
and for us.  Then what we would be doing is issuing the RFP in December with it being due 
back in March, evaluating it and then we would bring back recommendations in April so they 
could have plenty time to really plan for their fall.  
 
Kinsey:  Back to Ms. Fallon’s question.  Maybe I will start this with a comment.  We have 
funded this group for a while now except for PAL.  Are we going to let them know that they 
are in competition with all of these others?  Maybe this is an ED Committee decision, I don’t 
know, but are we going to open it up honestly or are we going to just go back and fund the 
same ones?  I prefer opening it up to be honest with you.  
 
Warshauer:  The instructions we have from you is that we were opening this up with an RFP 
process which was available to all eligible agencies.  We will be communicating with all of 
them and they will all be in some of the same so I believe a lot of the OST providers are 
pretty well aware of what is going on, but they will be included in the meetings to provide us 
feedback, the existing agencies with new agencies that might be interesting in applying in 
late September or early October.  
 
Kinsey:  But will it wind up at Council level or somewhere make a decision as to whether we 
are going to open it up? 
 
Warshauer:  Correct, you all have to determine eligibility and that has to go back to Council 
and exactly how you are going to award funds so as you talk about specific caps. That is all 
material for these agencies so they need to know that and we would like them to know that 
earlier rather than later because they need to make plans.  That is why we are trying to put 
all of our activity with you to make decisions on the total budget. Then we can begin to make 
decisions at the end of September when we present to ED on eligibility. All of the 
requirements and getting buy-in from everyone around that direction so that by the end of 
October we will have an RFP that you all will determine the eligibility. You will determine the 
type of scoring that will be used to evaluate the RFP and they will also know the maximum 
amounts of funding if you all choose to go in that direction.  
 
Kinsey:  I have no problem if it ends up that we have the same organizations next year I 
understand that, but I do think if there is a really good program out there that we would like 
to at least know about that and have that option.  
 
Fallon:  Explain something to me.  If we are going to use the same pot of money, but we are 
going to add people in, somebody loses don’t they? 
 
Warshauer:  Correct.  So that is up to you all to determine eligibility.  If you are going to 
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have agencies truly be eligible it would have to be shared out differently.  That is a part of 
your discussions that you all are interested in having.  Is there a maximum that an agency 
can get in terms of funding?  Is there an actual percentage of their budget they can receive 
from the City in terms of funding? 
 
Fallon:  I agree with Ms. Kinsey.  There are other agencies out there that haven’t gotten 
anything until now that are really deserving of our help and it should be spread out more 
than it is now.  
 
Barnes:  Right and remember the e-mail that I sent you guys yesterday, one of the things I 
wanted to talk about today. Whether we should say that no one entity would get more than 
10% of the $1.24 million or that no one entity would have more than 50% of their budget 
funded by us so we can spread it out more?  
 
Fallon:  The problem with that is that people are only getting $70,000 so if you say 50% and 
other people are getting $600,000 so it could be a problem with the percentage.  
 
Barnes:  That’s what we’re talking about.  Not necessarily because if you say a person can’t 
get more than 10% of the $1.2 million, that is $120,000.  If you say they can’t have more 
than 50% of their budget from us that could be $600,000.  
 
Warshauer:  You could have a maximum that you are going to award. 
 
Fallon:  A maximum plus a percentage.  
 
Dulin:  I want to go back to this CDBG, we’ve got $4.5 million in there now.  Can we spend 
that much money?   
 
Warshauer:  We can only use 15% of that for OST.   
 
Dulin:  So, that’s what is coming over from them to make the gap up?   
 
Warshauer:  Correct.  We’ve got the maximum that we are allowed to spend on CDBG is 15% 
for the allocation. The rest of it goes to support your housing program.  
 
Dulin:  But on the housing side do we spend that much money every year?  We are capable 
of going through that? The other thing to me and I’ve been in the minority on this for a long 
time, but other than PAL, those are our employees working for our City’s youth, I’d like to 
start weaning some of these programs off.  They are all good programs and there is thirty 
more, but I will be in the minority on the Committee here and on Council full, but I’d like to 
see some of these folks. 
 
Kinsey:  That is what we are talking about, not necessarily weaning them off, but competing. 
They’ve got to compete.  
 
Dulin:  Right, but if we start reducing that now getting ready to be $590k then Mr. Barnes I 
agree with you, if we don’t watch it, it will be $600k and that can happen in a blink at one of 
our meetings. I don’t have any problem taking it to $590k that is a nice round, better 
number. I’d really like to let all these other folks know that they are on a limited and it is 
time for them to crank up their fundi raising and let them survive or not.  The ones that don’t 
survive, there will be somebody that can make it survive and they are all good programs. 
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Barnes:  Mr. Harrington, would you like to lead the discussion? 
 
Harrington:  Sure, I just have a process suggestion.  It feels like there might be two 
elements here.  One is that the total cap piece as it relates to all we’ve conveyed here and 
then there’s the percentage cap at an individual agency level. Whether it be total percentage 
limit on the program budget coming from the City or a cap on the total amount that could 
come from the City’s total allocation level of $1.24 million. My suggestion would be to start 
at the top level and then move down the discussion from there but I’m certainly open to any 
way that the Committee would like to go.   
 
Kinsey:  Are we getting ready to decide which we are going to do?  I think what staff 
recommended and thinking through it, if we are going to do something put a cap on … 
otherwise every year it will go up.  
 
Dulin:  Of this page there are four that are above 50%.  Bethlehem Center is 52%, Greater 
Enrichment is 81% and the Police Activities League is 77% but I don’t mind that being 
100%.  Those are our folks.  St. Paul is at 100%.  This is interesting information.  
 
Mayfield:  Just for historic sake, could we get a brief synopsis of why we stepped into this 
role in the first place?  I do agree that there should be a percentage but when we think about 
the idea of trying to eliminate funding, there was a reason that we stepped into this role as 
far as the City and City Council identifying these fundings because there was a major gap on 
the ground in the community as to why we needed to step into this role.  The idea of thinking 
about weaning back to get to a point opposed to just having a comparative process where an 
organization could jump in whether it was a current organization or a new organization.  
Staff has already said in the previous meeting that with the new process that was created 
there is a scoring system and the way the scoring system works, that top organization 
receives 100% of their ask and then going down from that point, pulling from the pot of 
money.  It seems like the conversation is heading in somewhat of a different direction than 
today’s meeting.  
 
Dulin:  I can answer that for you Ms. Mayfield.  It’s a one word answer, politics.  Over the 
years, historically we’ve not added any in my seven years but we have taken one off, POST.  
The money didn’t reduce, it just went other places, but over the years, historically a 
Councilmember will get fired up about something and get it into the budget process and they 
tend to multiply.  Once they get in it is very, very difficult to get out.  For instance, Greater 
Enrichment, they’ve been in there for 32 years and the up-roar we saw when they didn’t get 
any money last year.  I’ve always said let’s don’t cold turkey anybody, let’s just give them a 
five-year step-down program where this coming year we will fund whoever we will fund them 
with a full boat with whatever we fund them with, and then the next year if they are on there 
it is down 10, 15, or 25% and over five or six years they are nothing and that gives them an 
opportunity to get their act together and crank up some fund raising. These guys in most 
cases, they are doing their work, but they are not worrying funding because big daddy is 
going to come through in June.  
 
Fallon:  Weren’t they told for the last three years that they have to start to diversify and get 
some matching funds?  Don’t they get federal and state funds in addition? 
 
Alexander:  Currently some state programs have their own state funds. All the programs for 
the last 12 years have been required to apply for at least three grants. They may or may not 
get those grants and some of those grants have been smaller corporate grants, maybe  
$1,000.   
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Fallon:  Have they met the requirements for the last three years to start matching? 
 
Alexander:  They have met the requirements to apply for those grants, now whether they 
received those three grants, sometimes they do and sometimes they don’t and sometimes 
they may apply for something that is a nominal Bank of America $500. 
 
Barnes:  Can you go back to the funding allocation slide please?  I’m going to ask you the 
number of children that have been served in all of those programs. 
 
Alexander:  The highest amount of children is by Greater Enrichment.  They served 375 
children and the fewest would be served by St. Paul at 50, Bethlehem Center is about 100 
and CMS is about 100.   
 
Barnes:  Isn’t CMS larger than that? 
 
Warshauer:  CMS we pay specific amounts or the number of students and they do serve a lot 
of other kids but we are paying specifically for a program slot whereas others we are paying 
to help them administer a program.  
 
Barnes:  I asked the question because to a point that Ms. Mayfield was making about how 
and why we got into this business.  It is clear I’m going back on some of my Council history 
now.  We’ve seen the statistics about what happens with kids who don’t have a lot of 
opportunities.  Just to be clear, I have no interest or intent to see us get out of this business, 
I’m just trying to figure out how to get the most qualified partners to participate in it.  One of 
the reasons I’ve always liked the CMS program is that they have always had very high 
performance numbers. I think we are all, to that issue Mr. Dulin raised; we were all 
somewhat surprised on what happened earlier this year because of the performance that we 
were dealing with and the outcome in terms of funding.  What I would hope is that we would 
find a way to provide the resources we can provide to the most qualified, best performing 
entities that we can. Again, I’m not interested in wiping out anybody necessarily and I think 
about this issue of percentage of our $1.2 million and the percentage of their budget. It 
seems like a percentage of their budget makes more sense because for example if we said no 
one entity can get more than 10% of the $1.2 million. The northwest would be completely 
covered because $60,000 is 5% of the allotment to us whereas Greater Enrichment would 
have no opportunity to capture under $20,000.  It seems that if we say that no one entity 
could get more than X percentage of their budget from us that might be more effective.  
What do you all think? 
 
Mayfield:  That is what I was thinking.  
 
Barnes:  Let me ask the question about an issue Mr. Dulin raised, regarding the PAL.  Jeff 
Hood is not a City Employee, right.  Our Police Officers volunteer a lot of time working with 
the kids. 
 
Harrington:  They do support the program, but you are correct, it is a non-profit program and 
is not staffed with City Employees.  
 
Dulin:  That is news to me Mr. Chair; I thought Jeff worked for the Chief. 
 
Harrington:  It is obviously supported by the Chief and CMPD.   
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Barnes:  The reason I asked that and raised that issue is I like them as well.  I think they do 
good work. They are in a good location. Do we want to do a carve out for them? They are 
probably going to be getting 77% or more of their budget from us permanently. 
 
Mayfield:  So for the previous years of PAL, I understand they’ve had some changes in their 
funding, but they had outside funding sources before applying this year for their full budget 
to come from the City of Charlotte.  I’m just not sure why that process will be any different 
for PAL than it is for any other organization that needs to apply and show their numbers to 
the scoring system that was created last year.  
 
Barnes:  Could you talk, Mr. Harrington, about how we got to 282k for this budget year? 
 
Warshauer:  That is their request and they scored sufficiently that we met the entire request 
because we did a funding allocation that said that we would fund 100% of the request of the 
agencies of the ones that were the top scores until we ran out of money.  That is what they 
thought they could push through, how large the organization, what money did they need.  It 
is not as if an agency was just asking. They have to have the staff ability, the location to 
make that happen. They asked for 282k and they received it because they were one of our 
top scoring agencies.   
 
Barnes:  Have they historically performed well? 
 
Alexander:  Traditionally OST services is not part of a PAL program model.  This is something 
additional they decided to do.  They had a grant previously that funded their OST services. 
That grant ran out so this was the first time they had ever requested funding from the City. 
The amount of their budget that comes from the Police Department is not very much 
actually. They get in kind services, but it makes a very small percentage of their whole 
program budget.  Most of their budget comes from fund raising.  
 
Warshauer:  They have their own Board of Directors just like all the other non-profit boards 
looking for funds too.  They are also looking for other agencies to support their operations 
just as other non-profits are.   
 
Barnes:  In light of that what I’m feeling is that there would be no interest in doing a carve 
out. 
 
Kinsey:  I was going to say forget about it.  I fear that if we carve out for one then I’m going 
to carve out for St. Paul because we don’t give them that much.   
 
Barnes:  That is why I’m going to forget about it.   
 
Fallon:  I’m multiplying the number of kids they serve by how much.  St. Paul does 50 kids 
on $70,000.  Greater Enrichment does 375 kids and if you go by that they should not really 
be getting all that money, it should be $400 or something and leave some for someone else. 
You can say their expenses are more because they need more people. 
 
Warshauer:  Different agencies provide different levels of service and they also have different 
programs. Sometimes when they cost more per student, they may actually be delivering a lot 
more services and a lot more activities for the kids. 
 
Fallon:  Do you check on that to see what they are delivering? 
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Warshauer:  Yes, we look at that as we are evaluating so part of looking at what they do and 
some of them have more money coming in so they can provide more services and some of 
them might be very specific like the Y has more wrap around services that they get funded 
separately so their cost per student is higher.  Their cost to us per student isn’t higher, but 
the cost that they actually spend per student may be higher.  Different agencies are 
providing different levels of service so their costs may be different.  It is not necessarily good 
or bad, but we take a look at whether that is reasonable for the services they are providing.  
 
Barnes:  I was talking about the number of students being served and trying to figure out, 
once again establish that no more than X percentage should anyone agency’s budget be 
coming from us and you see St. Paul it is 100% of their budget coming from the City with 
Northwest After School X dollars and CMS after school 2% of their budget but that is for only 
the kids we cover so the most reasonable one I guess would be the YWCA at 17% of their 
budget.  Do you all want to have any discussion about whether we want to look at it from 
that perspective of capping the amount any one agency receives based upon their budget?   
 
Harrington:  Just for clarification, on the right column where you said agency budget, that is 
really the program budget.  I just wanted to make that clarification, the agency may be 
doing other programs, but the services as it relates to the funding of the program would be 
after school programs.  
  
Dulin:  I had in there program budget provided by the City, so do we say that no more than 
50% of the program budget?  
 
Warshauer:  The after school program budget is what we believe you would be looking at.   
 
Dulin:  Yet for Greater Enrichment they are only an afterschool program.  
 
Warshauer:  Correct, so their whole budget would be an afterschool program and that is what 
we would look at for them.  We took a look at some best practices from around the country 
and some averages for a study that was done, we looked at six cities and 111 programs, they 
found that about 1/3 of the funding came from the cities.  We were one of the cities that 
participated in that.  People do like to see programs have local funding sources and it does 
strengthen and give validity of the program if they apply to make sure that they are doing a 
good job and they develop different partners and that seems to be standard throughout the 
country.  
 
Alexander:  Looking at those 111 different programs across six different cities, of which we 
were one, 32% of the program funding portfolios were made up by public funds, that is state 
local and federal.  Most of the programs that were in the study had at least three or four 
funding sources and the study concluded that the diversification of the funding sources was 
really important for the sustainability of the program.  With the exception of Charlotte all the 
other cities in the study allowed the program to charge a nominal fee to the parent to make 
up some of their budget.  Charlotte requires all the programs to be free.  The other cities 
allow the program to charge a parent on a sliding scale somewhere between $5 and $20 per 
week. Very nominal fee, but it made up some of the programs budget to help with that 
budget gap.  
 
Mayfield:  Is there a reason the decision was made for them not to have a fee charged here 
in Charlotte to the parent?  Even if it is a sliding scale fee for those that could afford the cost 
to help offset, we definitely want to punish those that financially can’t afford it, but has there 
been conversation as far as a fee on a sliding scale? 
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Alexander:  From what I do know PAL used to charge a fee and by coming into our funding 
sources, they were not able to charge a fee anymore and CMS used to charge a nominal fee 
and by coming into this project they no longer charge a fee for the students that we fund.  
I’m not sure where that came from, but I do know it has been a long standing process. There 
is no requirement that we have been given to make that so. 
 
Warshauer:  That would be a part of our discussion as we look at the RFP and how people 
build their budgets.   
 
Kinsey:  I was going to ask about CMS because I do know obviously, they do charge a fee.  
How do we check to make sure that the students we are funding, our money is not just going 
into an overall. 
 
Warshauer:  The kids that are eligible we are buying slots in CMS where as others are really 
supporting their operation in a different way.  CMS we are really scholar shipping slots for 
kids in the CMS program.   
 
Kinsey:  Do we focus on any particular school? 
 
Alexander:  This year those slots are focused at five different schools where almost all of the 
children are eligible for free services.  
 
Dulin:  Do you know where those five schools are? 
 
Alexander:  Yes. 
 
Dulin:  Are they associated with project L.I.F.T.? 
 
Alexander:  One of them. 
 
Barnes:  Mr. Harrington I have some thoughts in mind but is there anything that you wanted 
to recommend beyond the cap of the 589k, or 590k? 
 
Harrington:  One thing the Committee could consider, if you went with a percentage of the 
agency programs funded from the City, maybe look for a 50% type level, but one 
consideration you may want to think about is for those legacy type programs that are beyond 
the 50%, if that were a direction that the Council would you have a step down or a phase in 
period to get down to a 50% or 40% or do you just straight at whatever the percentage 
would be. 
 
Barnes:  So for any new applicants, no more than 50% for fiscal 2014, for any existing the 
legacy programs, no more than 50% as of August 2016.   
 
Harrington:  75%, 60% and 50% or something like that.  
 
Mayfield:  That goes back to the question that I asked earlier as far as what are we looking at 
for that implementation time because I know there is some concern in the community as far 
as let’s say everything is clear between Budget and ED and we say starting in 2013 we are 
going to go to the new percentage mode. There are some people who are going to feel like 
that is not giving them enough time to reach out because here is the other part realistically, 
for non-profits it is extremely difficult for them to identify funding.  A lot of the organizations 
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that used to be the main funding for non-profits that work directly in this area have gone out 
of business.  They themselves are in financial straits so I think our conversation also needs to 
be, what would that step down process look like?  
 
Barnes:  That is why I was throwing out two years, five years. 
 
Mayfield:  I don’t think we should extend it that long.  
 
Barnes:  Mr. Dulin said 5 and I think the range of about two.  
 
Kinsey:  I’m sort of for the school, no more than two I would say.  We have talked with these 
people for how many years and they know that we are dealing with it and they know that – if 
the Greater Enrichment Program don’t get off their duff and raise some money – I don’t think 
we ought to give them a whole lot of time.  Also the 50%, that sounds a little high to me and 
I’m just wondering if let’s say that CMS after school, are they going to try to reach for that 
50% or the YWCA, are they going to try to get to 50%.   
 
Harington:  In the report it was roughly 1/3 so that would be about 33%.  
 
Fallon:  Let’s go back to the funding caps.  That was the best practices.  How do we handle 
that in addition to a percentage? 
 
Warshauer:  You could have a 50% of the agency held to a maximum of $300,000 which is 
the maximum we give any one agency or 50% maximum would be a budget up to $200,000 
would be the maximum you would give any one agency.  We don’t want to have the agency 
funding cap so low that we now have 15 or 20 contracts that we are out there monitoring.  
From our perspective and also I think from an agency perspective if they are going to go to 
all this trouble to compete in this environment they would like to make good that they are 
able to offer substantial services to the community so we would not want a cap to be so low 
that we aren’t doing something substitutive for the programs that are really doing great 
work. 
 
Fallon:  But we could do it in conjunction with the match? 
 
Warshauer:  Correct, you could say 50% maximum of your budget up to a maximum amount 
of $200, $300, $100, whatever you all decided, but as we were thinking about that in 
preparation for a later meeting we wanted to be cautious about how many contracts and how 
much effort agency had to put forth in order to get the city dollars.  That was just a length 
that we were using as we were taking a look at this for an agency cap.  
 
Barnes:  Clarify for me why CMS went from $185,000 to $350,000.  Did they add another 
100 kids? 
 
Alexander: We combined, before they had two separate contracts that were middle school 
and elementary school and now they have one contract.  Also because they couldn’t charge, 
they were charging $5 a week.  That didn’t make up much but that was why.  
 
Harrington:  Yeah, and you see the Northwest after School Program, that was one of the 
pieces rolled up into the CMS-After School program.  
 
Barnes:  Nationally the standard is about 1/3 of the budget, no more than 1/3 coming from 
municipalities? 
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Alexander:  From public sources so from states and so forth. 
 
Barnes:  And what I hear from my colleagues is not only might we want say no more than X 
percentage coming from public sources or government but that no more than X number of 
dollars, whichever is greater. 
 
Warshauer:  It could also be a per student cap. 
 
Barnes:  Right.  Would you all want to contemplate saying no more than 1/3 or $250,000 or 
$350,000? 
 
Mayfield:  I can support a percentage of their budget, no more than a certain percentage 
because when we get to that dollar limit we risk the chance of an organization that is doing 
really good work not receiving the amount of funding they need by putting that dollar limit 
on it.  I’m much more comfortable with identifying a percentage, not to exceed their budget. 
That gives a little wiggle room for that dollar amount.   
 
Kinsey:  Are you guys not saying the same thing? 
 
Mayfield:  It was a combination of what Ms. Fallon asked, giving a dollar amount and a 
percentage.  I was saying I could support a percentage of their budget but not put in a dollar 
amount cap so there is no more than 1/3 of their budget, not to exceed $250,000.  
 
Kinsey:  Here again I can see an agency saying oh well I can do this, but up to and they 
won’t have that up to.  I like what Michael was saying.  
 
Mayfield:  You have the opportunity to do up to 100% now, but you see there are agencies 
that don’t have a percentage. 
 
Kinsey:  Have a percentage but up to a certain amount.  I like to cap the amount.   
 
Mayfield:  That is what I’m saying I don’t support.  That is the same thing you are saying. 
That would say that the YWCA, just because they’ve had the opportunity to apply for 100% 
they haven’t because they have been successful to get other funding sources, but for those 
other organizations, it would be making sure that they are actually going out and identifying 
other funding sources and not just submitting a grant application based on our rules and 
saying we tried, but we didn’t get it.  
 
Kinsey:  I don’t follow that, but that’s okay.  
 
Fallon:  If you cap it then you force them to go out and look for other money which is what 
we’ve been trying to do for the last couple of years rather than depend on the City totally.  
 
Mayfield:  What amount would you consider capping when you look at CMS is at $350,000 
already?  Their $350,000 is less than 2% of the budget they are getting from us so if you put 
a cap on it you have to think about how much is that cap amount and how is any different 
opposed to just having a percentage of their budget. 
 
Barnes:  CMS would fit under the pure percentage model, but it wouldn’t fit necessarily under 
the dollar amount.   
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Fallon: And say to give us our own money, don’t combine us with CMS because that is why it 
went up so much.   
 
Barnes:  Let me give you another example.  Look at St. Paul.  If we said no more than 33% 
basically it would be no more than $23,000.  Right now they are getting 100% of their 
budget from us, the $70,000.  If we said no more than 1/3 or no more than $250,000 
whichever is greater, they would be limited to $23,000 under any scenario.  If we only do the 
percentage they would only get 1/3 of that $70,000 which is about $23,000 from the City. 
My point is if you say no more than 1/3 and I’m using that 1/3 because of the national press 
that we have, then they would know that they couldn’t get any more than a third of that 
$158,000.  Now whether they seek the 17% and whatever they sought would be up to them, 
but we rely on you guys to help protect the public money as well, but they would know that 
no more than 1/3 of their budget could come from the City.  
 
Mayfield:  The other piece that I want to throw in here, let’s go back and look at YWCA, that 
is how much we gave to them, that $158,826.  That is not their budget, that is the 17% of 
their budget that we contribute so whatever their total budget is, that is what we are going 
to be talking about.  So even though we have these numbers in front of us because these are 
the only numbers that we care about because we‘re the only numbers that we are 
contributing to all they have from the City, so out of that $1 million budget, what I’m saying 
is if we do a combination of both, a dollar amount and a percentage  we risk the chance of 
hurting an organization that is doing great work, but I believe that by identifying a 
percentage, even if we said no more than 50% of your budget can come from us, then that 
still gives them the opportunity to bring those numbers down and it still hopefully will 
encourage them to either partner with our staff or with some of these organizations that 
have been doing it successfully anyway to see how have you been able to keep your 
percentage.  
 
Barnes:  Mr. Mumford, react to that, the dollar amount versus percentage. 
 
Mumford:  If you just go with the percentage, I was going to speak to the dollar amount. I 
heard what Tom said about the per unit cap, if an organization is serving 50 children and we 
cap the dollar amount that might not be a problem.  If an organization is currently serving 
350 children and the dollar amount is capped, that may severely impact their service,  so my 
thinking was if per unit cap although we can talk about services are different in different 
organizations, that per student cap would mean that no matter how many students you serve 
it won’t negatively impact your operation. But if you are going with just the percentage then 
that is probably the point. 
 
Barnes:  What is the national standard for the per pupil expenditures? 
 
Alexander:  $3,620 per year per student.   
 
Barnes:  What do we do on average? 
 
Alexander:  About a thousand dollars.  
 
Mayfield:  I think we have looked at numbers previously and I think it was between $1,000 
and $1,500 per child per year.  Just look at Smart Start, the amount of money that Smart 
Start gives out to organizations, some of these organizations also receive funding for that 
budget, but we do not clear nearly as much on the front end for our after school and pre-
school program that is done nationally.   
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Mumford:  While we haven’t looked at this, maybe we have to go back and do some analysis 
but maybe there is a way to cap the per student amount, but that last cap means you are 
going to deliver the full range of services so you have to prove out that you are delivering the 
service to reach that cap.  If somebody might provide transportation, a supported services 
food and all this other stuff that somebody else might not, it is not to suggest that you get 
the match, but you can get up to that match providing the full range of service and then if 
you don’t provide all of that that there is a scale on how much you would end up getting.  
That might be too much work for us, I don’t know, but we’ve through about so many 
different ways to slice and dice this.  We are cautious, as Aisha said. How much work on the 
back end it is going to take to monitor? So we don’t want to be overly creative.  
 
Barnes:  Who is the most expensive partner and who is the most affordable partner? 
 
Warshauer:  There are different ways to look at that.  Some of them have a higher 
percentage. Like the YMCA spends more money per student than most of the others, but they 
also have a more diversified funding source and the ability to do that.  They would need to 
do that so they could achieve other grants so they can provide stronger services.  So when 
we are looking at that initially on the per student, it was more challenging because of so 
many different ways that different agencies approach the type of educational experience that 
they provide the kids with a number of services for the kids.   
 
Fallon:  Why does the sliding scale work like that? 
 
Warshauer:  They may have the rest of their program and they may be able to do that.  We 
also feel that if you are a large agency providing a lot of services, if you are a bigger agency 
you should be providing better programs.  You should have the ability to also attract funds 
for your programs. There are advantages in being a larger agency and many of the larger 
agencies you see are reaching out more broadly but part of the reason for us having some 
sort of cap was to make sure that you were supporting different theories, different ideas, 
different types of programs and different geographies throughout the city.  You didn’t want to 
have all of your money in one program in three locations; you wanted to provide 
opportunities for kids everywhere in our community.  
 
Fallon:  You want to bring in other people too that haven’t been getting it until now.  
 
Kinsey:  We are talking about the overall cap at $568,000 right, per year?   
 
Barnes:  I have been talking about $1.2 million from the City.  They combine the Innovative 
housing and CDBG which is about $1.24 million.  Also here is what I want to ask, in light of 
the changes that we asked you guys to make last year, that we ignored this year, if we 
added the no more than 33% of your budget can come from us piece to that process that 
was added last year, how would that impact what happened here? 
 
Warshauer:  You would be reducing some of the funding that would enable you to have other 
programs coming to funding so you would likely end up with a larger number of contracts 
that you would be awarding.   
 
Barnes:  Of the six programs that we didn’t fund out of the 17, what was the quality of those 
programs?  In other words were any of them really qualified to participate? 
 
Alexander:  We had some that were just short of being eligible.  I know some of you all had 
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mentioned. There were five that had not been providing services in Charlotte for three years, 
which was a requirement of the RFP.  They were just short of it, but we had to take them out 
and there were a couple others that were that in that, just shy of the  requirements. 
 
Barnes:  So out of the six would you say three would qualify? 
 
Alexander: Yes 
 
Barnes:  And do you have from our budget materials the performance that ranks these 
agencies, who did the best and who did the worst? 
 
Warshauer:  In terms of our scoring? 
 
Barnes:  Yes, do you have the data? 
 
Warshauer:  CMS was the top scorer, YWCA was second, PAL was third and Bethlehem 
fourth, St. Paul was fifth and Greater Enrichment was sixth.   
 
Harrington:  I was just eyeballing this and somebody can correct my math, but assuming a 
33% cap I would bet that would free up $200,000 plus.   
 
Barnes:  And how much does Bell ask for? 
 
Alexander:  I don’t know.  
 
Kinsey:  At what cap? 
 
Harrington:  33%. 
 
Barnes:  I actually found these performance numbers surprising because you will notice the 
entities that got the least money from us. 
 
Fallon:  What criteria did you use? 
 
Alexander:  In your packet if you will look at what we presented to ED. That is attachment 3, 
so looking at the RFP proposal scoring, it was based on the five year service delivery, staffing 
and professional development, sustainable/reliable budgeting.  There were eight different 
things that made up the core of the RFP that they had to respond to that describes their 
services.  
 
Barnes:  In terms of moving our way towards a motion of some sort, is the general 
agreement that we should cap our contributions from the Innovative Housing funding at 
$590,000? 
 
Kinsey:  So move 
 
Mayfield:  Second 
 
Dulin:  I don’t mind moving to $590 from $589.  Do we need to word that differently so that 
if we see a reason why we want it to move some it can?  I’m not saying I want to spend 
more, but I’m not saying that at some point we won’t need to spend more.  The way this 
conversation is stringing we are going to be spending less. Fine too.  I just wanted to make 
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sure that we didn’t pigeon hole us or future Councils.   
 
Barnes:  I think Mr. Dulin we will spend the $1.24, we’ll just add some additional partners.  
People want to do after school and I’m trying to find qualified people to do it. But to your 
point, what was provided here that by capping we would eliminate the increased funding 
pressure on Innovative Housing? It shares a risk across the after school time and housing 
purpose.  
  
Kinsey:  That’s it.  
 
Barnes:  Do you want to do $590 or $589? 
 
Kinsey:  Oh, I don’t care.  It doesn’t matter to me.  
 
Barnes:  You said $590, but it will be $600 by the time we take this back to the full Council.   
 
The vote was taken on Ms. Kinsey’s motion and was recorded as unanimous.  
 
Barnes:  Do I hear a motion regarding following this national standard trend of capping any 
one agency’s contribution from us at 33% of their budget.  
 
Mayfield:  Thinking about everything that was said, even though we heard it at 33% is the 
national average, we also heard that nationally they spend more per pupil than what we are 
spending.  We can’t just stop on one piece where we are saying we will look at 1/3 based on 
what the national average is when we are not spending the amount that the national average 
says is being spent per child.  Is there any wiggle room around that 33%?  No, I’m not 
saying more than 50%, but I’m concerned at dropping it at 1/3 when we are not spending 
the $3,000 that other areas are.  
 
Kinsey:  But how much do those other governments allocate.  Are they allocating more that 
we do? That is going to skew that. Our agencies are used to getting this amount, roughly 
$1,000 a participant in our particular program so I don’t think it is going to – we just let 
them know ahead of time it is a third of the budget.   
 
Harrington:  I did do a little bit of math and based off the estimated numbers we plugged in 
here at $1.24 I came up with $1,700 per student.  
 
Barnes:  The question Ms. Kinsey raised about how much do these other municipalities 
dedicate to after school, what was that number?  Do you know? 
 
Alexander:  I don’t want to commit to it.  
 
Barnes:  Any general sense? 
 
Fallon:  I can tell you part of it would be. If you are having teachers do it, other places pay 
better salaries so the percentage is higher.  We don’t pay well here. 
 
Kinsey:  I think my point was you can’t the $3,600 if we don’t know what the other 
governmental agencies or other cities have allocated, in my mind.   
 
Barnes:  I understand.  What I’m hearing from Ms. Mayfield is, I hear your 33%, but could it 
be a little bit more?  I like the 33 because we are tying to what we saw as the national 
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average.  
 
Mayfield:  I like that if we were paying on that national average, but since we are not I’m 
concerned about what that third would look like for our children.  
 
Barnes:  Do you want to say half? 
 
Mayfield:  I could say 40% and be happy.  I know I didn’t want it to surpass 50%. 
 
Barnes:  I could do 33% easily, but we just arbitrarily arrived at 40%.  What do you all think 
about that, any feelings here? 
 
Kinsey:  I’m good with 33% because I think we might be able to serve more students that 
way. 
 
Fallon:  I like what we do over three years, that you don’t shock them and they get a chance 
to start reading it. 
 
Barnes:  The other issue is do we say that for any new partners for 2014 that no more than a 
third or whatever that percentage is will come from us and that as of August 2016 that for all 
partners it can be no more than a third.  That is another piece. Mr. Dulin, Ms. Kinsey do you 
all have an appetite for 33%, 40%, 50% - any thoughts? 
 
Dulin:  My only thoughts are that I’d like to decrease our funding and not increase the 
programs because then we start picking programs.  I’d like to decrease the funding and save 
the money. 
 
Mayfield:  And do what with it? 
 
Dulin:  We can build sidewalks with that money.  
 
Mayfield:  No we can’t that money is for – 
 
Dulin:  The CDBG money is for that sort of thing, but the money that comes out of our 
checkbook can be spent.  That comes out of the general fund.  
 
Barnes:  No, both Innovative Housing, well the Innovative Housing is the CDBG, but the 
balance. 
 
Harrington:  The city money comes from the PAYGO capital program so right now that does 
fund other housing related programs and its’ certainly at the Council’s discretion to use that 
money for that purpose or to allocate it for other capital needs  in the PAYGO capital 
program. 
  
Barnes:  Let me save you some time on that.  I don’t think that is going to fly. 
 
Mayfield:  No – you will be on the front end or you will be on the back end. 
 
Barnes:  That won’t get six votes, and it will be vetoed.   
 
Dulin:  I like our conversation here to hold these folks more accountable for their own good 
will.   
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Barnes:  This stuff helps a lot of kids who don’t have good parents or the parents are too 
busy. 
 
Kinsey:  I don’t see any sense in giving them three years.   
 
Barnes:  Do you want to begin with fiscal 2014?  Ms. Mayfield made a motion for 40% but 
what I’m talking about is there is a certain amount of dressing that needs to go around the 
motion regarding whether we are saying effective fiscal 2014 or over some period of time.  
 
Harrington:  Maybe just a thought the Committee could consider doing a transition of one 
year.  You have two-thirds and then the one-third, so it is a one year transition.  
 
Mayfield:  So the motion would be a two-year transition with the first year being at two 
thirds of the budget with the second year being one third.   
 
Dulin:  And one third hence forward. 
 
Mumford:  Just to get a little clarification on the wording.  You have said the percentage of 
their after school program? 
 
Mayfield:  Yes. 
 
Warshauer: Two-thirds to the legacy to get a step down, new programs coming come in at 
one-third. 
 
Mayfield:  Correct.  New partners come in at one-third, legacy partners are at two-thirds for 
this first year and with the next fiscal year until 2015 they will be at one-third and everybody 
is on the same page going forward. 
 
Barnes:  Does that work? 
 
Kinsey:  It might.  
 
Fallon:  I’ll second it.  
 
Barnes:  Ms. Kinsey, any discussion? 
 
Kinsey: No, I don’t think so.    We’ve done that before Michael.  
 
Fallon:  What does that mean money wise? Two-thirds of $605? 
 
Eric:  The two-thirds number that would put Greater Enrichment up about $492,000 and the 
one third minus $246,000. 
 
Harrington:  I think using the one-time component you would do the number on …..   
 
Barnes:  Ready to vote?  Is the motion clear? 
 
Mayfield: Just for clarification sake, with the motion that I just noted and Ms. Fallon just 
seconded what could possibly be the worse impact for our current groups.  I’m not concerned 
about the new groups, what can be the worse scenario for our current funded groups? Can 
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any of them be put in a position since we are trying to do a transition?  As far as I’m 
concerned the transition started last year when they got the notification but what is the 
worst case scenario? 
 
Mumford:  I would suggest that going from 81% to 66%, two-thirds percent for Greater 
Enrichment is probably a hurdle they can make if you get it out there early.  They can bridge 
that gap.  That is an assumption.  If you take a look at St. Paul Baptist, they are small and 
they are at 100% funding so the first year is go to two-thirds funding, it is not that they can 
scale back their program a third, that would put them out if they didn’t have any way to 
backfill that.  That is my assumption and has always been my conversation with them.  They 
don’t have the order of magnitude to be able to handle a bid reduction.  It is really just those 
two and then plus PAL, but PAL is in the game of getting grants. 
 
Mayfield:  That goes back to the conversation earlier when I asked about a percentage 
opposed to saying two-thirds or a quarter if we said you can’t have more than 40% or 50% 
of your budget coming from us.  At the end of the day this is going to be a considerable 
change but we have to put something in place that is going to give a clear goal.  With the 
motion I just made, there is a possibility that it would affect St. Paul to the point where they 
might not be able to continue their program.  
 
Mumford:  If we are saying a maximum of two-thirds of their program budget will come from 
the City, today we are saying that 100% of their program budget comes from the City. They 
are going to have to find a way to make up that gap.  My assumption if their operation is so 
small scale that they don’t have a way to bridge that gap, they won’t be able to operate.  The 
overhead is kind of there. Reducing the number of students doesn’t reduce that overhead. 
 
Barnes:  Is all this issue that is out there? 
 
Alexander:  It is.  If we allow them to charge a nominal fee it helps them make up that gap, 
they could go back down to that 57 number when they used to charge.  
 
Warshauer:  You asked what the impact is, just remember that those numbers that you are 
seeing and won’t be funded are based on $394,000 additional funding that was given last 
year that won’t be there next year. GEP would see a significant reduction just based on that.  
 
Fallon:  Is it possible to do like a not less than?  In other words so that we wouldn’t hurt St. 
Paul that we would have a cap the other way that we couldn’t give less than a certain 
amount so that we could keep that intact.   
 
Barnes:  I wouldn’t support that. 
 
Fallon:  Then how are you going to cut with them? 
 
Barnes:  Just what she just said, let them charge $5.00. 
 
Kinsey:  Pat may be a little more familiar with St. Paul than I am, but I’m not real sure 
because the Senior Minister is a friend of mine.  It is a huge church and it is not an un-
wealthy church so I would think if that particular faith community wanted to continue its 
program they would be able to do that, but I also like the ability to have a minimal charge.  I 
think that is probably what we should do.  
 
Alexander:  When we asked them that was their answer to request a larger donation. 







 


Budget Committee 
Meeting Summary for August 30, 2012 
Page 21 
  
 


 
 
Dulin:  Where is St. Paul? 
 
Kinsey:  On Allen Street in Belmont.  
 
The vote was taken on the motion and was recorded as unanimous.  
 
Harrington:  So we have new partners at a third and legacy we have one year phase the first 
one being down to two-thirds and that second year being at the one-third level and allowing 
a nominal fee for the agency that they so choose. 
 
Barnes:  I want to talk about a spot on the agenda for this Budget Retreat coming up in 
September.  Do you all have a moment?  With regards to the Budget Retreat, Mr. Harrington 
I know that you are working on the agenda now.  Is there any particular feedback that this 
Committee wants to give to our Budget Director regarding what we are hoping to have come 
out of that retreat?  As an example, I think the two key issues are the Streetcar and the 
property tax rate.  Rather than spend our time talking about the Airport and the Blue Line 
and Bojangles and Dulin’s Police Station, do we just want to focus on what really were the 
issues in the budget. 
 
Kinsey:  Well, I hate to be so negative today, but I really question whether or not we are 
going to get anything out of those meetings.  Are we going to really accomplish anything?  I 
haven’t posed that to the Mayor because this is his desire and I think probably the main 
thing that we have to decide, and I don’t disagree with what you are saying Michael, but I 
think we are going to have to decide probably up front if we are going to have the political 
will to put this on the ballot next fall.  If we don’t there is no reason to start talking about it. 
 
Barnes:  I understand that and I actually appreciate that point Ms. Kinsey.  I believe that a 
majority of the Council is willing to entertain putting something on the ballot. 
 
Kinsey:  I’m not aware because I haven’t talked to anybody.  
 
Barnes:  I think maybe it is a simple majority, but I think a majority is willing to do so.  
 
Kinsey:  Do we have anyone not running next time that we know of? 
 
Fallon:  It is way too early.  
 
Barnes:  I don’t know.  
 
Kinsey:  I don’t know either, I may not, but I usually don’t make up my mind until Spring but 
if I’m not running I don’t really care. Well, that’s not what I mean.  I care about the City.  
 
Barnes:  Any thoughts on those issues? 
 
Dulin:  I open mindedly will be there when told to be there. 
 
Fallon:  Seeing the Mayor yesterday, we are going to be going through the same thing, and I 
think he would like it to be in front of everybody and see if he can sway anybody.  So far no 
body has been swayable.   
 
Mayfield:  The question was to give some type of direction to Randy as far as how to lead? 
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Barnes:  Whether or not we had any particular feedback we wanted to give him in 
preparation for the Retreat.  
 
Mayfield:  I do think there needs to be time to really talk about the true impact of the dollars 
that we were looking at in that capital investment plan because there was a lot of gray area 
to a lot of people as far as actually how the money was going to play out in the community  
Hopefully, we will have some time between now and then to identify some other funding 
sources because I think that was the biggest concern, how we were going to fund it and I 
know I had spoken to Bob Hagemann about that idea that I threw out about the General 
Assembly can we identify an additional tax for them since we are stuck with it, so there are a 
couple opportunities that we may have but I do agree that we need to have some time to 
really talk about options in the budget because that is where the disconnect happened as far 
as I am concerned. 
 
Barnes:  Do you mean, Ms. Mayfield, with respect to Streetcar only? 
 
Mayfield:  With respect to the Streetcar specifically, but also I know even with District 3 
there were dollars out there, but there wasn’t necessarily a clear breakdown of how all those 
dollars were going to be spent in the community.  What does that really look like on the 
ground? Something we had a little more detail in than others.  Bojangles Arena, what really 
is going to be the impact for the dollars that we are looking to be invested into the up-fit and 
retrofit of Bojangles, how was that really going to impact?  A lot of people saw a disconnect 
there. Those types will dive into it a little more.  
  
Barnes:  I think the same thing would apply to the Blue Line and what the $110 million 
would do for the corridor.  We know because we’ve done the tours along South Corridor, but 
people want to know, what are corridor groups?   Does that help at all?  We want to be as 
meaningful without going each project. 
 
Dulin:  What time of day is that? 
 
Barnes:  It is a noon. 
 
Harrington:  Correct, we will provide the Mayor’s office some of the physical details to be able 
to call a special meeting and obviously, with the meeting being called by the Mayor, the 
Mayor may have an additional or particular vision or whatnot for that first retreat. I thank 
you and I appreciate the feedback and the comments that you all are providing today. I’m 
sure the Mayor will have some comments as well whenever that date comes out for the 
special meeting.  This is very helpful, thank you very much.  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 1:36 p.m.  
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