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INFORMATION: 
 


Staff Resource:  Greg Gaskins, Finance, 704-336-5885, 
Fiscal Year 2011 External Audit Communications  


ggaskins@charlottenc.gov 
 
As noted during the Fiscal Year 2011 comprehensive annual financial report presentation on 
January 9, 2012, the City’s external auditors are required by auditing standards to 
communicate certain information to elected officials.  The attached letter


 


 (see “2. 
ExternalAudit.pdf”) provides these required communications including the auditor's 
responsibilities under generally accepted auditing standards. 


Staff Resource: Sherry Bauer, Corporate Communications & Marketing, 704-336-2459, 
City Source Tells Stories of Citizen Service 


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.  
 
In the Feb. 2, edition viewers will learn more about the federal grant awarded to CATS for the 
LYNX Blue Line. Viewers will also see how CMPD is working to solve decades-old crimes with 
one of the nation’s first sexual assault cold case units. Plus, Charlotte City Council designated it 
as a historic landmark in 1975, find out what’s happening at Rosedale Plantation today. 
 
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. The flyer is attached (see “3. 
CitySource.pdf”). 



mailto:ggaskins@charlottenc.gov�

mailto:sbauer@charlottenc.gov�

http://www.charlottenc.gov/�
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ATTACHMENTS: 
 
City Council Follow-Up Report (see “4. CouncilFollowUp.pdf”) 
 
Contents Include: 
-City Code Amendments 
-Citizens’ Forum – Taxi Cab Driver Abdirahman Kadiye 
 
January 11 Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Summary (see “5. 
HNDSummary.pdf”) 
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LYNX Blue Line BOOST 


The Federal Transit Administrator 
was in town recently to award 


CATS with a grant. Find out why. 
 


 
 


 
Solving Sexual Assault Cold Cases 


See how CMPD is working to solve decades-old crimes with 
one of the nation’s first sexual assault cold case units. 


 
 


 


CHA Today Update 
Learn about scholarship fund opportunities, 


upcoming Strawn Tower and Parktowne Terrace 
modernizations, as well as the “With Every 


Heartbeat is Life Program”. 
      


 
 


Rosedale Plantation 
Charlotte City Council designated it as a historic 


landmark in 1975.  Discover one of the oldest and 
most unique treasures in The Queen City today. 


 


Your Best Source for Government News and Information  


Thursdays at 7 p.m. 


on the GOV Channel  
(Cable 16, Time Warner Cable and AT&TUverse) 


Click on icons to access  
social media. 


You can also watch episodes  


LIVE online at www.charlottenc.gov.  


City Source helps you connect to the government news and information you need.  


The show offers a unique look at our City services and employees.  
Here are the stories in the next episode. 


 
Episode 


Premieres  
Feb. 2 



http://charmeck.org/city/charlotte/govchannel/Pages/CitySource.aspx

http://charmeck.org/city/charlotte/govchannel/Pages/default.aspx

http://www.facebook.com/pages/City-of-Charlotte/179610235833

http://twitter.com/charlottencgov

http://www.charlottenc.gov






                       
 


City Council 
Follow‐Up Report 


 
February 1, 2012 


 
January 23 ‐ City Council Business Meeting 
 
City Code Amendments 
Staff Resource: Mark Newbold, CMPD, 704‐336‐4977, mnewbold@cmpd.org 
 
At the January 23, 2012 City Council Business Meeting, Council member Barnes asked that staff 
confirm whether the language of proposed City Code Section 15‐29 (Police Line and Barricades) 
could be enforced by both out of state officers and officers from other jurisdictions within the state.  
After reviewing both the new ordinances, current state law and recently enacted legislation, it is 
staff’s opinion that both in and out‐of‐state law enforcement officers “step into the shoes” of a 
CMPD officer and have the same jurisdiction and arrest powers as a CMPD officer so long as the 
visiting agency has signed an intergovernmental agreement with the City of Charlotte. 
 
Under G.S. §160A‐288 officers from other jurisdictions within North Carolina have the “same 
jurisdiction, powers, rights, privileges and immunities (including those relating to the defense of civil 
actions and payment of judgments), as the officer of the requesting agency . . .” so long as a mutual 
aid agreement has been signed by both agencies. 
 
Under G.S. §160A‐288.3 officers from out‐of‐state have the “same jurisdiction, powers, rights, 
privileges, and immunities (including those relating to the defense of civil actions and payment of 
judgments), as the officer of the requesting agency. . .” so long as an intergovernmental agreement 
has been signed by both agencies. 
 
Based on the specific authority provided under these statutes, it is clear that police officers from 
both within and outside of North Carolina are, for the purpose of enforcing city and state laws, 
acting as CMPD officers so long as a mutual aid/intergovernmental agreement has been duly 
executed pursuant to state law as set forth in G.S. §§160A‐288 and 160A‐288.3. 
 
Citizens’ Forum ‐ Taxi Cab Driver Abdirahman Kadiye 
Staff Resource: Thomas E. Powers III, City Attorney’s Office, 704‐336‐5877, 
tpowers@charlottenc.gov 
 
On January 23, 2012 Mr. Nasiff Majeed spoke on behalf Abdirahman Kadiye during the Citizen’s 
Forum.  Mr. Majeed expressed concerns about the PVH Manager’s decision to revoke Mr. Kadiye’s 
driver’s permit. 







On May 20, 2011, Abdirahman Kadiye (“Mr. Kadiye”) approached an undercover CMPD Officer 
participating in a prostitution sting and inquired about various sexual activities from the undercover 
CMPD Officer. At the time of Mr. Kadiye’s inquiry, he was driving a PVH taxi cab and engaged in 
conversation with the CMPD Officer from the PVH taxi cab. Mr. Kadiye was immediately arrested by 
CMPD for solicitation of prostitution and crimes against nature. 
 
On June 13, 2011, the PVH Manger’s Office became aware of the criminal charges after performing 
a routine search of CMPD’s KBCops system. Furthermore, the information revealed that Mr. Kadiye 
had a pending court date of September 7, 2011, for the criminal charges. The interim PVH Manger, 
Daniel Buckley, determined that the PVH driver’s permit of Mr. Kadiye should be revoked in 
accordance with:  
 


Charlotte City Code Section 22‐149(1)(b) states in pertinent part: 
The passenger vehicle for hire manager may revoke or refuse to renew a driver's permit if the 
person issued the driver's permit is, at any time after issuance: 
(1) Found by the passenger vehicle for hire manager to have committed, been convicted of or 
pled guilty or no contest to any of the following: 


(b) A violation of any federal, state or local law relating to prostitution or gambling. 
 
Charlotte City Code Section 22‐149(1)(g) states in pertinent part: 
The passenger vehicle for hire manager may revoke or refuse to renew a driver's permit if the 
person issued the driver's permit is, at any time after issuance: 
(1) Found by the passenger vehicle for hire manager to have committed, been convicted of or 
pled guilty or no contest to any of the following: 


(g) Any sex offense or offense involving moral turpitude. 
 
Charlotte City Code Section 22‐149(1)(i) states in pertinent part: 
The passenger vehicle for hire manager may revoke or refuse to renew a driver's permit if the 
person issued the driver's permit is, at any time after issuance: 
(1) Found by the passenger vehicle for hire manager to have committed, been convicted of or 
pled guilty or no contest to any of the following: 


(i) A material violation of section 22‐31 or a violation of section 22‐141.  (Mr. Kadiye violated 
this provision by failing to report the criminal charge) 


 
On June 15, 2011, the PVH Manager’s Office issued a Notice of Revocation and Mr. Kadiye filed a 
notice of appeal to the PVH Board. 
 
On July 14, 2011, the PVH Board conducted an appeal hearing with Mr. Kadiye, who was 
represented by Michael J. Greene, Esq. Mr. Kadiye invoked his Fifth Amendment right on advice of 
his attorney and did not testify. The PVH Board heard testimony from the CMPD Officer who 
participated in the undercover prostitution sting and subsequent arrest. The PVH Board voted to 
affirm the PVH Manager’s decision to revoke Mr. Kadiye’s PVH driver’s permit. There was strong 
dissent from one board member who contended that the PVH Manager’s Office should not have 
revoked Mr. Kadiye’s PVH driver’s permit because Mr. Kadiye was not found guilty by the state 
criminal court system. However, the City Code Section 22‐149 allowed for the revocation of the PVH 
driver’s permit on the grounds that an individual committed a felony, though the individual has not 
been found guilty (See above 22‐149(1)(b)).  







 
On July 31, 2011, PVH Board Chairman Jonathan Fine signed the decision letter and it was mailed to 
Mr. Kadiye. He did not appeal the PVH Board’s decision to Mecklenburg County Superior Court. 
Accordingly, the PVH Board’s decision became final and binding. 
 
While Mr. Majeed’s statements to Council indicate that Mr. Kadiye’s charges were ultimately 
dismissed, that is in an inaccurate statement. Mr. Kadiye agreed to enter into a diversion program, 
whereby the charges would be dismissed upon successful completion of the diversion program. Mr. 
Kadiye’s attorney (Michael J. Greene) subsequently contacted the PVH Manager’s Office seeking a 
reinstatement of Mr. Kadiye’s PVH driver’s permit after resolution of the criminal matter. However, 
the PVH Manager’s Office denied the request to reinstate the PVH driver’s permit. 
 
In short, Mr. Kadiye had the opportunity to appeal his PVH decision letter but chose to forfeit his 
right to appeal because his criminal case was still pending. The actions of the PVH Manager are 
entirely consistent with the authority granted under the Chapter 22 of the Charlotte City Code. 
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Charlotte City Council 


Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee 
Summary  


January 11, 2012 
 


 
COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 


 
I. Assisted-Multi Family Housing at Transit Station Areas Update 


II. Incentive Based Inclusionary Housing Policies:  Action Plan Update 
III. Neighborhood Symposium Refresh 
IV. 2012 Meeting Schedule 


 


 
COMMITTEE INFORMATION 


 
Council Members Present:    Patsy Kinsey, La Wanna Mayfield, Warren Cooksey 
 
Staff Resources: Julie Burch, Assistant City Manager  
 Pat Mumford, Neighborhood & Business Services 
 Aisha Alexander, Neighborhood & Business Services 
 Debra Campbell, Planning 
 Anna Schleunes, City Attorney’s Office  
 Pamela Wideman, Neighborhood & Business Services 
 
Meeting Duration: 12:00 PM – 1:30 PM   
 
 


ATTACHMENTS 


 
1.    Agenda Packet – January 11, 2012 
 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS 
 
Kinsey: Opened the meeting and introductions were completed.    
  
Burch: Today’s agenda contains informational updates.  The Committee is not being asked to 


take any action today.  The first two items have had a considerable amount of work and 
citizen input as we look at revising or developing new policies around the subject of 
affordable housing.   
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Assisted-Multi Family Housing at Transit Station Areas Update 
 
Wideman: We are reviewing the Housing Policy for Transit Station Areas for two reasons: the policy 


clearly states that we will evaluate and assess the progress of the policy within 12 to 24 
months after the first rapid transit line opened; and, the Focus Area Plan called for a 
review of the Affordable Housing Policies.  The policy was approved by City Council on 
November 26, 2001, in November of 2010 City Council identified the policy for review, 
and on June 30, 2011 the Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee (H&ND) 
requested that we engage a group of citizens (developers and neighborhood 
representatives) to get their input on this policy as we begin the revision.  The first 
meeting of the citizens group was held on August 16, 2011. At this meeting we had good 
representation from both development professionals and neighborhood leaders. 


Review of presentation – Review existing policy (policy A, B, C, D, E, F) 


What is the meaning of assisted housing?  Any housing that receives financial assistance 
from state, local, or federal government. 


Feedback received from the Committee on September 7th included the need to be 
proactive with seeking affordable development at transit station areas.  Traditionally 
developers have come to the City with projects; we haven’t been proactive in seeking 
out development.  There was discussion about the possible need to differentiate the 
eligibility requirements based on a particular transit station area and the importance of 
continuing to disburse the affordable units.  As a result, staff has continued to work on 
revising the policy in an effort to be consistent with the Housing Locational Policy.  We 
believe transit station areas are a good place for affordable housing.   


Campbell: To clarify -- we don’t think this is our final recommendation.  We had a lively 
conversation with the neighborhood group and think that in regards to area, going from 
a ¼ to a ½ mile made a lot of sense.   


Wideman: To be consistent with the Housing Locational Policy, this policy would not apply to single 
family detached.  The elderly and special needs populations are exempt. 


The December 14th citizen meeting discussion also included conversations regarding 
ensuring this policy has a built in review mechanism, as does the original policy.  This 
means we would look at the policy again in 12 to 24 months as we continue to grow the 
light rail system. 


Review of presentation. 


Campbell: There has been concern from eastside citizens regarding what is happening along 
Independence Boulevard.  They have requested we not use a policy for station areas.  
We understand their concern and are doing a lot of work with the Urban Land Institute 
(ULI). City Council adopted an area plan for the corridor and while there is tremendous 
uncertainty as to the location, we do feel strongly that the location of a light rail system 
should not be within the Independence corridor.    


Kinsey:  ULI recommends rapid bus transit. 
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Campbell: The ULI study recommends a rail option, similar to street car, along Monroe Road and 
recommended an express bus, not bus rapid transit, along Independence. 


Wideman: Review of presentation – timeline. 


Cooksey: Appreciate the distinction between applying the 15% to station areas vs. the NSA’s.  Do 
we have a map that shows how that would play out with station areas?  Which station 
areas are at or above 15%?  In a previous discussion, part of the motivation was that 
there were already a number of stations that had affordable housing (60% of AMI and 
below).  Do we have a map that would show what stations would be eligible under this 
policy and which stations are excluded for additional assisted development? 


Campbell: I will prepare a map with that information. 


Incentive Based Inclusionary Housing Policies: Action Plan Update 
 
Burch: Another item with a lot of staff work and citizen input is the Incentive-Based 


Inclusionary Housing Policy.  This review came out of the action plan the Council 
adopted last spring to look at the various possibilities for encouraging affordable 
housing in private development. 


Campbell:   For our new Committee members, I will talk about the background, how we progressed 
through this process, the Citizen Advisory Group (CAG) recommendations, and 
highlights of the recommendation.  The standards we recommend will be important, but 
the program administration and how we administer and monitor the delivery of those 
affordable rules is the most important piece of the initiative.  There are eleven 
regulatory and financial incentives that were recommended for staff to pursue and 
review.  For the presentation we will be focusing on the regulatory.  All are voluntary in 
nature, none are mandatory.  Essentially, this adds to our toolbox for opportunities to 
increase the supply of affordable housing.  This is only about single family; we have not 
begun to review multifamily. 


Review of presentation 


In September we recruited citizens to participate in the review process.  We also 
engaged citizens via the website.  There have been five meetings between September 
and January, and one workshop.  We have generally finalized our recommendation on 
the single-family bonus and are in the process of finalizing the duplex recommendation.  
In November, we updated the H&ND Committee and in January updated the Planning 
Commission.  In our citizen group we have representation from nonprofits, private 
sector, developers, housing advocates, and have engaged Charlotte-Mecklenburg 
Schools (CMS), who attended the November meeting, financial institutions, and the 
South Charlotte communities.  Although we do have some representatives from 
Madison Park we are looking for additional representatives from South Charlotte. 


Kinsey: For South Charlotte, are you also including Ballantyne area and further south?  


Campbell: Yes.  We did an extensive email blast to all the neighborhood organizations; we are 
working with Mary Klenz and her group and have made a presentation at a community 
meeting.   
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Cooksey: We can talk after the meeting about additional South Charlotte communities. 


Campbell: What is inclusionary housing?  This will be part of the regulatory adopted process and 
will follow the rezoning process.  It is a recommendation to change the text of the 
zoning ordinance and possibly even the subdivision ordinance.    In terms of inclusionary 
housing there are two types: mandatory and voluntary.  Our recommendations are a 
voluntary program.  We encourage developers with density bonuses and provide 
incentives for developers to opt into developing affordable units.  What is a density 
bonus program?   It allows for an increase in the number of dwelling units permitted 
over the otherwise maximum allowable density under the existing zoning district. 


Kinsey: How are we going to make sure that the quadraplexes are the only affordable units? 


Campbell:   The program administration is the key.  We are in the process of reviewing and have 
met with Davidson and will be meeting with Chapel Hill to get educated on program 
administration. 


Review of presentation 


There have been many challenges and we want be sure that before coming to City 
Council we have all the program administration details finalized. 


Mayfield:  Looking at the recommended action plan, one of the financial goals is to establish an 
aggressive acquisition program for existing apartments currently in financial difficulty 
and underutilized.  Then what? 


Wideman: Currently within the Housing Trust Fund we have allocated a portion of that funding for 
developers who want to rapidly acquire existing multifamily developments and rehab 
them for affordable housing.  We have not had anyone come through that process yet, 
but funding is available. 


Campbell:   Although the regulatory and the financial are listed under different headings, they work 
together.  They are not stand alone and we will need to marry some of these initiatives 
in order to truly have the greatest impact.  We are talking about duplexes citywide in 
terms of density bonus program.   


 
Neighborhood Symposium Refresh 
 
Burch: We have had a neighborhood symposium in some capacity for about 16 years.  It has 


changed over the years.  A couple of years ago we held it in conjunction with CPCC’s 
Earth Day and environmental sustainability events.  Neighborhood & Business Services 
has spent some time evaluating the last few symposiums and Aisha Alexander is here 
today to describe a plan they have for the next iteration of the neighborhood 
symposium.   


 
Alexander: We have budgeted for a neighborhood symposium this year and would like to push it 


back to September, because we have a great new concept that we want to introduce.  I 
would like to talk about the history of the symposium and how that history allows us to 
take advantage of this new concept and opportunity. 
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Review of presentation  
 
The utilization of Neighborhood Matching grants has almost quadrupled in the past 
three years.  People have shown an increased interest in being involved in their 
community.  One reason, our resources are now located in the field which provides 
closer collaboration between communities and the City.  The service areas mirror the 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department (CMPD) districts.   
 


We would like to rebrand the Neighborhood Symposium as a Community Summit.  We 
would host one summit per service area with the content specific to the service area 
needs.   


Mayfield:  Considering the expansiveness of some of the districts, how is that feasible?   We have 
some districts that are so expansive that they really have very different immediate 
concerns for the community. 


Alexander There will be opportunities to collaborate and I believe that by having it broken out by 
service area will get us closer to that model rather than a citywide approach.    


Review of Presentation  


Kinsey:  Staff has a lot on their plate during September and October.  I think this might be the 
wrong year to change this with everything else that is going on.   


Mumford:  We were struggling with the timing, but felt this change couldn’t be done this spring.  
Summer is not a good time for attendance and September was the next available 
window.   


Mayfield:   Is there any opportunity to give more time for the planning and to roll this out in 2013? 
We have been struggling the last few years with getting as much out of it -- is moving 
from one to four the direction we should go in? 


Kinsey: September is a difficult month and as long as you want to do it then, don’t expect a lot 
or participation by Council.  I only bring it up as a concern. How valuable is it to have 
council members there? 


Alexander:  I think it is valuable to have Council participation.  I would stress that the main 
attention is to capture the community members’ interest 


Burch: We would not want to schedule it when we know it will be difficult for Council members 
to attend.  We recognize that not every Council member can attend and the feedback 
about the scheduling is good to hear so we can start looking at calendars. 


Cooksey: The location of the Southeast region meeting should be Albermarle Road, not Sedgefield 
Middle School.  I strongly recommend running this by Council member Mitchell from his 
days as chairman and member of this Committee.  I appreciate the advanced notice. 


Burch: We will take the comments and come back at a future meeting with an update on this 
item. 
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Kinsey: It seems like most of the schools are in the Southeast and Southeast . 


Alexander: We have a new initiative called the Neighborhood School Partnership Initiative and we 
have chosen schools in each service area. 


 
2012 Meeting Schedule 
 
Burch: The last item on the agenda today is to talk about the meeting schedule going forward.  


We had sent out a schedule based on preliminary feedback about the first and third 
Tuesdays of each month at noon.  We have gotten some additional comments back 
from Councilmember Barnes that he is not able to make Tuesday meetings.  It is up to 
the Committee about when they would like to meet and if we reach some conclusions 
on dates to shoot for we will poll Councilmember Barnes, as well as Council member 
Autrey who couldn’t be here today. 


 
Kinsey:  We talked about the 2nd and 4th Wednesdays at noon. 
 
Burch: Looking at other Council Committee schedules the 2nd & 4th Wednesdays are still open.  


We could schedule two meetings a month and in some months it may only be necessary 
to have one meeting.  If that is the case, then we would not be meeting that on the 4th 
Wednesday. 


 
Kinsey: Maybe we would say that the first meeting on the 2nd Wednesday (if that is the day we 


choose) would be the standing meeting and then if needed, we would have an 
additional meeting on the 4th Wednesday. 


 
Cooksey: I would be on board for Wednesdays.  I think Tuesdays are a horrible day to do anything 


officially Council oriented because of Monday’s meetings. 
 
Meeting adjourned. 


The next meeting will be on Wednesday, February 8th at noon . 
 
  
 







  


Assisted Multi-Family Housing at Transit Station Areas 
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting 


January 11, 2012 
 
Committee Action: 
Receive an update on the Citizen Advisory Review process for the Assisted Multi-Family 
Housing at Transit Station Areas section of the City of Charlotte’s Affordable Housing 
Policies. 
 
Policy: 
• The City Council’s Housing and Neighborhood Development FY2011 Focus Area Plan 


includes a comprehensive review of the City’s Housing Policies. 
 
Explanation: 
• On March 28, 2011, City Council approved a revised Housing Locational Policy. The 


Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee (Committee) identified 
Assisted Multi-Family Housing at Transit Station Areas as the next policy to review. 
The existing Assisted Multi-Family Housing at Transit Station Areas policy was 
approved by the Charlotte City Council on November 26, 2001. 


• On June 30, 2011, the Committee requested that staff engage in a review process 
with developers and neighborhood representatives to get their input on proposed 
policy revisions. 


• On August 16, 2011, staff convened two meetings with both developers and 
neighborhood representatives.  The following developers and neighborhood 
representatives attended the meeting: 


 
Developers Neighborhood Residents 
Lee Cochran – CMHP Elizabeth Barnhardt – Charlotte Regional 


REALTOR Association 
Fred Dodson – CMHP Martin Doss – Madison Park HOA 
David Furman – Centro Citiworks John Fryday – Dilworth 
Bert Green – Habitat for Humanity Ed Graber – Eastside Political Action 


Committee 
Darryl Hemminger – Laurel Street Residential Maureen Gilewski – Mixed Income Housing 


Coalition 
Jud Little – VIEJO, LLC Sherrill Hampton – Johnson C. Smith 


University  
Jim Merrifield – Merrifield Patrick Vermillion Mary Hopper – University City Partners 
Dionne Nelson – Laurel Street Residential Mary Klenz – Mixed Income Housing 


Coalition 
Joe Padilia – REBIC Nancy Mosier – Montclaire Neighborhood 


Association 
Peter Pappas – Pappas Properties Chad Maupin – NoDa Neighborhood 


Association 
Monte Ritchie – Conformity Corporation Nancy Pierce – Merry Oaks Neighborhood 
Chris Squier – Charlotte Housing Authority Ken Szymanski – Greater Charlotte 


Apartment Association 
John Porter – Charter Properties Janelle Travis – New Bern 
 Jim Walker – Dilworth 







  


• At the September 7, 2011, staff shared initial feedback and lessons learned at the 
two meetings. During that meeting, the Committee acknowledged the complexity of 
this policy and expressed the importance of not rushing through this policy.  Some of 
the other Committee concerns/comments include: 


A. Being proactive with seeking affordable multi-family housing developments 
at transit station areas. 


B. The possible need to differentiate eligibility requirements based on the 
character of the transit station area. 


C. The importance of continuing to disburse the affordable units. 
• Since that time, staff has continued to work through possible revisions of this policy 


and reconvened a group of developers and neighborhood leaders on December 14, 
2011. 


• Staff will share feedback from the group at the Committee’s January 11, 2012, 
meeting. 
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Presentation to Presentation to 
Council’s H&ND CommitteeCouncil’s H&ND Committee


MultiMulti--Family Housing Family Housing 
at  Transit Station Areasat  Transit Station Areas


January 11, 2012


“The City shall evaluate 
and assess the progress


ObjectiveObjective


and assess the progress 
of the policy within 


12-24 months after the 
first rapid transit line 
opens to determine if 
additional changes or 
modifications are 
needed.”
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• The existing Assisted Multi-Family Housing 
at Transit Station Areas policy was 
approved by Charlotte City Council on 
N b  26  2001


Background and Progress to DateBackground and Progress to Date


November 26, 2001.


• On November 28, 2010, City Council 
identified this policy for review.


• On June 30, 2011, the Committee 
requested that staff engage in a review 
process with developers and 
neighborhood representatives to get their 
input on proposed policy revisions.p p p p y


• On August 16, 2011, staff convened two 
meetings with both developers and 
neighborhood representatives. The 
following slide lists the developers and 
neighborhood representatives in 
attendance at this meeting.


Neighborhood Leaders


Elizabeth Barnhardt – Charlotte Regional 
REALTOR Association


Citizen Advisory GroupsCitizen Advisory Groups


Development Professionals


Lee Cochran – Charlotte Mecklenburg 
Housing Partnership


Martin Doss – Madison Park HOA 
Mark Francis– Montclaire Neighborhood 


Association
John Fryday – Fryday & Doyne (Dilworth)
Ed Garber – Eastside Political Action Committee
Maureen Gilewski – Mixed Income Housing 


Coalition/Grove Park Neighborhood
Sherrill Hampton – Johnson C. Smith University
Mary Hopper – University City Partners
Mary Klenz - Mixed Income Housing Coalition


g p
Fred Dodson – Charlotte-Mecklenburg 


Housing Partnership
David Furman – Centro Citiworks
Bert Green – Habitat for Humanity
Darryl Hemminger – Crosland
Jud Little – Crosland
Jim Merrifield – Merrifield Patrick 


Vermillion
Dionne Nelson – Crosland


Chad Maupin – NoDa Neighborhood Association
Nancy Mosier – Montclaire Neighborhood 


Association
Nancy Pierce – Merry Oaks Neighborhood
Ken Szymanski – Greater Charlotte Apartment 


Association
Janelle Travis - New Bern Neighborhood
Jill Walker – Dilworth Neighborhood


Joe Padilla – Real Estate and Building 
Industry Coalition


Peter A. Pappas – Pappas Properties
John Porter – Charter Properties 
Monte Ritchey – Conformity Corporation
Chris Squier – Charlotte Housing 


Authority
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Existing PolicyExisting Policy


Housing Policy
Approved by City Council on November 26, 2001


Assisted Multi-Family Housing at Transit Station Areas:


A. The City shall aggressively pursue opportunities to develop assisted housing within a ¼ mile of transit stations when y gg y p pp p g
participating in joint development projects such as building or providing loans for infrastructure, acquiring land, and/or 
other economic development initiatives. Assisted housing is multi-family rental housing development receiving assistance 
from local, state or federal government and serving households earning 60% or less than the area median income. A 
transit station area is generally defined as the area within a ½ mile walking distance of an identified rapid transit station.


B. This policy only applies to transit corridors with adopted transit stations.
C. The City shall encourage the development of a minimum of 5% up to a maximum of 25% of any development with multi-


family units to be assisted units.
D. The number of assisted multi-family housing units shall not be greater than 20% of the total housing units within a ¼ mile 


of the transit station.
E. At least 30% of the assisted multi-family housing units developed at a particular site shall be reserved for households 


earning 30% or less than the area median income.
F. Assisted multi-family housing in transit station areas shall always be developed as part of a larger mixed income 


d l tdevelopment.
G. The assisted multi-family housing units shall be similar in appearance to the portion of the project that is developed as 


market rate housing.
H. The assisted multi-family housing units shall be scattered throughout the development and not concentrated in one area.
I. These proposed guidelines shall be incorporated into the Joint Development Policy for Transit Station Areas currently 


being developed by an interdepartmental team consisting of CATS, Planning, Neighborhood Development, and Parks and 
Recreation.


J. The City shall evaluate and assess the progress of the policy within 12-24 months after the first rapid transit line opens to 
determine if additional changes or modifications are needed. Council’s CWAC Committee shall receive reports on 
development activity in transit station areas at least twice a year.


Note: Excludes single-family detached, elderly, and special needs housing.


Policy A
The City shall aggressively 


• Need to define “assisted housing”  preferably 
consistent with Locational Housing Policy


Existing (old) Policy Text Comments from August Meetings


Advisory Group CommentsAdvisory Group Comments


The City shall aggressively 
pursue opportunities to 
develop assisted housing
within a ¼ mile of transit 
stations2 when participating 
in joint development projects 
such as building or providing 
loans for infrastructure, 
acquiring land, and/or other 
economic development 
initiatives.


consistent with Locational Housing Policy.


• The policy says the City shall “develop” assisted 
housing. However, the City is not a “developer”. 
Perhaps the word “develop” should be changed to 
“facilitate development of” or “encourage 
development of”.


• ¼ mile vs. ½ mile – why does the policy only focus on 
¼ mile. The cost to develop increases as you get 
closer to the transit station.


Policy B
This policy only applies to 
transit corridors with adopted 
transit stations.


• Need to clarify the difference between transit station 
and rapid transit station. This policy refers to rapid 
transit stations (LRT or BRT), not community bus 
transit facilities (e.g. Eastland Mall).


• Need to clarify that an adopted transit stations refers 
more to a location than to an adopted station area 
plan. 
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Policy C • It was suggested that the minimum be raised from 
5% to 10%. 


Existing (old) Policy Text Comments from August Meetings


Advisory Group CommentsAdvisory Group Comments


The City shall 
encourage the 
development of a 
minimum of 5% up to a 
maximum  of 25% of any 
development with multi-
family units to be 
assisted.


5% to 10%. 


• Perhaps there could be Housing Trust Fund monies 
or other incentives available to developers willing to 
set aside 5% to 25% of units in a development as 
assisted housing.


Policy D • Do we need minimums or maximums for this policy? 


Existing (old) Policy Text Comments from August Meetings


Advisory Group CommentsAdvisory Group Comments


The number of assisted 
multi-family housing 
units shall not be 
greater than 20% of the 
total housing units 
within a ¼ mile of the 
transit station.


• The problem is not too much assisted housing near 
transit stations. Let’s focus our energy on policy that 
fixes the current problem and cap it later if we feel 
we are approaching a point where there is too much. 


• You have an area that is essentially non-residential –
it is not a greenfield, it is more a brownfield –
industrial area without a whole lot of residential. If 
there were only 100 units in a ¼ mile, to say we can 
do only 20 units is not enough.do only 20 units is not enough.
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Policy E • If you are trying to get a market rate developer to 
i l d   ff d bl  it  i   j t  thi  


Existing (old) Policy Text Comments from August Meetings


Advisory Group CommentsAdvisory Group Comments


At least 30% of the 
assisted multi-family 
housing units developed 
at a particular site shall 
be reserved for 
households earning 30% 
or less than the area 
median income.


include some affordable units in a project, this 
percentage is an excessive burden.


• Consider applying this requirement only to those 
developments that are 100% affordable.


• Many market-rate apartment developments do not 
accept Section 8 vouchers. Perhaps there is an 
opportunity to draw lower-income households into 
existing development already in the transit station 
area by simply encouraging those developers to area by simply encouraging those developers to 
change their policy on how they rent to residents.


Policy F • Consider using “should” instead of “shall.”


Th  ff d bl   l d  k t  l d  b t  


Existing (old) Policy Text Comments from August Meetings


Advisory Group CommentsAdvisory Group Comments


The assisted multi-family 
housing in transit station 
areas shall always be 
developed as part of a 
larger mixed income 
development.


• The affordable may lead or market may lead, but we 
don’t always know at the outset of a project.


• Why not require assisted housing rather than 
encourage it? 


• Leave statement as is, but add “unless the project is 
100% affordable”.
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Policy G


Existing (old) Policy Text Comments from August Meetings


• Should read “similar in quality” instead of  “similar 


Advisory Group CommentsAdvisory Group Comments


The assisted multi-
family housing units 
shall be similar in 
appearance to the 
portion of the project 
that is developed as 
market rate housing.


q y
in appearance”.


• You don’t want the entire development to look 
alike, you want to have variety in appearance.


• “Indistinguishable” could be the description.


• Want to avoid an “us vs. them” situation.


Policy H • The rent levels won’t be as high as they would be 
otherwise because you could go across the street to 


Existing (old) Policy Text Comments from August Meetings


Advisory Group CommentsAdvisory Group Comments


The assisted multi-
family housing units 
shall be scattered 
throughout the 
development and not 
concentrated in one 
area. 


otherwise because you could go across the street to 
a 100% market rate development and pay that 
amount. Why would you pay full price when the 
person next door  is paying a third of it?


• Is it truly that important that assisted multi-family 
units be in the same building?
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At the September 7, 2011 H&ND 
Committee meeting, staff shared initial 
feedback and lessons learned at the two 
meetings  At that time  the Committee 


Background and Progress to DateBackground and Progress to Date


meetings. At that time, the Committee 
acknowledged the complexity of this 
policy and expressed the importance of 
not rushing through its review.  Some of 
the other Committee concerns/comments 
included:


A. Being proactive with seeking 
affordable multi-family housing 
developments at transit station 
areas.


B. The possible need to differentiate 
eligibility requirements based on the 
character of the transit station area.


C. The importance of continuing to 
disperse the affordable units.


• Since that time, staff has continued to work through possible revisions of this policy, 
and reconvened a group of developers and neighborhood leaders on December 14, 
2011. This is the revised policy staff shared at those meetings.


Revised Draft PolicyRevised Draft Policy


Multi‐Family Housing at Transit Station Areas 


The City shall aggressively pursue and encourage the development of assisted housing in rapid transit 
station areas. This policy only applies to rapid transit corridors with adopted transit stations and to assisted 
multi‐family housing.  A transit station area is generally defined as the area within a ½ mile walking 
distance of an identified rapid transit station. Assisted multi‐family is any multi‐family rental housing 
receiving funds from local, state or federal government and serving households earning 60% or less of the 
area median income. 


A. No additional assisted housing units shall be encouraged in station areas where more than 15% of the 
t t l b f i ti h i it l d i t d ittotal number of existing housing units are already assisted units.


B. A minimum of 5% of the total units in a development should be assisted multi‐family and should not 
exceed 25% of the total housing units in such developments.


C. For developments of less than 200 units, assisted multi‐family should be integrated into the 
development unless the development is 100% affordable.


D. For developments of greater than 200 units, the assisted units must be integrated into the 
development. 


E. Assisted multi‐family developments should be well managed and designed.


Note: This policy excludes single‐family detached, elderly, and special needs housing.
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December 14, 2011 
Advisory Group Meetings


December 14, 2011 
Advisory Group Meetings


Discussion


• The revised policy does not have a built in review requirement as the original• The revised policy does not have a built-in review requirement, as the original 
policy did. Suggest reviewing policy periodically to assess its effectiveness.


• Concern that delivery of affordable housing may be required as condition of City 
investment in a development project.


• The 15% limit on assisted units should be applied to the NSA, not just the station 
area.


• Concerned about what happens if a 100% affordable project leads and nothing else 
follows (retail office market rate housing)follows (retail, office, market-rate housing).


• Concern expressed by area residents about applying this policy to the station areas 
identified along the Southeast Transit Corridor given the ongoing discussions about 
possible relocation of transit from Independence and other uncertainties.


Next Steps Next Steps 


• Staff finalizes proposed revisions to policy
January 2012


F a d ed e i ed lic  t  Ad i  • Forward proposed revised policy to Advisory 
Groups and H&ND Committee


February 2012


• H&ND Committee Approval   
February/March 2012


• Dinner Briefing (tentative) 
March 2012March 2012


• Public Comment
March 2012


• Council Approval 
March/April 2012
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Questions?Questions?







  


Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing Polices: Action Plan Update 
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting 


January 11, 2012 
 
Committee Action: 
Receive an update on the Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing Policies: Action Plan. 
 
Policy: 
The City Council’s Housing and Neighborhood Development FY2011 Focus Area Plan includes a 
comprehensive review of the City’s Housing Policies. 
 
Explanation: 
 On March 28, 2011, City Council approved a revised Housing Locational Policy. 
 On June 27, 2011, City Council approved the Housing and Neighborhood Development 


Committee’s recommended Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing Policies Action Plan. 
 The proposed Action Plan outlines regulatory and financial strategies to encourage the 


creation of affordable housing.  The strategies include the following: 
A. Single Family and Multi-Family Development density bonus 
B. Fee Waiver/Reductions 
C. Fast Track permitting 
D. Allowance of duplexes on any lot 
E. Allowance of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) to include non-relatives 
F. Create local rent subsidy program 
G. Increase Housing Trust Fund commitments 
H. Lobby the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency for changes to the State’s 


Qualified Application Process 
I. Make available government owned land at a reduced cost 
J. Cash Subsidies 


 On September 15, 2011, staff convened an initial public meeting to introduce the action 
plan to the Community and seek participants for the Citizen Advisory Group (CAG). 


 Since that time, staff has convened four CAG meetings: September 29, 2011, October 19, 
2011, November 3, 2011, and December 13, 2011.  During those meetings, staff worked 
through recommendations on the Single Family density bonus program, Allowance of 
duplexes on any lot, and the ADUs to include non-relatives.  Over 40 citizens have 
participated in the process to date. 


 The next CAG meeting is scheduled for January 5, 2012.  During that meeting, we will review 
the recommendation on the Allowance of duplexes on any lot and the ADUs to include non-
relatives and begin work on the Multi-family Density Program, time permitting. 


 Staff will share feedback from these groups at your January 11, 2012 Committee meeting. 
 


Next Steps: 
 Continue the Citizen Input Process – January 2012 – March 2012 
 Committee Action – March 2012 
 Council Action – April 2012 
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H&ND Committee H&ND Committee UpdateUpdate
January January 11, 11, 20122012


OutlineOutline


• Background


 Recommended Action Plan


 What is Incl sionar Zoning? What is Inclusionary Zoning?


• Accomplishments


• CAG Representation


• Overview of CAG Recommendations


 Single Family Density Bonus Program


 Allowance of duplexes on any lot


Siegle Point


Park at Oaklawn


p y


 Allowance of Accessory Dwelling Units 


• Program Administration


• Next Steps
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BackgroundBackground


• On May 25, 2011, the Housing & Neighborhood 
Development (H&ND) Committee recommended to 
Council a list of regulatory and financial incentives to 
create affordable housingg


• On June 27, 2011, Council approved a proposed action 
plan directing staff to pursue 11 regulatory and financial 
incentives that could work for Charlotte 


• Of the 11 Action Plan recommendations, the 6 financial 
initiatives are ongoing and should be continued  


• The remaining 5 regulatory initiatives needed further 
ti th h t t d t f dj t taction through text amendments, user fee adjustments, 


or additional Committee discussion


• Council also asked staff to work with a citizen advisory 
group throughout this process


• Regulatory incentives should be voluntary in nature


Recommended Action PlanRecommended Action Plan


Proposed Regulatory Strategies


1. Single Family & Multi-family density bonus


2. Fee waivers/reductions


3. Expedited review


4. Allowance of duplexes on any lot


5 Allowance of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) to 5. Allowance of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) to 
include non-relatives


 Other considerations that could work for Charlotte
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Recommended Action PlanRecommended Action Plan


Financial Incentives


l l b d6. Create local rent subsidy program


7. Increase Housing Trust Fund commitments for federal low 
income housing tax credits


8. Lobby NCHFA for changes to its Qualified Application 
process to allow urban projects to score higher


9. Develop a program to make available government owned 
land at a reduced cost in exchange for affordable housing


10. Establish aggressive acquisition program for existing  
apartments currently in financial difficulty or underutilized


11. Cash subsidies


AccomplishmentsAccomplishments


o Initial Public Meeting - September 15th


• Provided overview of recommended action plan focusing on regulatory incentives to 
encourage private sector development of affordable housing 


• Recruited citizens to serve on an advisory group• Recruited citizens to serve on an advisory group


o Hosted (5) CAG Meetings between September - January
• Single Family density bonus


• Allowance of duplexes on any lot


• Allowance of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) to include non-relatives


o H&ND Committee Meeting – November 2nd


• Updated Committee on proposed Single Family Density Bonus Program• Updated Committee on proposed Single Family Density Bonus Program


o Planning Commission Meeting – January 9th


• Provided overview of Incentive Based Inclusionary Housing Initiative


• Updated Commission on advisory group progress and process benchmarks


o H&ND Committee Meeting – January 11th


• Updating Committee on advisory group progress since November 2nd update
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Community Development Corporations
Real Estate and Building Industry Coalition
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Housing Partnership 


CAG RepresentationCAG Representation


Charlotte Mecklenburg Housing Partnership 
Greater Charlotte Apartment Association
Mixed Income Housing Coalition
Habitat for Humanity
Neighborhood Organizations
Charlotte Housing Authority
Johnson C. Smith University
2008 Incentive Based Inclusionary Housing 
Policies Subcommittee Members
Single Family & Multi-family Developers
Housing Advocates


 Financial Institutions
Wells Fargo participated in November 3rd CAG Meeting


 Charlotte Mecklenburg Schools 


CAG RepresentationCAG Representation
Who’s Missing?Who’s Missing?


Charlotte Mecklenburg Schools 
Participated in November 3rd CAG Meeting


 South Charlotte Representation  
Email blast sent to South District Neighborhood Leaders


Madison Park Homeowners Association responded
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Overview of CAG DiscussionOverview of CAG Discussion


Proposed Regulatory Strategies


1. Single Family & Multi-family density bonus


2. Fee waivers/reductions


3. Expedited review


4. Allowance of duplexes on any lot


5 Allowance of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) to 5. Allowance of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) to 
include non-relatives


 Other considerations that could work for Charlotte


What is Inclusionary What is Inclusionary 
Zoning?Zoning?


Inclusionary Zoning can be: 


d h d l b ld• Mandatory - programs that require developers to build units 
in exchange for development rights (i.e. density bonuses etc.)


• Voluntary - programs that rely on incentives to encourage 
developers to “opt-in” to build affordable units (i.e. density 
bonuses etc.)







1/30/2012


6


Density Bonus - allows for an increase in the number of dwelling units 
permitted over the otherwise maximum allowable density under the 
existing zoning district


Density Bonus Program Density Bonus Program 


g g


Current regulations allow for density bonuses in: 
MX Districts (MX-1, MX-2, MX-3)
 Swim Buffers
 Residential Tree Save Ordinance


Single Family Example:
• An increase from 3 to 4 dwelling units per acre on a 10 acre site would 


allow an increase from 30 to 40 dwelling units  


• This allows for 10 additional units on a 10 acre site


• If 50% of units affordable could yield 5 units with affordable being 
12.5% of total units


Program Components


• Applicability - types of development to be included


• The Set Aside percentage of affordable units to be included in 


Inclusionary HousingInclusionary Housing
Program Component Program Component 


• The Set-Aside - percentage of affordable units to be included in 
a development


• Threshold Level of Development - minimum project size that 
triggers set aside 


• Income Targeting - income levels housing units need to be 
affordable to serve


• Period of Affordability - period of time that units must remain 
ff d blaffordable


• Incentives/Offsets - strategies to offset costs  associated with 
providing affordable units


• Program Administration - administrative system to track, 
monitor, enforce, and preserve affordable units
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Recommended Single FamilyRecommended Single Family
Density Bonus ProgramDensity Bonus Program


Density Bonus Goals


• Increase number of affordable units


• Assurances affordable units are built


• Administration and tracking


• Architectural consistency


• Dispersal within development


Recommended Single FamilyRecommended Single Family
Density Bonus Density Bonus ProgramProgram


General Themes/Concerns from CAG


• Density Increase of one (1) not enough and Location needs to Density Increase of one (1) not enough and Location needs to 
be targeted to areas with little or no affordable units


• Assurances affordable units blend in with other units


• Program Eligibility too low at 60% AMI


• Development Standards can’t achieve bonus when other 
development standards are applied


• Mixed Housing Types needed to achieve bonus
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H&ND Committee Feedback


Recommended Single FamilyRecommended Single Family
Density Bonus ProgramDensity Bonus Program


• Concern about a 3 DUA increase in density
• Concern about the impacts on transportation
• Concern about the quality and design of the development
• Question the legality of the locational component
• Question if this type of development is marketable
• Want to ensure affordable units are reserved for qualified 


personspersons


• Applicability - Within geographies that have a median home value of ($153,000*) or 
greater, allow up to three (3) units above base density for applicable single family 
districts


Recommended Single FamilyRecommended Single Family
Density Bonus ProgramDensity Bonus Program


• Set Aside - Min. 50% of additional units must be affordable, not to exceed 25% of 
total housing units in the development


• Threshold Level of Development - Minimum one (1) acre


• Income Targeting – Up to 80% of Area Medan Income, currently $54,000


• Period of Affordability – To be determined


• Incentives/Offsets - Reduced yards, lot sizes, and lot widths; Allow mixed housing 
up to a quad internal to the developmentup to a quad internal to the development


• Development Standards/Design Guidelines - Units must externally blend in 
architecturally with other units, be dispersed within the development, and perimeter of 
development must reflect the character of adjacent neighborhoods


• Program Administration – To be determined


* Median Home Value Source: American Community Survey, 2005-09
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Architectural Design Standards


Recommended Single FamilyRecommended Single Family
Density Bonus ProgramDensity Bonus Program


• Building material
• Roof pitch


• Window type
• Foundation
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Development ScenarioDevelopment Scenario
RR--3 Example3 Example


Recommended Single FamilyRecommended Single Family
Density Bonus Density Bonus ProgramProgram


Draft RecommendationDraft Recommendation
to allow Duplexes on any lotto allow Duplexes on any lot


Current Zoning Regulations


• Duplex dwellings are allowed in R 3 R 4 R 5 and• Duplex dwellings are allowed in R‐3, R‐4, R‐5, and 


R‐6 provided they are located on a corner lot and 


meet design criteria


• Duplex dwellings are allowed on any lot within R‐8


Recommendation


• Allow duplex dwellings on all lots within the R‐3, R‐4, R‐5, and R‐6 single 


family zoning districts per prescribed conditionsfamily zoning districts per prescribed conditions


• No affordability requirement 


• Limit of two (2) abutting duplex units within a 


block face 
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Draft Recommendation Draft Recommendation 
to allow ADUsto allow ADUs


Current Zoning Regulations


Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) are allowed for elderly


bl h f hand disabled housing and for guest houses and 


employee quarters per prescribed conditions found in 


Section 12.407 and 12.412 of the Zoning Ordinance.


Recommendation


• Allow accessory dwelling units (ADUs) per prescribed conditions


• Define ADU as a smaller second dwelling unit created on a lot with a• Define ADU as a smaller second dwelling unit created on a lot with a 


single family detached dwelling unit and may either be located within the 


principal detached dwelling or within a separate accessory structure. 


• No affordability requirement


• Limit size to 800 square feet of heated space


Program AdministrationProgram Administration


Will involve a higher level of staff review to address, but not 
limited to the following:


• Affordable housing units are built
• Architectural consistency
• Dispersal of affordable housing units 
• Mitigation of traffic impacts


Next Steps:
• Staff working to establish best practices that can be applied to all of the 


recommended strategies/programsg /p g
• Staff met with Davidson’s Program Administrator to discuss their 


administrative practices and what they have learned from other 
communities like Chapel Hill


• Staff will be reaching out to UNC School of Government for additional 
insight


• January 19 CAG meeting will be a work session to discuss program 
administration
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• Upcoming Citizen Advisory Group (CAG) 
Meeting Dates:
 January 19, 2012 (6pm, CMGC Room 280)


Next StepsNext Steps


January 19, 2012 (6pm, CMGC Room 280)
WORK SESSION – Program Administration


 February 9, 2012 (6pm, CMGC Room 280) 
 February 23, 2012 (6pm, CMGC Room 280) 


• Process Benchmarks
 Citizen Input process September 2011-March 2012
 Committee Action April 2012
 Council Action June 2012 


Follows the text amendment processFollows the text amendment process


• Follow the process at:    
www.charlotteplanning.org


Questions?Questions?Questions?Questions?
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Recommended Single FamilyRecommended Single Family
Density Bonus ProgramDensity Bonus Program


Legal concerns about locational criteria


The City’s Legal Department researched the approach and 
concluded they had no concerns based on the following:


• The voluntary nature of the program
• The approach has a rational relationship to the City's interest 


in promoting and dispersing affordable housing


Draft RecommendationDraft Recommendation
to ato allow Duplexesllow Duplexes onon any lotany lot


• Duplex units must be served by a shared driveway.  However, where two 


duplex lots abut a total of three driveways may be allowed.  The two units 


which share a common lot line, shall have a shared driveway and the opposite c s a e a co o ot e, s a a e a s a ed d e ay a d t e oppos te


end units may have individual driveways. 
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Neighborhood Symposium RefreshNeighborhood Symposium RefreshNeighborhood Symposium RefreshNeighborhood Symposium Refresh


Aisha Alexander,
Neighborhood Resource Manager 


Neighborhood Symposium Refresh: Outline


A Refresh for Our Future


History Evolvement


Current 
Opportunities
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• Neighborhood & Business Services’ 


signature community engagement event


Symposium Legacy: A History of Engagement 


g y g g


• Symposium Goal: To inform, inspire and 


motivate citizens to take action in their 


neighborhoods


• In 2011, the Symposium celebrated its 


16th year


• Average attendance 344 


• Increased community stress


Symposium Legacy: Current Opportunities


• Increased utilization of 


Neighborhood Matching Grants


• Increased interest in strategic and 


project planning facilitation 


• Recent organizational changes move 


City resources closer to the community
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• February 2009 – Consolidation of 
Neighborhood Development and Economic 
Development
• July 2011 Service Areas developed  in 


Service Area Overview:
Strategic Collaboration for Success


• July 2011 – Service Areas developed  in 
strategic collaboration with CMPD to: 


• Create a more collaborative service 
delivery model
• Spur creativity and encourage 
innovation
• Work together more efficiently and   
effectively


P iti l  i t Q lit  f Lif• Positively impact Quality of Life
• Expansion of broader community-based 
approach to solving problems which includes:


• Other City Departments
• CMS
• County
• Park & Rec
• Non-Profits 


Building off the platform of Service Area engagement, Neighborhood & 


B i  S i   t  f h th  N i hb h d S i


Refresh Rationale: 
Innovation in Engaging Partners


Business Services proposes to refresh the Neighborhood Symposium:


• Rebrand as Community Summits


• Host one summit per area with  area specific driven content


• Embrace a larger sense of community, including businesses, schools, 


faith community, service providers and youth


• Focus on action planning 







1/30/2012


4


Community Summit Mission 


sectorssectors


• Four Community Summits, one per Service Area


• Hosted in the Neighborhood School Partnership sites:


Community Summit Concept:
Partners in Community Change 


 Northeast – Winterfield Elementary School


 Northwest – Ranson Middle School


 Southeast – Sedgefield Middle School


 Southwest – Albemarle Road Elementary School 


Target Audience:


 Neighborhood leaders and residentsNeighborhood leaders and residents


 Businesses


 Service Providers


 Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools’ officials and staff


 Youth
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1. Address and engage community members 


Community Summit Objectives:
Moving from Questions to Actions 


g g y


in a more localized format, unique to each 


Service Area 


2. Intentionally build on Service Area assets to 


increase civic capacity and leadership 


3. Seek valid input from the community to 


build the Service Area workplans 


4. Focus on achieving visible results through 


community based projects


Additionally, Community Summits will 


begin to lay the groundwork  of 


Community Summit Objectives:
Community Change Challenges  


begin to lay the groundwork  of 


overcoming challenges for increased  


community change partnerships:


• Sustaining momentum


• Overcoming trust issues


• Being realistic


• Keeping ALL stakeholders 


informed  


• Shared ownership and 


accoutability
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Vision Plan Action


Community Summit Deliverables:
Moving from Vision to Action  


Through the Community Summits, community members will be better engaged in 


improving quality of life through: 


• Development of Citizen Service Area Action Teams


• Development of Strategic Action Plans for Neighborhood Projects


STAFF SUPPORT


• Tools  to further develop project ideas  with follow-up by Neighborhood & 


Business Services Staff  


• Service Area Team Workplans vetted in the community 


Inform 


• State of the Service Area
• TED like presentations from City, County and Service Provider 


Staff


Community Summit Concept:
Sustaining Momentum 


Vision


• Facilitated by Crossroads Charlotte
• Connecting the City’s vision with an actionable community 


vision 


Pl
• Neighborhood Action Plans
• Planning projects to improve quality of lifePlan • Planning projects to improve quality of life


Act
• Idea Development Plans
• Follow up by City Staff, planning and NMG assistance 
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Event Time


Registration and Networking 8:00am – 8:30am


Community Summit Concept:
Tentative Schedule


Registration and Networking 
Breakfast


8:00am 8:30am


State of Our Community 8:30am – 9:30am


Actionable Visions –
Community Visioning for Real 
Service Area Issues


9:40am – 10:40am


Neighborhood Strategic 
Planning Workshop


10:50am – 11:50am
Planning Workshop


Project Planning to Improve 
Quality of Life Breakouts


12:00pm – 1:00pm 


Working Lunch and Plan 
Presentations


1:00pm – 2:00pm 


• Community Summits  will take place in 


September 2012


Community Summit Concept:
Logistics /Next Steps


September 2012


• Summit Planning Committees will  engage:


 CMPD


Mecklenburg County


 Crossroads Charlotte


 External service providers


 Community Volunteers


• Content will be Service Area specific 


• Focus on action planning


• $30,000 allocated budget
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“Vision without action is a dream. Action without vision is simply 


Community Summit Concept:
Questions


passing the time. Action with vision is making a positive difference.” -
Joel Barker 







Housing & Neighborhood Development Committee 
2012 Meeting Schedule 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 


 
February 8 
February 22 (cancelled) 


 
March 14 (cancel or reschedule – conflicts with NLC Congressional City Conference) 
March 28  
 
April 11 
April 25  


 
May 9 
May 23  


 
June 13 
June 27 
 
(No July or August meeting due to summer break) 


 
September 12 
September 26  
 
October 10 
October 24 


 
November 14 
(Only one November meeting – 4th Wednesday conflicts with NLC trip) 


 
December 12 
December 26 


 
 


 
2nd and 4th Wednesdays of each month at Noon  


Room 280  
(unless otherwise noted) 
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