Charlotte City Council
Environment Committee
Summary Minutes
November 13, 2017
COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS
I.
II.
III.
IV.

Storm Water Policy Review
Clean Energy Resolution
Year End Review
Mallard Creek Spill

COMMITTEE INFORMATION
Committee Members Present: Patsy Kinsey (Chair), Claire Fallon, Dimple Ajmera, Ed Driggs
Staff Resources:

Kim Eagle, City Manager’s Office
Mike Davis, Engineering & Property Management
Kruti Desai, Engineering & Property Management

Meeting Duration:

12:00 PM – 1:10 PM

ATTACHMENTS
1.
2.
3.
4.

Agenda
Presentation – Storm Water Services Program
Draft Clean Energy Resolution
Presentation – Update on 36” Wastewater Main Break

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS
Chairwoman Kinsey called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the room to introduce themselves. She
then turned it over to Assistant City Manager Kim Eagle. Mrs. Eagle gave a brief overview of the agenda.
I.

Storm Water Policy Review

Mike Davis and Kruti Desai reminded the Committee that this is the third of three meetings that have been held
with this Committee and the goal for the Committee is to look at the scope of work for the program. The full
solution probably involves a combination of funding and an evaluation of some of the internal allocation of
resources that goes in the program.
Ms. Desai reviewed the “Storm Water Services Program Review” presentation (copy attached). She provided an
overview of the presentation and stated that the purpose is to continue a review and discussion of Charlotte’s
Storm Water program with a focus on the current scope of work. Staff seeks Committee action related to
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priority ‘C’ projects and projects that primarily benefit private property. Mr. Desai did a quick review of what
was discussed in prior meetings related to ‘A’, ‘AI’, ‘B’, and ‘C’ requests. She discussed the fee structure, funding
sources, and major projects in the CIP. A Storm Water financial model example was reviewed along with a
scenario of a 1% increase to the Storm Water fee. It was noted that this is not the recommendation; it is just a
review of what could be done if the Council decided to in the budget process.
Ms. Desai discussed the status of the ‘C’ requests and staff’s suggested path forward, which is to review the
3,800 low priority ‘C’ requests to determine if they move to a different category due to now being a higher
priority, address ‘C’ requests that qualify through larger watershed programs, and if they don’t move up the list
provide citizen outreach and education.
Ms. Desai reviewed the fee structure and stated that the biggest part of how they get revenue for C’s is from the
citizens paying their monthly water bill. These are all types that are based on same cost per impervious square
foot. So, basically, currently, we have a third of a penny per square foot that we charge to citizens. Our singlefamily rates are grouped into four tiers, and we give value to charge them, and our multi-family and commercial
are charged to the exact square foot. Our billing is combined with the city and county rates, and to the right,
you’ll see our total fees that we currently charge to each tier. So, basically, everybody’s paying the same rate
per square foot of impervious surface. In FY 2018, our group budget included most of our funding source
coming from fees, about 67%. We also had about 36% where we issued debt. And then, we had in lieu fees that
we collected.
The next one is budget per category is what we’re spending. Our operations are about 15% of our budget. Our
debt is a little over 11% that we’re paying for quality projects. And a big chunk of our money is going to our
major projects, our CIP funds that we have. And then, we have our minor projects, which are repair and
addressing our backlog. So, we recognize that one of the things that can impact what we put into our backlog is
what we’re spending on major projects versus minor projects.
Ajmera: Where are in lieu fees?
Desai: So, basically, that’s part of our PCSO, our Post-Construction Storm Water Ordinance, where we collect
fees with developers in lieu of them doing Storm Water control measures. Then, we use that funding to do other
projects that would help our work load.
Major projects, which are 46% of our budget this year, unlike our minor projects, this requires more than 3,000
feet of our drainage systems and off into a neighborhood. So, they do address a lot of flooding risks, but they
are a much larger-scale project than our smaller projects. And they are prioritized through our modeling and
investigation of an existing system. The typical costs of these projects are either five million to twenty million
dollars.
Davis: The reason we included this in the presentation is when I mentioned earlier that, going forward, we think
there are important decisions to be made about how we allocate dollars in terms of the program, this is what I
was referring to. This is important work that we do. It’s a way for us to deal with drainage systems as a whole,
but they are also really expensive. So, part of what we have got to evaluate going forward is, do we have that
right balance between what we spend on these major projects versus what we specifically target at the backlog?
Does that make sense?
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Ajmera: Would you have an idea of how many major projects we would have versus minor projects? To me, it
is very difficult to tell how many major projects we will end up working on a year in advance. Is there a historic
trend that you are looking at, that tells you here is usually the funding that it needs for us to do major projects?
What is it that we are looking at to come up with the major percentage number and how do we allocate it in a
way where we are addressing the needs of our constituents at the same time ensuring that we are prioritizing
the bigger projects that need your attention right away?
Davis: It is a balance. As part of the adoption of the budget, and part of the adoption of CIP, we would name
individual projects that would be advanced as part of that major project category. The minor funding, they are
not project-specific. We take them on how long they have been in the queue, and how urgent of a priority
those projects are.
Fallon: Is it possible that you need more people working and more money in that fund to take care of these
things?
Davis: So, as I mentioned, solving for this probably requires two things. It requires making sure we have the
right scope of work and making sure it is not bigger than we need to take on, but the other part of it absolutely
has to do with what our resources are.
Fallon: Do you have a plan to replace pipes? Not just fix them constantly. They have to be replaced. Do you
have a plan and a project, as we go along in the city because we have allowed zoning to the point that we have
density in places that just cannot handle it and they have to be replaced?
Davis: When we talk about these kinds of system-wide projects, that is really the only way in which you can do
that.
Mrs. Desai continued reviewing the presentation and discussed the Storm Water financial model. She also
discussed C requests and said they had over four thousand requests that would classify as C, and they stopped
qualifying them in 2015. They evaluated four hundred, and based on that sample, they m found 50% that would
not need any additional work, 20% would be reclassified as A or B, and then 30% remains C.
She stated that this is a backlog project over the next ten years at our current schedule of work, and this is
showing the work that we can complete over the next ten years from our backlog. Staff is recommending to
sustain our C’s and stay in our 2015 practice of no longer qualifying them and then continue to investigate the
remainder of the 3,800 requests, which again, we’re going to come to you in the spring with a contract to go and
investigate the rest of these C’s. We pull requests that no longer require corrective action, which is 50%.
Mrs. Desai continued stating they would add requests that would become an A or a B to the work list, which is at
20%. And then, we have 30% that we would remove requests that would remain as a C and retain information
for watershed, water planning and provide citizen outreach and education. Again, this is the $114 million we
talked about in the previous slide, for that 30% increase.
Mayor Roberts: I had a question about collaborating with the county, and how do we do that with budgeting
and with sharing a project, etc., kind of where is that all going to, is that coming later?
Desai: No. We have a joint utility fee as far as budgeting. They do have their own budget. They actually do
projects. Any drainage area greater than one square mile in the FEMA flood plain, they do their projects there,
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and we do everything under one square mile. We certainly collaborate with them on various water quality
projects.
Roberts: Looking at the maintenance schedule, what is coming up? Are we hand and glove with them and
looking at things that are going to become a major project, and we think that we are kind of developing to a
point where it’s time to hand off to them? How does that collaboration and coordination work? And then, if
we’re having this budget crunch, are they also? Are we talking about how we work on that together?
Desai: As far as budget crunch, I do not know if they are actually having as many issues, because a lot of theirs is
not as urban as ours. We certainly have a longer backlog than they do. We continue to talk with each other. We
have our Storm Water Advisory Committee, which is a joint committee, where we present all of our projects
together and anything under an area of one square mile, the city does manage that, and we fund those projects.
Driggs: On the slide, how is the 14% helpful as represented there? It looks like it is part of the ones that go
away because of the 14% in green?
Davis: The work production’s increased. So, what you’re trying to do is get the green all the way up to the top,
and you would’ve met your backlog.
Driggs: This is what it would have looked like without the increase that we had?
Davis: No, it is meant to just put the 14% in context. The red represents how much work there is to do. The
lowest green is how much production we would have had without the 14%, and that darker green that sits on
top is the increased production due to the 14% that helps us eat into that backlog.
Driggs: If I wanted to know for 2028 what the actual backlog is going to be, is it going to be almost twelve
thousand?
Davis: It is the difference between the red and the black.
Ajmera: So, the way I see it, even with the 14% increase, the dark green, we are still not keeping up with the
demand. It is still high.
Davis: That is correct.
Desai: Before the reevaluation of the C’s, the projected amount is five million dollars in the backlog, with the
reevaluation, where a portion of it goes to A and B, another portion stays in C, we need $114 million dollars just
to complete that 20% C’s, and the remainder of $251 million dollars.
Davis: So, this would be the moment where we’d like feedback, and I guess I might have to confer whether or
not this might be a formal thing or just guidance.
Eagle: If I could restate, the preliminary analysis showed us that the list is a statistically significant sample.
About half of the C’s went away. They either changed categories or they’re no longer an issue, whatever the
reason or the property owner corrected it. So, we want to come back in the spring with a contract to finish that
evaluation, so we can get to the real number of C’s based on that actual work. And then, you’re also
recommending that we maintain our current policy of qualifying no more, which has been communicated and
we’ve been practicing, since 2015.
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Davis: That’s true. The key difference here from what has been done since 2015 would be that last bullet,
which has to do with removing any existing C’s from the list.
Driggs: I would just like to highlight the fact that we have a nominal backlog right now of $545M in services just
within this enterprise. On reexamination, that shrinks to $365M. Still a huge issue. We need to talk about this
some more, and I personally had a concern about going out to the people in the 20% of C cases that don not get
addressed by reassignment or deletion, and just saying to them, “Sorry you waited so long, but we’re not going
to do anything for you.” One suggestion I have made that we may want to look at is whether or not we wind
those down by offering to those people some percentage of the cost that they incur for actual remediation in
lieu of the full remediation that we had promised them. So, if they came to us, and depending on how long they
have been on the list, let’s say you had a schedule of how long people have been on the list, anybody who’s
been on the list for seven years and actually performs the work and produces invoices gets 20% of something of
that cost reimbursed by the city in compensation for the deletion of the promise that we made all that time ago.
Eagle: What we could do is take that back as one idea, and then we gather for the Budget Committee priorities
conversation in December, start to unpack that some more and have staff bring back options as alternatives.
Driggs: I would hope to have that done not as a Budget conversation, but as a policy conversation about Storm
Water. I don’t want this to be a revenue issue. It is an equity issue, and it pertains to the Enterprise Fund and its
obligation.
Kinsey: I’m sort of liken this to the fact that Piedmont Natural Gas, AT&T or Duke Energy, if something
happened on your property, you have to pay for it, or you can get that insurance they offer now and then. So, if
it is on private property, I think we have to look at it pretty carefully before we start the funding those projects.
I know that sounds maybe unfair, because people are paying Storm Water fees, but we pay our fees, I mean, I
pay a whole lot of money to Piedmont Natural Gas every month. Even those people who have those projects on
private property, they are paying for the good of the order.
Eagle: Based on what we have heard today, we can go back and bring back a few additional pieces of
information, costs and some of those questions for another discussion prior to the January meeting.
II. Clean Energy Resolution
Mrs. Eagle stated that the draft resolution was drafted as aspirational in nature. It does have an aggressive goal,
however, it is non-binding. This is very much in keeping with what we have seen other cities do across the
nation, so there’s some consistency there. It does include a goal of 100% renewable energy by the year 2050.
She stated that staff wanted to get the Committee’s feedback on this in anticipation of potentially moving it
forward to the full council at the end of the month.
Roberts: I just wanted to add that Mayors around the country have signed on. I signed on as Mayor. It is
aspirational. Clearly, we are working with Duke Energy, because that is where a lot of our energy comes from,
and even with things with solar, etc., it goes back to the grid, so we have to be working with them. There is a lot
of interest and attention being paid to this right now, and this is the direction that cities are going. There is a
group in the community who cares about this greatly, and they brought this to us.
Fallon: Shouldn’t this go to a new council and let them make the decision?
Kinsey: No, we can make a decision.
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Driggs: I have a couple of concerns. One is a practical matter, getting to 100% of energy from those sources.
We have no concept of, in realty, how much it would cost or what that entails. So, I think aspiration is good, and
I think clean, renewable energy is good. So, is this aspirational or is it unrealistic? And if it’s unrealistic, then to
adopt this sounds nice and it’s qualitatively nice, and I support that part of it. Second, is when we say that all
municipal decisions, in light of whether they will bring the city and its residents closer to a 100% renewable
energy and ensure the benefits, that also could imply a lot of things that, in some instances, might be perceived
as unfriendly to business. Again, I think we should do it, but just be a little clearer about what the goal we are
setting for ourselves is and what burden we expect to place on the business community. I would have a hard
time supporting this. It’s too much of a blank check.
Kinsey: First of all, it is aspirational. I compare this to our tree canopy; that is aspirational. So, that does not
bother me. Also, I met with the group and they do have business leaders represented in the group that brought
this to us. So, I’m very comfortable with doing it, because it is not binding and it’s aspirational. As I said, I
compare it to our tree canopy. It is not policy; it is a resolution.
Roberts: To answer that further, in the same way for the tree canopy, we do not have a year-by-year projection
of how many trees we are losing and how many we are gaining or what the cost is. So, I do not feel
uncomfortable knowing that wind and solar are becoming a much bigger part of our entire energy grid. North
Carolina’s actually a leader in solar, because we have that renewable energy standard before any other
southeastern state, and we have a lot of sun. There are already cities in America that are 100%.
Driggs: As big as us?
Roberts: Not as big as us, but it is possible. I mean, it is already possible for size, and we can certainly get more
information for this, so we can look at this very closely, and it is actually achievable.
Driggs: It may not be impossible, but I think to make that commitment without having some idea of what that
actually entails, what it would take? Otherwise, it’s just not very meaningful. I do not want this to actually
create a burden on us instead of just residing out there as a feel-good statement.
Ajmera: I think it is good to set big goals, just like we have done with a lot of other things, whether it is tree
canopy, or it is workforce development, and I think if we have a big goal of making our city more sustainable. I
think this perfectly aligns with our overarching goal of Charlotte becoming sustainable. We have to start
somewhere and I am in full support of this.
Roberts: Three American cities use 100% renewable. Seven plan to join them within 20 years, per this article,
so, that is before 2050. Among those are San Diego, Rochester, San Francisco, San Jose, Grand Rapids, and East
Hampton. Those are all, and then there is Georgetown. Aspen is already there, running on 100% renewable
energy, wind and water.
Driggs: Aspen is one of the richest communities in the country and populated entirely with people with very
strong finances.
Roberts: Which is what you would expect for the first one, but you look at the other large ones, not just
California, but other cities that have been doing 20 years.
A motion was made by Council member Ajmera and seconded by Council member Kinsey to forward the
resolution to the full Council for approval. Motion tied 2-2 with Driggs and Fallon voting against.
6|P a g e
Environment Committee
Committee Summary Minutes

Chairwoman Kinsey stated that the resolution can be put on the next agenda and just let the Council know that
it was a tied vote in Committee.
III. Year End Review
Mrs. Eagle pointed out the paper in front of the Committee that highlights all the committee accomplished this
last year.
IV. Mallard Creek Spill
Mrs. Eagle introduced David Czerr from Charlotte Water to provide the Committee with an update on the recent
spill at Mallard Creek. Mr. Czerr reviewed the attached presentation.
The meeting was adjourned at 1:10 p.m.
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Environment Committee

Monday, November 13, 2017; 12:00 – 1:30 p.m.
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center
Room 280
Committee Members:

Patsy Kinsey, Chair
James Mitchell, Vice Chair
Claire Fallon
Dimple Ajmera
Ed Driggs

Staff Resource:

Kim Eagle, City Manager’s Office

AGENDA
I.

Storm Water Policy Review
Staff Resources: Mike Davis, Engineering & Property Management
Kruti Desai, Engineering & Property Management
Staff will provide a review of Charlotte’s Storm Water program, current scope of work and
address previous Committee questions concerning the program approach.
Action: Seek Committee guidance related to Priority “C” projects and projects that primarily
benefit private property.

II.

Clean Energy Resolution
Staff Resource: Kim Eagle, City Manager’s Office
The Clean Energy Resolution is a non-binding resolution in which the City of Charlotte commits to
a goal of 100 percent clean, renewable energy for all energy sectors by 2050. Municipalities have
adopted similar resolutions across the United States. The City of Charlotte has already begun to
take advantage of clean, renewable energy sources, including, solar photovoltaic arrays and solar
thermal systems for hot water.
Attachment: 1. Draft Resolution
Action: Approve resolution and forward to full Council.

III.

Year End Review
Staff Resource: Kim Eagle, City Manager’s Office
Staff will provide an update on the Environment Committee’s accomplishments over the last year,
as well at the FY2018 first quarter Focus Area Plan results.
Action: None for information only.
Next Meeting: TBD, pending new Committee assignments

Distribution:

City Council
Bob Hagemann

Marcus Jones, City Manager
Stephanie Kelly

Executive Team
Environmental Cabinet

DRAFT
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF CHARLOTTE CITY COUNCIL IN SUPPORT OF A STATE AND NATIONAL
GOAL OF 100% CLEAN ENERGY BY 2050 OR SOONER AND THE CREATION OF GREEN JOBS

WHEREAS, the Charlotte City Council committed in the FY 2018-2019 Environment Focus
Area plan to “become a global leader in environmental sustainability, balancing economic
growth with preserving our natural resources;” and,
WHEREAS, the City of Charlotte recognizes that protecting our natural resources, promoting
conservation, and improving the environment is fundamentally important to quality of life
and essential to maintaining a vibrant economy; and,

WHEREAS, Charlotte is becoming a global leader in environmental sustainability by
practicing environmental stewardship in City operations and seeking and supporting
collaborative and regional solutions to environmental problems; and,
WHEREAS, social mobility and economic advancement will be improved by investing in renewable
energy that will further the City of Charlotte’s technological hubs, encourage the growth of the
renewable industry, and create jobs here and across the state; and,
WHEREAS, the City of Charlotte can get 100 percent of its energy from clean, renewable sources by
harnessing our abundant renewable resources, and investing and supporting the innovations in energy
conservation, energy efficiency, green transportation, energy storage, and other technologies.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Charlotte should commit to a goal of 100 percent
clean, renewable energy for all energy sectors by 2050, and move as quickly as possible to achieve that
goal.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT officials and staff will consider all municipal decisions in light of
whether they will bring the City and its residents, businesses, and institutions closer to 100 percent
renewable energy and ensure that the benefits of renewable energy are realized by North Carolinians
from all walks of life by 2050 or sooner.

11/21/2017

Storm Water Services Program Review
City Council Environment Committee

November 13, 2017

Overview
Purpose
Continue a review and discussion of Charlotte’s Storm Water program with focus on
current scope of work.
Seek Committee Action related to:
- Priority ‘C’ Projects
- Projects that primarily benefit private property
Outline
– Review of 8/14 and 9/18 Committee Meeting
– Funding and Expenditures for Storm Water Program
– Financial Modeling
– Cost and Backlog Information for ‘C’ Projects and Private-Benefit projects
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Review of Prior Meetings
Basic Components of a Program

Quality

Quantity

Charlotte has an award-winning program

2015 Study Affirmed
Major Practices
Several Key
Recommendations
Implemented
System and Backlog Continue to Grow
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Review of Prior Meetings (cont.)
Purpose of Plan:
• Organize all program
activities and policies
under one document
• Program major staff
activities
• Provide funding and
project information

Key components of the plan will be presented to the
Environment Committee as it is developed.
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Review of Prior Meetings (cont.)
Charlotte uses a priority-based system for scheduling project work

AI

B

A
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Review of 9/18 Meeting (cont.)
Priority ‘C’ Requests
Lowest priority work
Stopped qualifying in
2015
Reevaluating the 4,205
existing requests
Work on Private Property
Some work on private property is
necessary for public drainage
system.
Some work on private property only
(or primarily) benefits the property
owner.
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Fee Structure
Bill combines City and County
rates into a total monthly fee

Fee appears on monthly
water bill
Fees for all property
types are based on the
same cost per square
foot of impervious.

Single Family rates are
grouped into four tiers
using a median value.

Median

City

County

Bill
Process

Total Fee

1,673

$5.52

$0.77

$0.95

$7.24

2,467

$8.13

$1.20

$0.95

$10.28

3,648

$12.04

$1.73

$0.95

$14.72

6,034

$19.91

$2.96

$0.95

$23.82

$143.73

$20.00

$0.95

$164.68

Tier I
Detached Single Family

(Currently 1/3 of a penny per
square foot)

Customer Base

<2000 sq ft
37,112 accounts (20%)
60.5M SF of impervious (10%)

Tier II
2000 to 2999 sq ft
74,320 accounts (41%)
184.1M SF of impervious (32%)

Tier III
3000 to 4999 sq ft
53,885 accounts (29%)
202.9M SF of impervious (35%)

Tier IV
5000 sq ft and up
19,034 accounts (10%)
130.9M SF of impervious (23%)

Multifamily &
Commercial

Multifamily and
Commercial are charged
to the exact square foot.

21,528 accounts
1.08B SF of impervious

NA
per impervious acre
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FY 2018 Council Approved Budget
In-Lieu
Fees

In-Lieu Fees
$1.6M
1.4%

$1.6M
1.4%
Minor
Projects

Operations
$15.5M
15%

$24.2M
23%

Debt
Issuance

Debt
Service

$40.0M

$11.8M
11%

36.7%
Fees
$67.4M
61.8%

Water Quality
Major
Projects

$2.2M
2%

$50.4M
48%

Funding by Source

Budget by Category
8
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Major Projects (“CIP”)

Major
46.2%
$50.4M

Major CIP Projects
• Intended to address flooding risks.

Myrtle / Morehead Project

• Requires work on thousands of feet of drainage system, often
throughout a neighborhood.
• Projects prioritized through modeling and investigation of existing
system
• Typical projects costs range from $5M-$20M
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Storm Water Financial Model
EXAMPLE
ONLY

10-Year Projection
Account Growth
Fee Collection Rate
Operating Expenses
Debt Service
Transfers to Capital

Debt Coverage Ratio
Fund Balance
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What 1% Point Achieves
For each 1% of increase in Storm Water Fee…
1% Rate Increase
(Based on FY2019)
Revenue Generated
FY2019

$670,000
4 AI’s, or
7 A’s/B’s, or

Projects Addressed
FY2019

1 Water Quality Project

Revenue Generated
FY2019 – FY2028

$7 million

Debt Capacity Generated
FY2019 – FY2028

None
40 AI’s, or
61 A’s/B’s, or

Projects Addressed
FY2019 – FY2028

7 Water Quality Project
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“What would it take?”
Project Backlog by Year

2500
2000

NOT
RECOMMENDED

1500
1000
500
0

FY
FY
FY
FY
FY
FY
FY
FY
FY
FY
FY
FY
FY
FY
FY
FY
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

In theory:

NOT
RECOMMENDED

•

11% annual increase for 15 years

•

Over 15 years, add:
• 45 new unspecified contracts (135 crews)
• 135 inspectors, 27 construction supervisors, 5 construction
managers, and 95 designers

•

In FY 2034 the monthly Tier IV fee would be $105.75
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‘C’ Requests (Review)
Status of Current ‘C’ Requests
• 4205 requests classified as ‘C’ as of
July 1, 2015
• 400 have been reevaluated

Remain as ‘C’
30%

• Based on that sample,
~ 2100 will not require work

20%

~ 850 will be reclassified as ‘A’ or ‘B’
~ 1250 will remain classified as ‘C’

50%

Reclassified
to 'A' or 'B'

No Work
Needed

Path Forward
Investigate remaining 3,800 low priority ‘C’ requests
- Address any request that is now an ‘AI’
- Add requests that have become an ‘A’ or ‘B’ to the work list
- Address ‘C’ requests (stream erosion) only through larger
watershed projects
- Provide citizen outreach and education
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Backlog Projection with Current Scope of
Program (Current Project Costs)

14,000
12,000

Projects

10,000

Adjusted projection for
A’s, B’s, and C’s after
reinvestigation of all C’s.

8,000
6,000
4,000
2,000
0

Projects Completed

14% Impact

AI, A, B Backlog

C Backlog
14
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Value of Service Requests After
Reevaluating ‘C’s
~$545M

Minor Maintenance

$600,000,000

~$365M

$500,000,000

$400,000,000

Minor Maintenance

C

$114M

C
$300,000,000

$200,000,000

$100,000,000

A/B
AI

$-

Before
Reevaluation

$251M

A/B
AI

After
Reevaluation

Does not includes costs associated with water quality or Community
Investment Plan projects
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Citizen Interest in ‘C’ Requests
Contacts by Citizens
• Storm Water Services receives
over 2,000 contacts from
citizens every year.

C Requests

All Other
4,
7%

• Staff responds to an average
of 54 concerns annually that
include a member of City
Council.
• 4 of these contacts relate to
classification ‘C’ requests.

54,
93%

Council–Citizen Contacts Regarding Storm
Water Concerns Annually
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Requested Action #1
Requested Action #1 – Classification ‘C’ Projects
Staff Recommendation:
Sustain 2015 practice to no longer qualify classification ‘C’ requests,
continue with reinvestigation of remaining 3,800 requests, and:
• Close requests that no longer require
corrective action,
• Add requests that have become an A
or B to work list,
• Remove requests that remain a C,
retain information for watershed wide
planning, and provide citizen outreach
and education
17

Work on Private Property
Reasons to work on Private Property
• Public Benefit: Work on private property is
often necessary to make improvements to
public system.
• Private Benefit: Assisting homeowners with
high cost improvements was a part of the
original mission of Storm Water Services.
Challenges
• Current funding of program is not adequate to provide satisfactory
response times.
• Messaging can be confusing and frustrating to citizens:
o “We have a program to help”... however…“It’s homeowner’s
responsibility until we begin a project.”

18
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Private Property Benefit Projects
Work on Private
Property,
Benefiting Private
Property

$21.4M

13%
Work in Right-ofWay Only
51%
Work on Private
Property
Benefiting Public
System
36%

All Minor Projects

[Active and Unfunded]
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Requested Action #2
Requested Action #2 – Private Property Benefit Only Projects
Staff Recommendation:
Discontinue qualification of new projects for work that only benefits
private property.
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Next Steps
Date

Purpose

August 14
(Environment Committee)

•

Purpose of a storm water program

•

Confirm key Council questions

•

Respond to Council questions

•

Introduce envisioned comprehensive plan

•

Review of Storm Water Services scope of
work

November 13

•
•
•

Seek recommendation on scope of work
Review current fee structure
Present revenue relationship to project
backlog

December (Tentative)
Budget Committee

•

Overview of priorities

September 11

(Environment Committee)

(Environment Committee)

January
Council Retreat
21
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October 2017 Mallard Creek
36” Wastewater Main Break

Environment Committee
November 13, 2017

Tuesday October 24
• Mallard Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant staff
observed unusually low flows entering the plant
• Field Operations staff discovered a fallen tree across
Mallard Creek impacting a 36” wastewater gravity
main
• High creek flows from Monday evening storms
exacerbated by the fallen tree collecting debris
caused water to scour the streambank
• The 36” wastewater pipe collapsed under its own
weight
2

1

11/21/2017

Tuesday October 24

3

4.7 Million Gallons Spilled
• Temporary bypass
operation set up
• Spill under control
by 8:15 pm
• Five flex lines
pumped
wastewater over
land around broken
section
• Secondary spill
occurred when a
flex line ruptured
4

2

11/21/2017

Clean Up & Temporary Bypass

5

Repair Efforts
• Installation of 2
sturdier 18”
temporary pipes
• Construction
road
• Gabion wall
• Replace 36” pipe
section
• Stream
restoration
• Total cost approx.
$600K
6
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Repair

7

Next Steps
• Stream restoration
• Address 18 similar
locations identified for
risk of pipe failure or
localized instability

8
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Questions?

5

ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
Urban Forest
Master Plan

LEED EBOM
work at Old City
Hall

Cemetery
Ordinance

Solid Waste
Ordinance
Compressed
Natural Gas
Station

FY 2018 & FY 2019
Environment Focus
Area Plan

Elimination of
Bottled Water for
City Council Meeting

Methane to
Energy Project

Energy STAR
Building

Water Sewer
Rate Review

Racial Equity
Grant Award

Improvements to
Emergency Response
for Downed Trees

Storm Water
Rate Review

Environment Focus Area Plan - First Quarter Report
Strategy

Measure/Target

First Quarter Status

Increase alternative fuel vehicles in City fleet by 50 vehicles Eight CNG Solid Waste vehicles were added to the fleet, equating to 16% of overall goal. In July 2017, the City's 5Increase use of alternative fuel vehicles in City fleet* over two years
year pilot CNG fielding station opened at SWS facility.
Decrease waste in City facilities
Increase the use of recycled and environmentally
friendly products

Maintain a 15% minimum recycling rate in police stations

13% progress. After a waste audit, two stations have a 16% recycling rate.

Increase Green purchasing

Data will not be available until the end of October

Reduce energy usage in City facilities*

Use 15% less energy as compared to facilities across the
Southeastern US

Data will not be available until the of the calendar year

Increase renewable energy usage

25% progress. Contract with North Carolina Sustainable Energy Association signed with analysis beginning in
Assess 5 City assets for renewable technology opportunities November 2017.

Reduce water usage in City facilities

Install three technologies to reduce consumption

1. Water recovery unit being installed at Discovery Place.
2. Currently evaluating sub-metering at Old City Hall as part of LEED for Existing Buildings analysis

Rehabilitate streams to improve water quality*

Improve at least 5,000 feet of impaired stream per year

0 feet of impaired stream have been restored this qrt. 951 feet (Chantilly Tributary) is scheduled to be completed in
December. An additional 930 feet (Museum Tributary) is scheduled to be completed in March. 27,000 feet (Reedy
Creek) is scheduled to start construction in November.

Rehabilitate streams to improve water quality*

Treat 100 acres of impervious area runoff prior to entering
streams

0 acres of runoff treatment have been added this year. 129 acres of additional runoff treatment is scheduled to be
completed in December.

Encourage residents to conserve water through
education and awareness

10% progress. As of the end of the first fiscal quarter of FY 2018, Charlotte Water has 444 smart irrigation accounts, a
Increase number of smart irrigation devices installed by 5% significant (9.6%) increase over the 405 accounts managed at the end of FY 2017.

Encourage residents to conserve water through
education and awareness

Increase number of individuals reached through public
events and conservation education efforts by 10%

100% progress. Charlotte Water has consistently increased its outreach efforts especially in the arena of cultural
events. An example in the first fiscal quarter includes education efforts at Charlotte's El Grito Festival, an event that
involved over 35,000 festival goers. Other more traditional outreach (tours, classroom, etc.) provided water education
to almost 500 additional individuals.

Encourage the use of environmentally friendly
transportation options

Increase the percent of residents who walk, bicycle or take
transit to work

CATS ridership is down for the first quarter by 9.7%. In part, the downturn in ridership is due to services that CATS
no longer operates, such as UNC-Charlotte shuttles that are operated this year by the University. CATS does expect
transit ridership to improve in March 2018 when light rail is extended to the University area.

Increase public alternative fueling stations (e.g.
Electric charging stations, compressed natural gas
fueling stations)

Increase the number of alternative fueling stations
available to the public by 25%

No additional public stations were funded for FY 2018.
1 station will be installed at a City facility for City fleet vehicles.
A consultant has been secured to help the City plan effectively for placement of future public stations.

Divert waste from the landfill

Reduce pounds landfilled per curbside residential unit
compared to the prior fiscal year

314.47 pounds per curbside unit (July/August). This is an annual measure and Quarter 1 results show July and August
pounds landfilled. September pounds landfilled not yet available. The FY 2017 year-end amount was 1,789.4.

Increase food waste diversion

To date, Solid Waste has held 11 events. Upon year-end, a baseline number will be established. In FY 2019, the goal
will be to exceed the FY 2018 number.

Promote waste options*

Establish a baseline number of outreach events
Increase education on residential recycling for lowest
recycling neighborhood profile areas

Three events have been held to date. The goal is to have > 24 events.

Assess aging tree canopy

Assess 4,400 large trees per year to inform proper
stewardship or removal strategies

530 trees have been assessed and we plan to contract for another 20,000 assessments this year.

Plant more trees*

Establish a tree canopy neutrality goal for public projects

Staff is currently discussing the concept of establishing a tree canopy neutrality goal for public projects

Plant more trees*

Plant 15,000 trees per year through public planting and
private partnerships

Staff is gathering data on trees removed by public projects and using the current canopy coverage analysis to predict
future canopy from trees planted.

Develop a pilot research and design district for the
City to test Smart systems and sensor data

Test three different Smart technologies

The North End Smart District is looking into the feasibility of smart kiosks.

Promote education and job training in the field of
sustainability

Create five apprenticeship opportunities in sustainability

Sustainability Office had a Davidson College Sustainability Scholar and a UNC Chapel Hill internship over the summer.
E&PM had 1 summer intern in the Facilities Energy Management area

Implement the Envision My Ride program

50% progress. Phase I (Bus/Rail Integration) has officially been adopted by the Metropolitan Transit Commission, and
will go into effect when the BLE comes on line in Mar '18. CATS has drafted Phase II, and is currently taking that draft
out for public comment.

Develop affordable transit options that enhance
connectivity within the Charlotte region

