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Last week's expose of malingering by City employees and supervisors

demonstrates serious senior management incompetence. The

incidents reported are but a few of the many more that can easily
Every observant citizen has seen oversized work crews

be shown.
simply standing around. Many citizens have regularly seen

occupied City vehicles parked for extended periods.

NO. The problem is not limited to the few reported incldents.

The problem is much greater. It results from a city structure
bloated with too many employees, and an organization with far
too many levels. There are clearly excessive numbers of
managerial, staff and "assistant" positions, and there are few
effective work management programs in place. City government
is, simply, out of effective control.

These, among others, are management failures for which the City
Manager and staff are solely responsible. You, as stewards ol

our city and our money, must hold the City Manager strictly and
visibly accountable. You must, if citizens are to retain any
confidence at all in your ability to govern our cilty.

777, ﬂ&éw

Howard H. Bradshaw

Executive Director
CITIZENS FOR EFFECTIVE GOVERNMENT

FERTATIF LA, g



January 22, 1992

Mr. Pat McCrory
1963 Maryland Avenue

Charlotte, NC 28209

Dear Mr. McCrory:

Thank you for taking the opportunity to listen to my opinion and to

acknowledge the disadvantages which are being exper 1enced by disabled
retirees of the Charlotte City Police Department. Your 1insights 1in

dealing with our government are very 1mportant and beneficlial to our
community, as it 1s difficult for the average citizen to make any 1deological

contributions to our government.

In reference to our telephone conversation on January 8, 1992 pertaining

to the Supplemental pay for retiring police officers, I would like for
yvou to brang the following to the City Council on behalf of every disabled

retired officer. Your asslstance 1S (greatl needed!

On December S5, 1960, I joined the Charlotte Police Department 1n hopes
of being an officer until time to retire under normal conditions. On
June 2, 1970 while on duty as a sworn officer of the law, 1 was hit
two times by a car while I was breaking up a fight between three young
males 1n their early twenties. As a result of this accident, 1 received
5 severe 1njury to my left leg and knee, hematomas to the right leg,

in addition to a cerebral concussion. As a result, 1 was required to
stay 1n the hospital for twenty-five days and then required to stay

at home for recovery for an additional nine months. Upon returning

to the Police Department, Dr. Robert Miller of Miller Clinic only allowed

me to work on the inside of the Police Department. He felt that 1 should
never return to the field as a patrolman due to the fifty percent disability

to my leg.

Sshortly thereafter, a new program entil tied "Minimum Standards® was 1mplemented.
This affected all disabled officers due to the fact that the 1ndividual
had to either 1) go back into the field or 2) leave the Police Department.

In December 1976, I was required to retire on disability. At this point,

I had served over sixteen years wilth the Police Department and was 38

. Disability in the highest category at this time was approximately
$550 per month. This pre-tax figure was the amount that myself and
others had to accept. By accepting this amount, if I were to become
deceased, my Spouse would not recelve anything. The disability compensatlon
woula no longer exist. For my spouse tO continue to receive the disabllity
compensation, 1 would have to accept approximately half of the amount

1n the top category, which would have been approximately $275 per month
prior to taxes. No family would be able to survive on this amount.

Due to the fact that I was forced to retire, 1t 1S 1mperatlive for me
1 am also unable to obtain Social Security.

Since my position with the Police Department was terminated, I have
developed diabetes mellitus. With my disability in addition TO diabetes,

I am mo longer a very marketable employee. Acquiring and maincaining
a job 1s very difficult under these circumstances. Due TO economic




cut-backs 1n several companies, 1 have been laid off on several occasions.
When this occurs, obtaining a new job 1s a very difficult situation

due to my disability and diabetes. I am certainly not the only individual
in this position. There are approximately 43 from the Charlotte Police
Department which share my predicament.

I was the first officer who was required to retire. At this point,
I was told I could work for any N.C. State office with the exception
of being a sworn officer. Currently, I can not hold any position with
the city or county government in the State of N.C. If so, all of my
retirement will expire. This puts myself and other retired officers
1n a vVery nocr predicament.

The City of Charlotte now gives able, retiring offices a new option

that was then unavailable to disabled officers. This option 1s the
Socilal Security Supplement. This i1ncentive encourages officers to retire

as soon as their required time 1is in. These i1ndividuals are able to
obtain good jobs because they have no disability. This pay 1n addition
to thelr regular retirement exceeds $2000 per month.

I am requesting your assistance and by no means asking for something
which 1S not actually due to myself or others in my situation. 1 was

forced to retire and could have worked on the inside of the Police Department,
which 1S now being performed by non-officers who do not possess the

knowledge and abilities of a sworn officer. It 1s a fact that I was
denied the opportunity to retire under normal conditions, thus depriving
myself and many other officers of the Social Security Supplemental pay.

In order for my family to exist, I am i1n much need of the Social Security
Supplemental pay. I respectfully request this option so that my family

doesn't have to become a patron of Welfare. I and many others would
like the opportunity to be productive citizens, regardless of our disabilities,

which many i1n society hold against us. Please take the time and i1nitiative

to assist myself and those others who are involved. Your consideration
1n this matter will be greatly appreclated and much needed.

Sincerely,

AL A T

Of ficer Paul D. Thornburg, Reg
7811 Byrum Draive

Charlotte, NC 28217-2306




MEMORANDUM

DATE : February 3, 1992

TO: Mayor and City Council

FROM: Vizég/fi Alexander, Director

Budget and Evaluation

MID-YEAR BUDGET ORDINANCE REVIEW

A briefing will be held on the mid-year budget ordinance at
3:30 p.m., Monday, February 10 in Room 267 prior to the Tax
Administrator's briefing on appraisals.

If you are unable to attend, alternative sessions will be held
in the Budget Office Conference Room on Thursday, February 6 at

11:00 a.m. and Friday, February 7 at 1i1:00 a.m.



812/
CHARLOTE

Richard Vinroot
AMavor

To: City Counciil

If you haven't done so, please read this
article on consolidation.

ag
Attachment

Public Service Is Qur Business



T

$

*-.‘u;p....;n.m ¥ T

~Meet Sam City

and Carl Count
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® Sam lives 1n Charlotte, Carl El’ust outside,
Both get virtually the same publiC services.

So why are Sam’s taxes so much higher?” .

Most members of the Charlotte  ®E ";"ﬁme <] J"mﬁimtf'
City Council and the Mecklenburg goverpments both contnbute
Board of County Commissioners money to some worthy cause —
now seem to understand the tax  cultural g and fzclitles, for
equity issue. Among the excep- example — pays twice Dt
tions are Bob Walton and counctl  Carl pays only once. v~ »
member Don Reid & for every service counly gov

Commissioner Walton al! but  emment prowvides that city govern

ment doesn L, Sam pays as much as

Carl does. !
B For things cty gu#tmment
pays for by itself such as the

ques

hons whether Coliseurmn or street improvements,
there really is Sam pays and Carl doesnt -

a tax equity Of course the more your prop-
jssue  Given is worth, the greater the dollar
councli mem difterence. Those city, residents
beér ™ Reid s wha are hiowling about tax bulls in
concern for _ the $4 000 mﬁnmpaﬁng about
the city tax ooy }4 $2 000 more than someone lvin
payer s wallet, SHINN 4 outside the city in & home o
il he under comparable value Thats what
stood  the they qught 1o be hnwlj,lng about.
issue he surely would be zeroingin =~ % .

with both barrels, and he isn t, % .
\ s there atax equity issue? ~ Merger makes sense

Consider a couple of mythical Further evidence that Don Reid
Mecklenburg residents, Sam City doesntunderstand all this was his

and Carl County Sam as you've » comment last week, during a dis-

robably guessed lives 1n Char
oite. He owns a home and a
coyple of cary, all of which the tax
appraiser values at $100 000 Carl
lives In an unincorporated area,
and Lis home and cars are also on

metaxboohsiﬁtﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂ Bl
P

The difterence? Qarbage
Last AT tax bl
was H%Eg; Caﬂ!sirgspe

Why the dilference? 4 »r ¥
You might assume that Sam paid
$550 more because he has access
to public serices and facilities that
aren t avalable to Carl.
But both have polhice on call i
need them
h have tax paid or tax subrsi-
dized firefighters and fire trucks gn
call il they need them

Carl s water and sewer service IS
provided by the same uulity
depanment that provides Sam s,
and at the same rates.

If a stray dog s causing prob-
lems 1n Carl 8§ yard he can call an
armumal control officer to pick up
the dog just as Sam can

Both have equal access to oy
and county parks, the Coliseum
Ovens Auditonum Spint Square
Discovery Place the Mint Museum
Each owes tus gpportunuty to
make a good lmng at least indi
rectly to an econgmy for wiuch
Charloite — with its airport its
convention center its cultural and
entertainyment attracuons, 1ts inira
structure — 1s the catalyst

isn { there something Sam gets
from local government that

doesn 1?7 Well yes Sam gets his
garbage picked up Cari doesnt

Unfair is untair

Peaple with a sophisqicated
understanding of city and county
fitnances have been known to
argue that 1t 15n t really that unfair
They track Lhe state and federal
money that comes into the com
mumty and say lhat somehow
makes lhungs even But the fact 1s
thayr city residents pay at aboul
twice the rate of noncily residents,
andd about all they get for the
dilference 15 garbage collection

That bnngs us back to the
original questhion Why?

® Evety time city and county
governments provide duplicated
services as in the case ol police
and parks Sam pays for both while
Carl pws (o1 anly one

cussion of the proposed merger of
police and parks. He sad he
wasn t interested in those mergers
uniess they would mean (ax cuts
for il faxpayers, both inmde and
outs:de the city But even if those |

menzers resylted in substantual say-
e e ubsto e

would be no w?y lmld
provide a tax cut tor people who
live in the mlint:aﬁrated areas of
the county Consider these figures,

“ Of the $1278 millon county
police budget, $8 98 mullion goes

or services outside the city
although all taxpayers, inside and

ouiside the ci% pay for them
people in Meck

There are 511 4
0 the average

lenburg tuum%
payimnent for those services per

resident county wide s $18 But
the $8 88 milhon serves only Lhe
83 812 res:dents who [ive outside
Charlotte so the average cOsl per
resident served 1s $107 [n other
words, DPeople who live oulside

Charlotte pay an average of 318
each fOr a service that Ccosts the
county 3107 each to deliver What
makes such a bargain possible 1s
that city residents, who dont get
the service are paying & average
of $18 each too — 1n addition to
paying $7 for county palice facils
ties and activities that serve the
entire county (which residents out
side the city also pay) and $95 for
the city police department
All of that means city residents
pay an average of 3120 each for
pohice service wiile res dents out
side the Cily pay an average of $25
i the iwD departments were com
bined and patd {or with a county
wide tax the average n Or putside
the aity would be $103 — a drop
of about 14% for city residents

But {or a palice merger 10 mean
a tax cut for property owpers in the
unincaormarated areas 1t would
have to bnng the cost of police
service down from $103 per per
son served to Jess than the $25
they pay now Not even Don Reud
could expect that

What he ought to expect —
mdeed demand — s that the
depanments be merged sO oMy
residents no matter what happens
1o the City tax rale wiil no Ion%fr
have (¢ pay more than BU% of the
cost of police service for residents
of unincorporated areas.

alsfu

Jerry Shunn s an Observer asso

cigie ad oY




1985-1986 Work on 2005 Transportation Plan begins. Citizen Advisory
Committee (CAC) is formed to assist City and County staft
in plan development. A series of 7 public meetings are
held to present the process and identify key issues.

November 1987 Charlotte voters approve $46 million in street improvement

bonds. These funds are programmed for both City and State
projects in accordance with the City's policy to use local
funds for high-priority State roads which carry primarily

local tratfic.

A second series of 7 public meetings are held to present
roadways which will have future capacity problems according

to staff's work to date.

October 1987~
January 1988

June-August 1988 A final series of 7 public meetings are held to present the
new 1988 countyv-wide Thoroughfare Plan and a list of 88

roadway proiects needed by 2005.

Charlotte voters approve $100 million in street improvement
bonds. Thege funds are programmed for local roadway

projects only in accordance with the City's road policy.

November 1988

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) adopts the new Thoroughfare Plan

recommended by the CAC and the Technical Coordinating
Committee (TCC).

Spring 19589 Transportation staff identify and prioritize 39 roadway
projects needed to handle projected 1997 peak-hour
volumeeg. Staff identifies an additional 37 roadway

improvements needed by 2005. These 76 projects are
prioritized using 10 criteria similar to the ones used for

the 1983 Transportation and Land Development Policy.

The CMMPO, in an effort to better address existing

congestion problems, approves a revised list of roadway
project needs for inclusion in the FY 90-04 Transpor-

tation Improvement Program. Staff adds on 11lth criterion,

the reduction of existing congestion, and re-evaluates each
of the 39 projects needed by 1997/.

July 1989

September 1989 The CMMPO, Charlotte City Council, and the Mecklenburg
County Board of Commissioners adopt the 2005 Transportation

Plan.

The CMMPO adopts a FY 91-95 Transportation Improvement
Program based on the 2005 Plan project priorities, as
changed in 1989 to reflect current congestion.

March 21, 1990



February 1991

March 20,

1991

2005 TRANSPORTATION PLAR/ROADWAY PROJECTS

BACKGROUND
Page Two

Council revises the City's road construction policy which
had restricted City funding to those projects on the local
gsystem. Under the new policy, the City may fund all or

part of the cost of constructing non-numbered State roadway
projects in Charlotte which are on the local priority list.

The CMMPO adopts the FY 92-96 Transportation Improvement
Program which reflects the project priorities established

in 1989. Only 1 project (Billy Graham Parkway/Wilkinson
Boulevard Interchange) which was not on the 1997 highway

needs list has been added to the area's >-year roadway
needs list.




11.

2005 TRANSPORTATION PLAN
FUNDING STATUS OF RECOMMENDED ROADWAY PROJECTS

Thirty-nine roadway projects needed by 1997

A. Four of 7 City projects in FY92-96 Capital Improvement Program (CIP)}. See
Attachment 1.

B. Nine of 25 State projects recommended in 2005 Plan are funded.

1. Westinghouse Boulevard Widening and Extension
a. Segment from Granite to NC 49 added to CIP on August 26 to

begin planning/design

The above project added to 1992-1998 N.C. Transportation

Improvement Program in November for right-of-way acquisition and
construction.

c. Segment from Carpet to Culp also in NCTIP.
d. Segment from Culp to Sugar Creek under construction by City.

2. Three more State projects have interim improvements programmed
{as shown by Attachment 1)

b.

C. The remaining 7 unfunded roadway needs are currently State responsibility.

1. Roadways could become local regsponsibilility through annexation or
reduction in State roadway mileage.
2. In the future, City mav become responsible for portions of:

a. Northwest Circumferential
b. Vance Road Extension

c. Beatties Ford Road Widening
d. U, S. 74 Collector Roads

e, Johnston Road Extension
f. Arrowood Road Extension

g. Eastern Circumferential

Thirty-seven more roadway projects needed by 2005.

A. Billy Graham/Wilkinson Blvd. interchange (#43) has been partially funded.

1. City is building one quadrant using public/private program.
2. State has included one quadrant in NCTIP.

B. City would be responsible for 8 of the projects on 2005 needs list.

C. State has responsibility for 19 of the 37 projects.

D. Remaining 9 projects are currently State responsibility but could become
local projects in future.




TABLE 2

STATUS OF MAJOR ROADWAY PROJECTS RANKING (NEEDED BY 1997)

LSTIMATED
FUNDING COMPLETION
2 TATUS DATE
Independence Boulevard (US 74)/5haron Amity Road Interchange Uafunded(S)
Independence Expressway (US 74)XSharon Amity Road to Conference Drive) Urfunded(S)
1 77 Widemng to 6 Lanes (John Belk Freeway 1o Nations Ford Road) NCTIP(A) 1997(B)
Freedom Dnve (NC 27) Widening to 4 Lanes (Edgewood Road to Mt Holly Road) Unfunded(S)
York Road (NC 49) Widening to 4 Lanes (Tyvola Road to South Carolina Line) NCTIP(A)
Graham Street Extension (Sugar Creek Road to Mallard Creek Road) NCTIP 1995
Graham Street/NC 49 Connector NCTIP After 1998
Sam Furr Road Widening to 4 Lanes including Interchange with I 77 NCTIP 1995
Fairview Road Widening to 6 Lanes (Park Road to Colony Road) CIP After 1996
Sharon Road Widening 1o 6 Lanes (Sharon Lane to Sharon View Road) CIP Altler 1996
westinghouse Boulevard Widening 10 4 Lanes (NC 49 to Granite Street) NCTIP 1908
Wesunghouse Boulevard Extension {(Culp Road to Sugar Creek) CIP 1992
Westinghouse Boulevard Widening and Extension (Carpet Street to Culp Road) NCTIP Aflter 1998
Statesville Avenue Widening to 4 Lanes (Newlaad Road to Hickory Lane) Unfunded(S)
Woodlawn Road (US 521) Widening to 6 Lanes (I 77 to South Boalevard) Unfunded(S)
fFarrview Road Widening to 6 Lanes (Providence Road (o Carmel Road) Unfunded(Ch)
NC 49 Widening to 4 Lanes (Mallard Creek Church Road to Cabarrus County Line) NCTIP 1997
Statesville Road (US 21) Widening to 4 Lanes (Stanta Road to Keith Dnive) Unfunded(S)
Providence Road (NC 16) Widening 10 4 Lanes (Interrational Drive to Southern Quter Loop) NCTIP 1998
Lastway Dnve Widening to 6 Lanes (Sugar Creek Road to Kilborne Dnve)}(C) Unfunded(S)
US 521 Relocation (Southern Outer Loop to South Carolina Line) NCTIP
Northwest Circumferentiaj (NC 27 (o | 77) Unfunded(S/Ch)
vance Road Extension (Lakeview Road to Northern Outer Loop) Unfunded(S/Ch)
Mallard Creek Church Road Widening to 4 Lanes (1-85 to NC 49) NCTIP 19593 1997 Afier 1997(P)
Billy Graham Parkway (US 521)/West Boulevard Interchange Unlunded(S)
Beattics Ford Road Widening to 4 Lanes (Capps Hill Mine Road to Lakeview Road) Urfunded(S/Ch)
Colony Road Extension (2 Lanes) (Carmel Road to Rea Road CIP(D) (L)
US 74 Collector Roads Unfunded(S/Ch/MH)
Sharon Amity Road Median (Providence Road to Addison DniveXC) Unfunded(Ch)
Johnston Road Extension (Porterfield Road to Southern Outer Loop) Unfunded(S/Ch)
Brookshire Boulevard Widening to 6 Lanes (1-85 to Hoskins Road) Unfunded(S)
NC 115 Widening to 4 Lanes (Statesville Road to W T Hams Boulevard) Unfunded(S)
Malard Creek Road Widening 0 4 Lanes (Grakam Street Extension to W T Hamns Boulevard) NCTIP 1995 Afer]1998(P)
Arrowood Road Extension (INC 49 to Sandy Porter Road) Unfunded(S/Ch)
Graham Street Widening to 6 Lanes (1 277 to Statesvilie Avenue) NCTIP(A) 1994(B)
Eastern Circumf(erential (US 74 to Mallard Creek Church Road) Unfunded(S/Ch/MH)
Hoskins Road Widening to 4 Lanes (Rozzelles Ferry Road to Brookshire Boulevard) Unfunded(Ch)
South Boulevard Widening to 6 Lanes (Woodlawn Road to Tyvola Road) Unfunded(S)
LLawyers Road Widening 1o 4 Lanes (Albemarsle Road to Wilson Grove Road) Unfunded(S)
Cindy Lane Extension (Statesvillie Avenue 10 Nevin Road) CIP(D) (L)
Seventb Street Widening to 4 Lanes (Independence Boulevard to Laurel Avenue) Usfunded(S)
NCTIP 1992 1998 North Carolina Transportation Improvement Program
C1P FY 92 96 Charlotte Capital Improvement Program as amended
(A) [nterim projectis funded long term improvements are unfunded
(B) Completion date for intenm project
(C) Projects recommended for lowest pnonty by Planming Commission staff
(D) Fundlng of one half of the project ¢osis has been secured through the public/private accountin Charlotie s 1988 Bond Program
(E) Completion date 1s dependent on private participation
(P) Complenion dates for vanous project phases
(S) State responsibility

(S/Ch)  Currently State responsibility but could become local project though annexation or reduction 1n State roadway miteage Town abbreviation

represents local responsibility




1. City Projects Using 1982, 1983 Bonds and Other Revenue Sources

A. Completed roadway projects

1. W. T. Harris Blvd. LkLast $ 5,068,000
2. Tdlewild Road -~ Phase 1 2,293,000
3. NC 51 Widening 14,913,000
4. Tyvola Road Extension 21,400,000
5. Parkwood Avenue Extension 2,697,000
II. 1987 City Street Bonds ($46 million)
A. Completed roadway projects
1. Rama Road Widening $2,869,516
2. Monroe Road Widening 1,904,185
3. Park Road Realignment 4,444,000
4. Park/Johnston Widening, Phase 1 4. 650,000
5. Westinghouse Blvd. Extension, Phase II 5,776,800
6. Beatties Ford Road Widening 6,000,000

Projects in progress

1. Idlewild Road Widening 4,650,000 (Complete in December, 1992)

III. 1988 City Street Bonds ($100 million)

A. Completed roadway projects
1. Hebron Street Extension $£1,514,000
2. Colony Road Extension 3,765,000

Projects in progress

1. Shamrock Drive Widening $ 4,838,000 (complete in May 1992)

2. Park/Johnston Widening, Phase 11 21,904,000 (complete in March 1994)
3. Sardis Road Widening Advertisement for Bids (complete in May 1994)

4., Carmel Road Widening Planning (complete in March 1996)
5. Milton Road Widening Planning (complete in October,
1996)
6. Beatties Ford Road
Left Turn Lane * Planning
7. FPairview and Sharon Roads
Widening ¥ Planning

* Punded with savings from other 1988 street bond projects



IV. City's Major Intersection Improvement Program

Projects completed under the program shown on Attachment 1.

A.

Projects in progress *¥*

B.

$2,290,000 (complete in May 1992)
489,000 {(complete in August 1992)

1. Providence/Fairview/Sardis

2. Seventh/Caswell/Pecan
3. South Blvd./Hebron Design Approval {(complete in March, 1993)

4. Monroe/Wendover/BEastway R/W Acquisition (complete in March 1994)
5. Pourth/Hawthorne/Caswell R/W Acquisition (complete in June 1993)
6. South Blvd./Archdale Planning

7. Providence/Sharon Amity Planning

V. State Roadway Projects

A. Projects completed since 1987

1. I-277 $58,000,000

2. NC 16 (City Limits to Gaston County Line) 31,700,000
3, I-485 (US 521 to NC 51) 17,000,000
4. W. T. Harris Blvd. East (I-85 to The Plaza) 19,000,000
5, Monroe Road (Village Lake Drive to Matthews) 6,500,000

6. Mallard Creek Church Road 4,000,000
7. I=-85/Mallard Creek Church Road Interchange 2,400,000

' 8. I-77/Arrowood Road Interchange 18,114,000

B. Projects under construction

1. I-85 widening to 8 lanes

2., 1-485 (US 521 to I-77)
3. US 74 Freeway/Expressway/HOV Facllity (Briar Creek to Eastway Drive)

4. NC 24-27 (Lawyers Road to NC 51)
5. W. T. Harris Blvd. East (The Plaza to NC 24-27)
6. Graham Street/Mint Street Relocation

** TIneluded in FY92-96 Capital Improvement Program using revenues from
1988 street bonds.




MAJOR INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
PROJECTS COMPLETED

FY 1984 Capital Improvement Program

Central/Sharon Amity

Albemarle/Sharon Amity
Independence/Sharon Amity
Central/The Plaza
South Blvd./Tyvola

Matheson/Tryon/30th
South Blvd./Scaleybark

FY 1986 Capital Improvement Program

Providence/Queens *
Carmel /Fairview

Central /Hawthorne
Alexander/Providence/Rea

FY 1988 Capital Improvement Program

Central/Eastway
Eastway/The Plaza
Randolph/Sharon Amity

FY 1989 Capital Improvement Program

Sharon/Ouail Hollow

TOTAL

*Project terminated after planning.

$621,000

371,000

356,000

16,000

2,130,000

901,000
1,321,000
1,360,000

1,771,000

$12,230,000

Attachment 1



1985 The 2005 Generalized Land Plan is adopted by elected

ofticials in Charlotte~-Mecklenburg. The document
recommends planning for light rail transit as part of a

comprehensive transportation Plan.

1987-198%

Barton~-Agchman Associates and Deleuw, Cather and Company
perform a Transit Corridors Study funded by the Urban Mass
Transportation Administration ($150,673), the North
Carolina Department of Transportation ($18,834), and the

City ($53,834). This study serves as the beginning point
for further planning efforts by City of Charlotte staff.

September 1989 The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Metropolitan Planning

Organization adopts the 2005 Transportation Plan which
includes the recommendations of the Transit Corridors Study.

January 1990 Charlotte City Council and the Mecklenburg County Board of

Commissjioners adopt the Center City Charlotte Urban Design

Plan based on a development vigion of a compact employment
core. The Plan recommends continued LRT planning in the

corridors identified in the Barton-Aschman study.

May 1990 Charlotte City Council and the Mecklenburg County Board of
Commissioners adopt a land use planning document, District
Plang: General Policies and Recommendations, which

outlines implementation strategies to accomplish the
following policy statement:

"Actively pursue a transit rail and expanded bus system for
the community and support the rail concept by encouraging
higher density development.”™

Building upon the Transit Corridors Study, City staff
continues light rail transit planning by further evaluating
the mode's potential in seven existing rail corridors and

five new corridors where light rail transit would be
constructed within the street right-of-way. This study

focuses on light rail transit as an impetus for directing
growth and achieving land use goals.

November 1990 At a workshop, Charlotte City Council directs City staff to

complete as soon as possible a corridor evaluation which
reflects land ugse changes associated with light raijl

transit system construction.




April 22,

1991

As recommended by City Staff, Charlotte City Council
approves the southern, eastern, and northeastern gsectors of
Mecklenburg County plus the Airport corridor for continued
system planning. A Transitional Study is proposed to
provide a technical basis for choosing a corridor within

these gectors for advancement to the alternatives analysis
phase. Council unanimously approves an application tor $1
rillion in Federal funds to perform a transitional study
and to complete alternatives analysis in the priority

corridor.




process (Attachment 1).

A.

Must be followed to receive Federal Mew gstart” funds.

B. Includes Federal decision points between phases.

C.

Local agencies are responsible for performing planning,
engineering, and construction.

D. FTA provides funding and technical assistance.

II. System Planning

(1987-89) and staff's Light
(1990-91) are Charlotte's system planning

ion of a priority corridor for
of fixed guideway transit investment.

IIl. Transitional System Planning Study

A.

Necessary to provide technical basis for choosing a corridor to be
advanced first to the Alternatives Analysis phase.

1991 Burface Transportation Assistance

Mass Transit Partnership will serve as advisory committee for this
planning effort.

Important product is preliminary evaluation of technology/alignment
options in the selected corridor.



IV. Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

A,

V.

A.

1991 Act earmarks £375,000 in Pederal funds for 50 percent of the cost
of this phase. Funds to be provided in FY93, and City's match is in CIP.

More detailed study of priority corridor, including alternative

solutions to transportation problems.

Includes preparation of a DEIS and selection of a "locally preferred
alternative™ after holding a public hearing.

Requires development of a realistic funding plan £for capital and
operating costs.

Phase usually requires 1 to 2 vears.

Preliminary Engineering/Final EIS

Involves refining design of "locally preferred alternative™ to increase
precision of cost estimates and impacts.

Includes finalizing local financial arrangements.

Phase may take 1 to 1 1/2 yvears to complete.

Vi. FPinal Design

A.

B.

Includes right-of-way acquisition and preparation of plans and
specifications.

Phase will take another vear and may cost 10 to 25 percent of ultimate
project cost.



D NS Gy IR N Ey W AR N S B O S & S n aE I e
1.C

() UMVMITA PROJECT FINANCIAL
UMTA DEVELOPMENT PROCESS PROCESS

Charlotte
198/7/-89 Transit Corridors Study

1990-91 LRT/Land Use Study
Transitional System Planning

1 System PlanningStudy (funded usinghMajor Investments

Federal earmark)

UMTA
Consent for A A
unﬂeqmred 2. Al terS?;;:eél SAnaWSIS (Funded using Federal earmark)

UMTA
Consent for PE

Required

3. Preliminary Engineering
Final EIS

4. Final Design

Letter of Intent

5. Construction

11-8-91
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PROGRESS UPDATK

Prepared by

Transportation Planning Division

BACKGROUND

The 2005 Transportation
Plan was adopted by the Char-

lotte-Mecklenburg Metropolitan

Planning Organization, Charlotte
City Council, and the Meck-

lenburg County Board of Com-
missioners 1n September 1989

The 2005 Transportation
Plan 1dentifted several key ac-
tions necessary to ensure plan
implementation  This update

describes progress so far 1n
achieving these implementation

activities The update also re-
ports how well Charlotte 1s doing

in funding 1ts highway needs as
well as the transit projects (both

short and long range) tound 1n
the 2005 Transportation Plan

PLAN

MPLE ATION

Transportation Pohicy

Review

During Charlotte City Coun-
c1l’sadoption of the 2005 Trans-
portation Plan, they asked Char-

lotte Department ot Transporta-
tion stafftoreview the city 's ex-

1sting transportation policies in
light of 1) the Plan’s recom-
mendations and 2) policy and
funding changes at the national
and state levels

In February 1991, City Coun-

cil adopted the transportation
policiesfoundinTable 1 While
Council’s action, 1n large part,
was a re-affirmation ot existing
transportation policies, Council

did revise the Charlotte’s road
construction policy (#11 1n Table

1) and did approve a new policy
to address signiticant land use

impacts associated with widen-
ing of majorthoroughfares (#15

in Table 1) This latter policy
was In response to the number

of six-lane widening projects
identified as needed during 2005

Transportation Plan develop-
ment

Highway Financing
Over the past two years, the

North Carolina Board of Trans-
portation has programmed for

construction 9 of the 39 area

roadway projects shown as
needed by 1997 1n the 2005

Transportation Plan The Board
has programmed partial or in-
terim improvements for an ad-
ditional 4 projects included 1n

Charlotte-Mecklenburg’s 1997
road needs list Funds ftor these

projects became available fol-

lowing 1989 enactment of the
Highway Trust Fund law
The City of Charlotte has

programmed 5 of the projects
from the 1997 road needs list

using approximately 311 mul-
lion 1n savings from projects

included 1n the 1988 Road Bonds

o

Charlotte Department of Transportation
April 1991

Two more projects and a seg-
ment of a third are partally
funded using the private sector
leveraging program also included
in Charlotte’s 1988 Transporta-

tion Bonds
City Council’s recent change

in Charlotte’s road construction
policy 1s 1n response to the state’s

emphasis on improving regional,
intrastate highways ‘The addi-

tion of six state projects to Char-
lotte’s road priority list ensures

that these transportation im-
provements are not delayed un-

t1] state funds become available
Cost savings from current city

roadway projects (estimated at
$23 million) may be used to

begin work on the remaining
projects on the Charlotte prior-
1ty list

Table 2 indicates which proj-

ects from the 1997 major road-
way projects ranking have been
funded to date by the state and

Charlotte




TABLL 3

PROPOSED ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS IN FY 1992-96 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

COST
2005 PLLAN [1P Millions of
RANKING RANKING PROJLC] 1991 Dollars (1)
3 1 1 77 Widening to 8 Lancs (Northern t; Southern Outer Loop) 360 (3)
4 2 I'reedom Dr (NC 27) Widening (1 85 to Mt Holly Rd ) 27-31 (3)
5 3 York Rd (NC 49) Widening (Tyvola Rd to South Carolina) 15-20 (3)(4)(8)
i1 4 Westinghouse Blvd Widening (NC 49 to Granite Strect) 4-6
43 3 Billy Graham Parkway (US 521)/Wilkinson Blvd (US 29/74) Interchange — (10)
12 6 Statesville Ave Widening (Newland Rd to Hickory Lanc) 4-6
18 7 Lastway Dr Widening (Sugar Creek Rd to kalborne Drnive) 5 8(3)
13 8 Woodlawn Rd (US 521) Widening (I 77 to South Blvd ) 4 6 (3)
16 9 Statesville Rd Widening (Starita Rd to Keith Dr ) 10 12 (3)
20 10 Northwest Circumforential (Little Rock Rd to Reames Rd ) 30-55
21 11 Vance Road Lxtension (Lakeview Rd to Northern Outer Loop) 5-7(3)
23 12 1lly Graham Parkway (US 521)/West Blvd (NC 160) Interchange S-7
25 13 Colony Rd Lxtension (Carmel Rd to Rea Rd ) 79 (5)
24 14 Beatties Tord Rd Widening (Capps Hill Mince Rd to Lakoeview Rd ) 10 13 (3)
26 15 U S 74 Collectors (McAlpine Creek to NC 51) (2) —
28 16 Johnston Rd Lxtension (Porterfield Rd to Southern Outer Loop) 8 10 (3)
37 Lawyers Rd Widening (Albemarle Rd to Wilson Grove Rd ) 14 16 (3)
29 Brookshire Blvd (NC 16) Widening (I 85 to Hoskins Ra ) 1 3(3)
30 19 NC 115 Widening (Statesville Rd to W1 Hams Blvd ) 6 8 (3)
32 20 Arrowood Rd Extension (York Rd to Brown Gnier Rd ) 15 20 (3) (6)
33 21 North Graham St (US 29/NC 49) Widening (Brookshire t rceway to 2-4 (3) (7)
Statesville Ave )
34 22 Lastern Circumferential (Mallarg Creek Church Rd to Independence Blvd ) 100
36 23 South Blvd (US 521) Widening (Woodlawn Rd to Tyvola Rd ) 8 12 (3)
38 24 Cindy Lanc Lxtension 5 6(5)
34 25 Scventh St Widening (Independence Bivd to Laure]l Ave ) 4 6(3)(9)
— 26 Aarport Entrance Rd and Wilkinson Blvd /Airport Connector Interchanges —

(1} Allcostsare rough and an implementation schedule has not been defined (or these projects Cosis should not be used for budgeting For companson purposes
all costs are shown 10 1991 dollars The costs may be different than costs shown in other documents where the costs are adjusted forintlation to the anticipated

ycar of funding
(2) Portions of the Collector System will benefit from pnvate development contnbution of nght of way and roadway construction

(3) 'lhe costs shown are based upon a rough per mile cost factor formulated without the benehit of a prehiminary study of held conditions

(4) Includes new bndge over Lake Wylie
(3) lunding for one half of the cost of these projects has been secured through the public/pnvate account in the Caty s 1985 Bond Program

(6) Includes interchange with West Charlotie Outer Loop
(7) Includes widening bndge over railroad

(8) lhis project provides for the widening of NC 49 10 four lanes beyond what 1s current programmed 10 NC Transportation Improvement Program

(9) The nced for and scope of this project will continue 10 be evaluated in lLight of the impact of completion of the Independence Freeway project and results of the

reversible lane program implemented 1n November 1989

(10) One quadrantofinterchange funded by City of Charlotte one quadrant programmed in NC Transportation Improvement Program two quadrants are unfunded

g




10

11

12

13

14

TABLE 1

TRANSPFORTATION AND STREET DESIGN POLICY ASSUMPTIONS

To evaluate capital project requcests according to the following priority ranking system

Ist Priority  Rchabilitation or Maintenance of Existing Facilities

2nd Priority  Replacement of Lxisting Facilities
3rd Priority  Expansion of Existing Facilities
4th Prionty  New Facilities

To ensure that existing infrastructure 1S maintained and replaced as needed

where {casible, improvements to the local thoroughfare system should be pursued through public/private cooperative
citorts

Continuc to encourage public/private cooperative cfforts 1n the development and construction of the Westinghouse
BBoulevard system

Continuce to participate in State road projects by providing up to 25 percent of the right of way costs, and ensure that sidewalk
and landscaping conform to City standards

Continuc to emphasize cost etfcclive transportation system management intersection improvements

Provide City funding to meet the local match requirements for an Independence Boulevard High Occupancy Vehicle Lanc

Continue expansion of transit scrvice to meet the needs of 1ncreased population and employment and the geographically
cxpanding City

Provide mobility for transportation handicapped citizens of the City through provision of demand-responsive, special
lransportation service

Protcction of exasting rail corndors as rail companies seek abandonment should receive top City prionity

Actively pursue a transit rail and expanded bus system for the community and support the rail concept by encouraging tugher
density development

Construct local roads 1dentified 1n the 1997 major roadway projects ranking and accelerate, through City funding, the

construction of non numbered arterial roadways in Charlotte which are the responsibility of the North Carolina Department
of Transportation

Chapter 18 (now 20) of the City Code (Subdivision) requires sidewalks to be constructed on both sides of all major streets

(n 1970, as part of the Capital Improvement Program, Council adopted a budget for an Urban Beautification Program which

provided funds for planting street trees throughout the City  The program was expanded later to include street trees as part
of all street improvement projects

Chapter 21 of the City Code provides that the City Arbornist 1s responsible for a master street tree plan

The implementation of any roadway widening project should be paired with a strategy to ensure the viability of the adjacent

land use or to eliminate land use conthcts  This could be accomplished through appropnate zoning designation or by public
purchase of the adjacent propertics to be mantained as a parkway or assembled for redevelopment

©



Program  Only one project which
was not on the 1997 highway
needs list, found 1n the 2005
Transportation Plan, has been

added to Charlotte-Meck-
lenburg’s five-year roadway

needs list

Transit
The Transit Corridors Study

completed 1 1989 by Barton-
Aschman Associates and De-

Leuw, Cather and Company,
described existing rail nights-
of-way as a unique, regional
resource  The consultant con-

cluded that protection of exist-
ing rail corridors as ratlroad

companies seek abandonment
should receive top priority tfrom
the City of Charlotte

A Rail Right-of-Way Pro-

tection Program, funded at $1
million annually, was included

in Charlotte’s FY 1991-2000

Capital Needs Assessment, and
the program received a high-

priority, immediate-need rating

from Charlotte-Mecklenburg
Planning Commission staff A

ra1l corridor preservation pro-
gram hasbeen included in Char-

lotte’s prehminary FY _1992-96
Capital Improvement Program

The program would be tunded
at $1 million annually with 40

percent of this total provided by

the City and 60 percent contrib-

uted by the State of North Caro-
lina as outhined in the next para-

graph
In 1989, the North Carolina
General Assembly passed legis-

lation authorizing the North
Carohina Department of Trans-

portation to condemn property
tor rail cormdor preservation and

lease these cornidors for interim
compatible uses In the same

year, the department receirved

$1-$2 million annually for rail
corndor preservation The State

and Charlotte will work coop-
eratively on purchasing rail
corndors no longer needed by
the railroads

Integration of
Transportation and Land

Use Planning

The District Plans currently
being prepared by Charlotte-
Mecklenburg Plannming Commis-
sion statf support the recom-
mendations of the 2005 Trans-
portation Plan The approved
document, District Plans Gen-

eral Policies, states that thor-
oughtares shown on the 1988

Thoroughfare Plan will be pro-
tected from development It also
includes a policy encouraging
higher densities along potential

rail corridors Each of the seven
district plans willidentify tenta-
tive locations for transit stations

Planning Commussion staff
has projected hkely land use
changes in each of the potential

light rail transit corndors which
would support rail implementa-

tion  Charlotte City Council

g

will review this analysis in May
1991 to select the most-promis-
ing corridors for turther study
After the number of possible

hight rail transit corridors 1s
narrowed, statf from the De-

partment of Transportation and

the Planming Commussion will
oversee additional planning ac-
tivities to choose the prionty
(1ght rail transit corridor After
the prionty cormdor i1s selected,
land use plans for the affected
districts will be updated

Iransportation Plan

Updates

Further updates of the 2005
Transportation Plan are expected

In 1992 the Plan will be re-
evaluated using hornizon year
2010 socio-economic projections
developed by Planning Com-

mission stati tollowing review
of 1990 Census data The 1992

Plan update will reflect revised

estimates ot facility completion
dates and include a re-calibra-

tion of the travel simulation
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Independence Boulevard (US 74)/5Sharon Amity Road Interchange

TABLE 2

STATUS OF MAJOR ROADWAY PROJECTS RANKING (NEEDED BY 1997)

Independence Expressway (US 74X Sharon Amity Road to Conlerence Drive)

| 77 Widening to & Lanes (John Belk Freeway to Nations Ford Road)
Freedom Dnve (NC 27) Widening to 4 Lanes (Edgewood Road to Mt Hoelly Road)

York Road (NC 49) Widening to 4 Lanes (Tyvola Road to South Carolipa Line)

Graham Street Extension (Sugar Creek Road to Mallard Creek Road)

Grabham Street/NC 49 Connector

Sam Furr Road Widening to 4 Lanes including Interchange wath [ 77
Fairview Road Widening to 6 Lanes (Park Road to Colony Road)

Sharon Road Widening 10 6 Lanes (Sharon Lane to Sharon View Road)
Westinghouse Boulevard Widenng to 4 Lanes (NC 49 1o Granite Street)

Westinghouse Boulevard Extension (Culp Road to Sugar Creek)

Westinghouse Boulevard Widening and Extension (Carpet Street to Culp Road)
Statesville Avenue Widening to 4 Lanes (Newland Road to Hickory Lane)

Woodlawn Road (US 521) Widening to 6 Lanes (1 77 to South Boulevard)

I airview Road Widening 10 6 Lanes (Providence Road to Carmel Road)
NC 49 Widening to 4 Lanes (Mallard Creek Church Road to Cabarrus County Lane)

Statesville Road (US 21) Widening to 4 Lanes (Stanta Road to Keith Dnve)

Billy Graham Park"way (US 521)/West Boulevard Interchange

Beatties Ford Road Widening to 4 Lanes (Capps Hill Mine Road to Lakeview Road)

Colony Road Extension (2 Lanes) (Carmel Road to Rea Road)
US 74 Collector Roads

Sharon Amity Road Median (Providence Road to Addison Dnve ()
Johnston Road Extension (Porterfield Road 10 Southern Quter Loop)
Brookshire Boulevard Widening to 6 Lanes (I-85 to Hoskins Road)

Provtdence Road (NC 16} Widening to 4 Lanes (International Drive 1o Southern Outer Loop)
Eastway Dnve Widening to 6 Lanes (Sugar Creek Road to Kilborne Dnve)}C)

US 521 Relocahon (Southern Quter Loop to South Carolina Ling)
Northwest Caircumierental (NC 27 101 77)

Vance Road Extension (Lakeview Road to Northern Quter Loop)
Mazllard Creek Church Road Widening to 4 Lanes (1-85 1o NC 49)

NC 115 Widening to 4 Lanes (Statesville Road to W T Hamis Boulevard)

Arrowood Road Extension (NC 49 to Sandy Porter Road)

Oraham Street Widening to € Lanes (1 277 to Statesville Avenue)

Eastern Circumferential (US 74 1o Mallard Creek Church Road)

Hoskins Road Widening to 4 Lanes (Rozzelles Ferry Road to Brookshire Boulevard)
South Boulevard Widening to 6 Lanes (Woodlawn Road to Tyvola Road)
Lawyers Road Widening to 4 Lanes (Albemarle Road to Wilson Grove Road)

Cindy Lane Extension (Statesville Avenuce to Nevin Road)
Seventh Sireet Widening to 4 Lanes (Independence Boulevard to Laurel Avenue)

NCTIP

CIP
(A)
(B)
(€)
(D)
(E)
(F)
(3)
(S5/Ch)

Mallard Creek Road Widening to 4 Lanes (Graham Street Extension to W'T Harns Boulevard)

1991 1997 Neorth Carolina Transportation Improvement Program

FY 91 95 Charlotie Capital Improvement Program

Intenm project is funded long term improvements are unfunded

Completion date for intenm project

Projects recommended for lowest prionty by Planning Commussion staft

FUNDING

»1AIUD

NCTIP
NCTIP
NCTIP(A)
Unfunded(S)
Unfunded(S)
NCTIP

{

NCTIP
NCTIP(A)
CIP
CiP
Unfunded(d)
CiP

NCTIP
Unfunded(S)
Unfunded(S)
CIP

NCTIP
Unfunded(S)
NCTIP
Unfunded(S)
NCTIP

Unfunded(5/Ch)
Unfunded(S/Ch)

NCTIP
Unfunded(S)

Unfunded(5/Ch)

CiP(D)

Unfunded(S/Ch/MH)

CIP

Unfunded(5/Ch)

Unfunded(S)

Unfunded(S)
NCTIP

Unfunded(S/Ch)

NCTIP(A)

Unfunded(5/Ch/MH)

CIP
Unfunded(S)

Unfunded(d)

CIP(D)
Unfunded(S)

DRAILE

After 1997
After 1997

1996(B)

1995

After 1997
1993(B)

Alter 1995
Alter 1995

1992
Alter 1997

After 1995
1997

After 1997

1995

1993 1997 After 1997(P)

(E)

After 1995

1995 After1997(P)

1994(B)

After 1995

(E)

Funding of one half of the project costs has been secured through the public/pnvate account in Charlotte s 1988 Bond Program

Complenon date 1s dependent on pnvate participation
Completion dates for vanous project phases
State responsibility

Currenily State responsibility but could become local project though annexation or reduction 1n State roadway mileage Town abbreviation

represents local responsibility

©



1ransit Financing

During consideration of the

FY91 Charlotte Transit budget

in June 1990, Charlotte City

Council chose not to increase
fares as recommended 1n the

system’s Five-Year Financial

Management Plan Council
asked staff from the Charlotte

Department of Transportation,
Charlotte Transit, and the Budget
and Evaluation Department to

review long-range transit financ-
Ing needs assuming ditferent fare
and service levels
In September 1990, Council

asked statf to consider dedicat-
ing all of the proceeds from a

$20 annual auto privilege license
fee to fund transit operations

The $20 fee 1s currently divided

between transit operations
(37 50), the major intersection

improvement program ($7 50),
and general city operations

($5 00)

The preliminary operating
budget for fiscal years 1992 and
1993, reviewed by Council at an
April 1991 workshop, retlects
dedication of the $20 00 fee to

transit operations beginning with

the FY 1993 budget This pro-
posal 1s scheduled for Council
adoption 1n June 1991

At Charlotte's request, a bill

was introduced 1n the 1991 ses-

sion of the North Carolina Gen-

eral Assembly which would

permit the City to increase the

auto privilege license fee up to
$2500 The 35 00 1increase 1s

sit service levels and passenger
tares

Inclusion of
High-Priority Projects in
Local Programs

An implementation task cited

1n the 2005 Transportation Plan

discussed the importance of 1n-
cluding 1dentified project needs

in local documents such as the

Charlotte-Mecklenburg lrans-

portation Improvement Program
and Charlotte’s Ten-Year Capi-

tal Needs Assessment

Roadways
As part of the 2005 Trans-

portation Plan, statt trom the

Charlotte Departm