SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL
MIFTTES

Council Chamber,
City Hall,
Halifax, N. S.,
January 3, 1966,
2:30 p.m.

A meeting of the City Council was held on the above

date.

After the meeting was called to order, the members of
Council attending, led by the City Clerk, joined in reciting the
Lord's Prayer.

There were present Mayor Charles A, Vaughan, Chairman;
Aldermen Black, Abbott, Moir, Matheson, A. M, Butler, Meagher,
LeBlanc, Trainor, Connolly, Doyle, Richard, O'Brien and H., W, Butler,.

Also present were Messrs. P, F, C., Byars, R. H., Stoddard.
and W. J. Clancey.

~d The meeting was called specially to consider -

(1) Letter - Premier Robert L. Stanfield Re: Bridges;
(2) Urwick Currie Report.
At the request of Alderman LeBlanc, it was agreed to
add to the Order of Business an item pertaining to the Basinview
Home .

LETTER - PREMIER ROBERT L. STANFIELD RE: BRIDGES

Office of the Mayor,
City Hall,

Halifax, N. S.,
December 31, 1965.

To the Members of City Council:

Dear Aldermen:

Enclosed is a letter from the Premier, dated December 30,
1965, received by me today, respecting a North West Arm Crossing.

I thought we should take advantage of the meeting for
Monday as a City Council meeting. Council can then resolve itself
into a Committee of the Whole to discuss the matters, but it will
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also be possible to take any action we may wish on this date without
deferring the matters for consideration at a subsequent Council
meeting.

Yours very truly,

CHARLES A, VAUGHAN,
MAYOR,

THE PREMIER
Halifax, Nova Scotia, hat
December 30, 1965. a

Your Worship:

I wish to acknowledge receipt of your letter of December
21st enclosing two resoluticns approved by the City Council re-
specting bridges in the Halifax area,

It is pleasing that the Courcil has formally recognized Pl
and accepted the decision of =re Bridge Commission on the site for
the second harbour crossing and the City has formally approved the
City's share of the cost of the Narrows structure and approaches.

In these resolutioans the City Council has requested
simultaneous construction of a kridge crossing the North West Arm,
I believe this is also the wish cf the Council of the Municipality
of the County of Halifax. The provincial government is anxious to
cooperate with the municipzl governments in bringing improved trans-
portation facilities to this area,

Consequently, although the consultants retained by the
City and by the Province tcstudy the western approaches to the City
did not recommend an Arm bridge until 1973, the Province is quite
prepared to ask the Halifax-Cartmouth Bridge Commission to consider
the feasibility of the construction of an Arm Bridge simultaneously
with the Narrows bridge.

It is possible there might be some economy in simultan-
ecus construction, but there may also be serious financial problems
involved in simultaneous ccunstruction. It appears that an Arm
bridge would operate at a deficit for a number of years at least.
This deficit would have to be met by the harbour crossings. There
is, of course, a limit as to what would be available from this
socurce to meet possible deficits on the proposed crossing of the
Arm. Unfortunately construction costs and the cost of financing -
have risen very appreciably.

It seems prudent therefore to request the Halifax-
Dartmouth Bridge Commission to update its study and to report its
findings and recommendations before the Province could undertake to
underwrite its share of possible deficits incurred by the Bridge
Commission.

One of the resolutions adopted by the Halifax City
Council reguests the Province to instruct the Halifax-Dartmouth

/
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Bridge Commission to proceed with the construction of an Arm Bridge
at a specific location. The pravincial government has no particular
view as to the location of an Arm bridge excepting insofar as the
choice of a site might affect the cost of the prcject and conse-
quently our financial position, but we do not believe that the
Halifax-Dartmouth Bridge Commission should be instructed by the
Province as to the site. The cost of the bridge and connecting
roads on the one hand and the revenues to be derived from the
operation: of the bridge on the other hand may well vary consider-
ably with the site chosen. Indeed, the indications are that the
site mentioned in the resolution of the City Council and the con-
necting roads would cost substantially more than ancther site re- at
ported upon in Mr. Pratley's report of 19€3.

We recognize that financial considerations are not the
only considerations, but the choice of a more expensive site might
very well affect the economic feasibility of an Arm bridge at the
present time, unless, of course, the City of Halifax were prepared
itself to take care of the estimated difference in cost. It is the

view of the provincial government that the Halifax-Dartmouth Bridge n
Commission should be zuthorized to select the site, after full con-
sultation with the cities,ths county and the province. As I have 3

indicated, however, the Province would wish to have an up-dated
feasibility report before =zuthorizing the Bridge Commission to
proceed,

It is our hope also that while the Bridge Commission is
up~dating its studies =nd pregaring its recommendation the City and
the Frovince can reach agreement regarding necessary imprcvements
at the Arm Rotary. This we feel woiild be essentizsl to any under-
taking regarding an Arm bridge.

Yours sirncerely,
(Signed) R, L. STANFIELD,

Alderman Black felt that Council might have some views
to submit to the Halifax-Dartmouth Bridge Commission when the matter
of the location and the erection of the Arm Bridge is considered.

He had advised that he had locked at the Fratley Report of 1963,
"Halifax Area Bridge Study”,and it seemed to him on the question of
costs, that there is very little difference between the two sites
reported on in that report. He thought it would be worthwhile that
the Commission and the Halifax members on it, consider when dealing

with the matter of the things that are not considered in the

Pratley Report, namely, the costs to the City which would have been
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incurred with respect to one crossing as opposed to the other, there
might be some very great differences on the matter being considered.
He said it was not an easy thing to decide on a site for a bridge

of this type going through scme chcice residential accommodation in

the area that is represented by the representatives of Ward #1 and

or possibly Ward #2Z. If the costs are more or less comparable in

1at

| 1966 as they were in 1963, tien e trhcught the impact on the City
f’ of providing approachtes is scmething to be considered., The other

course is what plans the FProvincial Department of Highways has with
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respect to roads cn the other side lezfding to St. Margaret's Bay,
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Biventennial Drive, etec. He thou trat some members had an im-
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pression at one time, that proposed rhighway link via the

| south end of Williams Lake cc
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cting with the St. Margaret's Ray
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Road and eventually tc the Bictentennial Hdighway. That would seem
to indicate that the Bridge and locatior, he thought at Robie Street,
would be preferable but, all these things would be of importance to
the Commission deciding on the matter. He said he found it rather

curicus that the matter is lef:t tc the Commission ia this case.

.‘)-’_D fdis Worship the Mayor stated that Mr. Pratley in 1965

' reported to the Bridge Commission and indicated in favour of the
one favoured by thne City of Halifax. It was also supported in
1959 by the Whitman Eenn Report., It kas been endorsed by the
Planrners for the County in drawing up its Master Plan. He contended
that the City's case could be well documented and supported. In
looking to the future, the site selected by the City would lend it-

self better to tying into future links either across south habour

| or utilizing the air rights over the C. N, R, for any future road

expansion. He said the City has a great deal of information which
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would be taken to the Bridge Commission when the matter is
considered.

Alderman Matheson stated that the Premier suggested
that the Commission select the site after a feasibility study and
he also made it clear that the Bridge Commission should consult
with the two Cities, the County and the Province. He suggested that
some action should be taken with respect to the letter.,

His Worship the Mayor suggested that it might be well
if the Council would authorize the City Manager to provide to the
City nominees to the Commission, every assistance that can be given
by the Technical Staff in addition to the reports presently on hand
which would be helpful in putting forth the City's views.

It was then MOVED by Alderman Matheson, seconded by
Alderman Black,

THAT Council express its willingness to consult

with the members of the Halifax-Dartmouth

Bridge Commission and the other authorities as

to the location of the proposed Arm Bridge and

that Coungil authorize the City Manager to

provide the City representatives on the Halifax-

Dartmouth Bridge Commission every assistance that

can be given by the City's Technical Staff in

addition to the reports presently on hand.

Motion passed.

PROPOSED VISIT TO HOMES OF SPECIAL CARE

Alderman LeBlanc stated that the planning with respect
to the New Home for Special Care has reached a stage where he felt
that a committee should be formed to visit .similar institutions in
other locations. The Commissioner of Health and Mr. Napier, the
architect, have been checking such locations near the City of
Halifax as possible.

He requested Council to authorize a delegation of the

sBoard of Management of the Basinview Home to visit these
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institutions headed by His Worship the Mayor and that the neces-
sary funds be provided for such a purpose. The period of time

involved would be from January 22 to 24 inclusive. He suggested
the visit would be in the vicinity of Boston, Ottawa or Montreal.

Alderman A. M. Butler suggested that the Board be
called together to discuss the matter and make a recommendation
to Council.

Alderman O'Brien stated that the architect would be
travelling on the account for fees and that the Commissioner of
Health's expenses could be covered in the current budget and that
the Chairman of the Board should be authorized to go as well.

The City Manager felt that such expenses would be
a charge against the overall cost of the project. He advocated
that a delegation view such instituticns elsewhere as the archi-
tect must produce the latest for the type of home to be operated.

It was then agreed that the Board of Management hold
a meeting and bring in a recommendation to Council,

URWICK CURRIE KEPCRT

Alderman Richard referred to a newspaper story ap-
pearing in the Mail-Star of December 31, 1965, which read,
"Council again votes confidence in Manager" . He asked the City
Clerk if a vote was taken ard if so, what the count was.

The City Clerk advised that there was no such motion
made in Council therefore, no vote.

2:55 p.m. Council adjourned to meet as a Committee
of the Whole to consider the report.

Alderman Matheson addressed the Committee and stated
that Council could decide (1) to put the report in the Archives;

(2) continue to criticize it; (3) implement it the way it is pro-

posed, or (4) partially implement it. He did not see any point
e
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in rehashing the events of the last two years or saying that the
members of Council knew these things anyway or having second views
as to what should have been done two years ago when the City
Manager made similar proposals or trying to compare the relative
advantages of his report and the Urwick Currie Report. He sug-
gested that the consultants have done what they were asked to do
but that the report could be more comprehensive as some members
of Council felt. The report does document certain weaknesses
and it provides the Council with a vehicle to implement a pro-
gramme which should result in a more efficient administration of
City Hall Government. He suggested that Council should proceed
with the implementation of the recommendations. He said the
report could be considered item by item and deal with them in
detail which would probably take months to do. The report is
divided into two parts - (1) the Gbverning Structure and (2) the
Administration. He suggested that Council defer consideration
of the Section dealing with the Governing Structure for the time
being but proceed with the rest of the report dealing with
(1) Accounting Procedures and Techniques; (2) Organizational
Structure or the lack of it; (3) Controlled Reporting, and
(4) Duplication of Records, etc.. If these matters are implemen-
ted, the consultants suggest that there would be a saving of many
thousands of dqllars.

It was then MOVED by Alderman Matheson, seconded by

Alderman O'Brien,

(1) THAT we accept as guide lines for an implementation
programme to be developed and introduced under the
guidance of the Implementation Committee, and with
the concurrence of Council, the recommendations set
forth on Pages 2 and 7 inclusive of the Summary of
Recommendations appended to the Urwick, Currie Limited
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Report, under the headings: Executive Management,
Assessor's Department, City Clerk's Department,
Development Department, Finance and Accounting
Department, Institutions, Internal Audit Division,
Law Department, Personnel Office, Protections of
Persons and Property, Public Health and Welfare
Department, Public Works and Buildings Department;

(2) THAT the Implementation Committee, in consultation
with the City Manager and Department Heads, be
authorized, subject to further direction of Council,
to proceed with the implementation of these

_ recommendations and to engage such professional and

‘m other assistance for this purpose as the Committee

deems necessary:

g (3) THAT Council give further detailed study and con-

i sideration to the recommendations set forth on
Page 1 and 2 of the Summary of Recommendations
under the heading “The Governing Structure”, and

‘ that a meeting be arranged with representatives of

| Urwick, Currie Limited for this purpose.

Alderman O'Brien referred to the priorities for con-
sideration that are implied in the motion. He felt that further
thought should be given them. He suggested that if there is
anything in the report which might require legislation, it should
be dealt with immediately because of the forthcoming session of
the Legislature. He felt that Council should give Number One
priority to the appointment of a Zoning Appeal Board and since
most of the recommendations deal with financial c¢entrcls, reporting
and accounting assistance, etc.,, that Council should deal with the
recommendation about a Commissioner of Finance. He suggested
! that a highly qualified CommisSioner of Finance should be appointed
to assist in the implementation both in the Finance Department and
Departments where finance is cbncerned,

He read the Section dealing with the Executive

Management of the City and he suggested that Council should give

I prior consideration to two items (1) Administrative Assistant for

the City Manager, and (2) the hiring of a ‘training officer. : He
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felt that if the Commissioner of Finance, Administrative Assistant
to the City Manager and the Training Officer were appointed to the
Staff at an early date, the Council would then be in a position to
do a more effective implementation than if more mcney was spent on
consultants assisting in the implementation who would not be
around after their job had been completed.

His Worship the Mayor suggested that the first thing
Council should take action on is to authorize the City Manager to
proceed immediately to fill the wacant position listed in the
report with qualified people and to expend whatever funds are
necessary in this instance to secure gither firms or otherwise to
help him recruit such persons.

Alderman O°Brien suggested an early decision by
Council with respect to the establishment of the Executive Com-
mittee or not. There is also the question of private meetings
and he felt that an ordinar.ce migrnt be drafted which would outline
the conditions under which private meetings would be recognized
by the Council to be legitimate. He felt the Council should
discuss in private the following matters:

(1) Salaries:;

(2) Instructions to the City Solicitor with

respect to negotiations;

(3) Court cases;

(4) Promotions, and

(5) Personnel.

He also urged consideration of the unpuiblished
portion of the report with representatives of the Company present
to state publicly the methods by which they made the appraisals
of City personnel.

Alderman Moir suggested that the motion be approved

but that addendums be added to it which would be specific instruc-

tions for immediate implementation.
— G s
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Alderman A. M. Butler was of the opinion that too
much authority would be delegated to the Implementation Committee
as recited in the motion before Council. He advised that the
City Charter fixes the mode and manner of accounting and that
refers to all kinds of record keeping. He said he would not have
a vote or any right to make a decision as it would be handed to
the Implementation Committee. He suggested that such delegation
of authority is wrong. He further suggested that the more vital
points in the report be dealt with first. He was of the opinion
that several meetings would have to be held before any message
would be given to the Implementation Committee.

Alderman Black pointed out that there would be many
occasions when the Implementation Committee would come to Council
with certain recommendations and discusion would then take place.
He also agreed that the necessary personnel has to be first
acquired as a great part of the recommendation does involve matters
that a strong Commissioner of Finance is going to be required to
implement. He said he would go along with the motion before
Council.

Alderman A, M. Butler then asked if any member of
Council would be able to make suggestions that the Implementation
Committee might accept.

Alderman Black replied that the . Implementation
Committee members would welcome suggestions from other members
of Council and that the Committee would bring in recommendations
which would be approved, disapproved or amended by Council.

Alderman Richard agreed with the motion before
Council. He felt that the Implementation Committee would need

some assistance in an advisory capacity and he suggested that some
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consideration be given to having the External Auditors present to
give technical advice along with or in consultation with the
Urwick Currie Representative who would be in attendance to make
sure that Council gets the best possible system.

Alderman LeBlanc stated that Council might be premature
in approving the motion before it until the unpublished section of
the report is considered. He asked if Ccouncil should not first
consider the competence of the Staff and the report of Urwick,
Currie Limited, He said he would like to assess those persons
on City Staff to whom the Council is going to entrust the imple-
mentation of the recommendations. He felt that this is of wvital
importance and that the unpublished section of the report should
be considered in concert with the main report. He contended that
Council would be shirking its duty if the main report only was
implemented without first having a._loock at the facts or fiction
as to what the unpublished document contains,. He asked if there
would be any sense in coming to some final conclusions and passing
them over to an inadequate staff both from a quantity and quality
point of view. He asked if this matter was of concern to any
other Aldermen. He stated he did not want to hinder a good, sane
objective approach to this particular matter but much of the
trouble, furor and misunderstanding is as a result of a joint
effort by Staff and by Council. He thought that a lot of Council's
decisions and arguments came out of sheer frustration because of
its inability to get information from Staff and that Staff was
also frustrated by the varying and divirgent views of the members
of Council. He said he was being critical of Council as well as
Staff. He felt that personnel is of prime importance and the

Council is finding it distasteful to face some of the cold blunt
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(2) Paragraph #2, Line #6, delete the word
"Committee® and substitute the word "Council™.

2lderman LeBlanc contended that some of the vacant

o —

positions may not need to be filled if the present Staff structure
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is examined. He suggested that more Staf
present Staff is assessed.

Alderman Abbott contended that the best approach to
the consideration of the report is the one as outlined in the
motion by Aldermen Mafheson and O'Brien. He stated that if the
motion is approved, the Council has done an excellent job. The

balance of the report would be considered by the Implementation

Committee with recommendations to Council for its comnsideration.

ble. He did not agree with the establishment of the Executiw
Committee as recommended in the report.

Alderman Connolly referred to the fact that the motion
before Council states that the Implementation Committee would
work with the City Manager., He asked what the position would be
if some members of Council were not satisfied with the City
Manager and why he should be meeting with the Implementation
Committee. He said he could see the Urwic
sitting in but not the City Manager.

Alderman O'Brien stated that the point raised by

Alderman Connolly is one that Council will have to deal with and
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that it is also a point which Alderman LeBlanc w
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He contended that the City has to have a City Manager to help in
the implementation of the report and if the Council has any doubts

about whether it should be the present City Manager, it should be
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/_ settled at once. He felt this question should be discussed in
| private at this meeting and come up with an answer because the

two key staff people for improving the administration, in the

light of this report, are the City Manzger and the Commissioner of

Finance and Council has to know who they are going to be. In
i seconding the motion, Alderman O'Brien assumed that the present

City Manager would be continuing in his position and that he would
?‘D] be, with the assistance of his Administrative Assistant, a Training
Officer and a capable Commissioner of Finance, qualified along the
lines as suggested by Urwick,Currie Limited, one of the important
persons in getting the administration of the City straightened
away. He urged that Council decide thkis issue before it starts
on the implementation of the recommendations.

The mction as amended was then put and passed
unanimously, the following members of Committee voting therefor:
Aldermen Black, Abbott, Mcir, Mathescr, A. M. Butler, Meagher,
LeBlanc, Trainor, Connolly, Doyle, Richard, O'Brien and

H, W. Butler.

i ‘ MOVED by Alderman O'Brien, seconded by Alderman

h H. W. Butler, that the Committee meet in camera immediately to

| consider the matter of the present City Manager serving on the

i Implementation Committee. Motion passed.

3:55 p.m. the Committee met in the Mayor's Office.
4:25 p.m. the Committee reconvened, the same

members being present.

IMPLEMENTATION COMMITTEE AND CITY MANAGER

It was then MOVED by Alderman Richard, seconded by

Alderman A. M. Butler that this City Council instruct the City

< OR =
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Manager to work with the Implementation Committee in giving effect
to the resolution passed by City Council on this date re the
implementation of the Urwick Currie Report. Motion passed.

4:30 p.m. Council reconvened the same members being

present.

URWICK CURRIE REPORT

MOVED by Alderman Mathesor, seconded by Alderman O'Brien
that, as recommended by the Committee of the Whole Council,

(1) THAT Council accept as guide lines for an implementation
program to be developed and introduced uncder the gui-
dance of the Implementaticn Committee. and with the con-
currence of Council, the recommendations set forth on
Pages 2 to 7 inclusive of the Summary of Recommendations
appended to the Urwick, Currie Limited Report, under the
headings: Executive Management, Assesscr's Degartment,
City Clerk's Depzrtment, Development Tepzrtment, Finance
and Accounting Department, Inshitutions, Internal Audit
Division, Law Cepartmert, Personnel Office, Frotection
of Persons and Property. Public Health znd Welfare
Department, Public Works and Buildings Department:

(2) THAT the Implementation Committee, 1in consultation with
the City Manager ard Department Heads, be authorized,
subject to further direction of Council, to proceed with
the implementation of these recommerdations with such
professional and other assistance for this purpose as
the Council deems necessary:

(3) THAT Council give further detailed study and consider-
ation to the recommendations set forth oa Pages 1 and 2
of the Summary of Recommerdations urder the heading
“The Governing Structure",and that a meeting be arranged
with representatives of Urwick, Currie Limited for this
purpose;

(4) (a) THAT the City Manager be instructed to fill the
vacant positions listed in the report forthwith;

(b) To this end, the City Manager 1is Lereby empowered
to retain such personnel selection zssistance as
may be necessary in locating, examining and re-
cruiting suitable personnel, and

(c) THAT the City undertake to pay all reasonable and
necessary recruitment costs incurred in connection
with this undertaking.
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The City Manager pointed out that the position of
Commissioner of Finance is being filled by an Acting Commissioner
until May 1, 1966, and that if a Commissioner were appointed, the
incumbent would take up his duties on that date or unless other-
wise instructed by Council at this meeting.

The motion was then put and passed unanimously.

IMPLEMENTATION COMMITTEE AND CITY MANAGER

MOVED by Alderman Richard, seconded by Alderman
A. M. Butler, that, as recommended by the Committee of the Whole
Council, City Council instruct the City Manager to work with the
Implementation Committee in giving effect to the resolution
passed by City Council on this daté re the implementation of the
Urwick, Currie Limited Report. Motion passed.

MOVED by Alderman Richard, seconded by Alderman Abbott,
that the Implementation Committee set up a series of priorities
in its study and that it report to Council on a regular basis as

to the progress being made in obtaining its objectives. Motion

passed.
Meeting adjourned: 4:30 p.m.
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