Council,
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Ordinance No. 140 Respecting the Reservation of Land in

Subdivisions for Public Parks and Playgrounds - Second Reading

MOVED by Alderman Hogan, seconded by Alderman
McGuire that, as recommended by the Committee of the Whole
Council, Crdinance Number 140, Respecting the Reservation of
Land in Subdivisions for Public Parks and Playgrounds, be
read and passed a Second Time. Motion passed.

Amendment to Crdinance No. 131 Respecting Buildings and the
Adoption of the National Fuilding Code - Second Reading

MOVED by Alderman Abbott, seconded by Alderman
Leklanc that, #s recommended by the Committee of the Whole
Council, the following amendment to Crdinance Number 131,
Respecting Buildings and the Adoption of the National Building
Code, be read and passed a Second Time:

BE IT ENACTED by the City Council of the City of
Balifax, that Ordinance Number 131, Respecting Buildings and
the Adoption of the National Building Code, approved by the
Minister of Municipal Affsirs on the 3rd day of February,
A.D., 1269, z2s amended, be and the same is hereby further
amended as follcows:

1. Subsection (2) of Section 1.5.7 of said Ordinance
Nurber 131 is repealed and the following substituted therefor:

(2) Pprovided there is no change in the use or
occupancy of the building, an Occupancy Permit shall
not be required for a change of occupant in a building
within Group C - Residentizl Occupancy, Table 3.1.2.A.
of Part 3 of this Ordinance.

Motion p=ssed.

REPORT - TOWN PLANNING EOARD

Council considered the report of the Town Planning
RBoard from its meeting held cn November 5, 1963, with respect

to the following matters:
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Lands of Keddy's Nursing Manor, Alton Drive, Armdale -
Subdivision 2lteration

The report of the Town Planning Board reads as

follows:

it is recommended:

1 That approval be granted to the reguest for subdivision
alteration to add Lot "X" to the Keddy's Nursing Manor,
as shown on Flzn No. $200/3341 of C=se No. 1954;

2. That Mr. K. Keddy be informed by 5 letter from Staff
that the approval of the subdivision alteration does
not imply approval of building plans at a later date;

3: That a public hearing be held on the proposed subdivision
alteration.

Mo 78D by Alderm=an Meagher, seconded by Alderman
zllen that Mr. K. Keddy be permitted to zddress Council on
the matter. votion passed with Alderman Abbott voting

against.

Mr. K. Keddy =addressed Council and urged favourable
consideration of his application and reguested that the

public hearing be waived.

“is Worship the Mavor advised that the waiving of
a public hearing is the responsibility of the Town Planning
Board =nd the matter would have to be referred back to its
next meeting to accomplish this.

Mr. Keddy advised that he was anxious to proceed
with the construction of an addition which would enable roughly
25 more persons to have private rooms.

Alderm=n Mcouire pointed out that the Town Planning
Roard had recommended that a public hearing be held on the

subdivision alteration because Staff did not know what the
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MOTIONS

No Motions were presented at this time.

MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS

Accounts Cver $5,C00.00

No Accounts Over $5,000.00 were submitted for

approval at this time.

Appointments - halifax-Dartmouth Port Commission and Board
of Management - Halifax Civic Hospital

At the suggestion of His Worship the Mayor, Council
agreed to place this item as the last on the Order of Business
to permit Council to meet privately to discuss the appoint-
ments before making 2 decision.

Steff Report - Sewers - Clayton Park

The following report was submitted from Staff:

On September 24, 1%635 City Council approved of a course of
action in respect of the extension of the Lacewood sewer in
Clayton Park. The staff report which outlined the situation
was dated September 11, 1369. On November 5, 1969, the
Finance and Executive Committee was notified that the proposed
course of action was unacceptable to the Nova Scotia Water
kescurces Commission.

In essence, Clayton Park Developments Limited has proposed

to extend a downhill trunk collector along Lacewood Avenue

for a distance of 2400 feet west of the termination of the

present system. The City and Clayton Park Developments

Limited agreed to & 72" combined sewer costing approximately

$230,000. Clayton Park Developments Limited had agreed to

pay for the cost of a 30" sewer and had agreed to pay a

surcharge of $500 per housing unit to offset the cost to the

City of the remainder of the charges for the combined trunk

collectoz. .

The Nova Scotis Water Resources Commission had indicated in
writing that it is not prepared to permit construction of a
combined sewer. The Water Resources Commission indicates that.
separate sanitary and storm sewer installations must be con-
structed. Tt is not clear from the notification received

from the Comrission whether the Commission takes the view that
the storm drairage must be piped or whether the Commission
would permit the use of natural water courses.
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As a consequence of the instruction from the Water Resources
Commission, Staff have held a series of meetings with Clayton
Park Developments Limited, with our consultants, and with the
staff of the City of Dartmouth. These meetings have dealt
with two aspects of the problem -- standards of construction
and cost sharing.

The significant points in respect of each of these problems
are set forth below:

i Standards of Construction

In the past most storm drainage in Wards 7, 8, 9 and 10

has been looked after through the use of natural water
courses, The cost of piping storm drainage is exceedingly
high and the decision of the Water Resources Commission
that a separate system is required appears at this moment
to add substantially to the cost. A final estimate on
overall costs will not be available until receipt of our
consultant's report in early 1970.

Clayton Park Developments Limited, with some justification,
argue for & continuation of the use of natural water
courses for storm drainage run-off. The principal and
perhaps only argument for this is the question of cost.

Tt has been argued that neither the City nor developers
can afford the cost of piped separate systems at this

time.

Everyone who argues for the use of natural water courses
appears to agree that these water courses will have to be
piped at some time in the future when the areas served
become completely urbanized. The City of Dartmouth is
apparently finding it necessary to undertake a programme
of piping storm water and because this programme is taking
place after development of the affected lands the costs

re having to be borne by the City from general revenue.

Everyone appears to agree that there are instances where

natural water courses can be used for storm drainage.

Fowever, it is the view that this is only possible where

the naturzl water course is very clearly defined and

where sufficient land is reserved from development to

permit proper maintenance by the City and where hazardous
conditions can be eliminated to the greatest extent 4
possible. Such conditions appear to apply in the City

of Halifax only in the case of the MacIntosh Run.

It is the opinion of City Staff, our consultants, MacLaren
Associates Limited, and officials of the City of Dartmouth
that, generally speaking, storm drainage should be piped.
It is the feeling of all concerned that this piping oper-
ation should take place during initial development of the
area and that new development should be assessed for as
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much of the cost as possible. While it is the opinion
of all concerned that this should be the case, it is
recognized that the overall sewer study, which is to be
received in January, 1970, may indicate that it is
financially impossible to achieve this objective.

Clayton Fark Developments Limited would prefer to make

use of the natural water courses. However, the Company

is exceedingly anxious to develop new lands and in order
to do so it must proceed immediately with construction

of the extension of the Lacewood sewer. The Company has,

therefore, agreed, somewhat reluctantly, to the following

standards for the combined extension.

{e) A separate storm and sanitary sewer system will be
constructed in the new development including the
Lacewood extension of the trunk sewers. The Company
will design and construct these sewers subject to
approval of plans znd inspection of work by City
engineering forces.

}—;

Eousing constructed on residential streets will be
connected to the sanitary and to the storm system
by the developer.

Cost Shtzring

The trunk services to be installed along Lacewood Avenue
will have to be designed to service all of the drainage
area. Some of the lands within this drainage area are
owned bv Clavton Park Developments Limited, while much
of the land is owned by others.

Clayton Park Developments Limited feel, with justification,
that they cannct be expected to bear the full cost of

the trunk services. They also feel that even if the

lands were entirely owned by them, they could not afford
to bankroll the full cost of the installation in antici-
pation of future development. In essence, therefore,

it appears that if the City is to obtain a satisfactory
sewage disposal system, it will be necessary for the City
te pay a portion of the initial costs and to recover these
costs as development takes place in the future,

Because of the decision of the Water Resources Commission
that a separate system is reguired, it will be necessary
for Clayton Park Developments Limited to re-do the design
of the trunk sewers. Because of the lack of design, it
is impossible at this time to provide accurate costs of
the trunk extension. The September 11, 1969 report indi-
cated that a 21" trunk sanitary sewer would cost approxi-
mately S$€&,0CC and a 72" combined sewer would cost
approximately $22C,000. It is probable that the total
ccst of a separate trunk system would approximate the sum
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of these two figures or $356,000. This estimate will
be used for the purpose of this report. If there is a
substantial variation from this figure when designs are
completed, Council will be notified.

Clayton Park Pevelopments Limited have agreed to the
following arrangements:

(z) The Company will be responsible for the design, con-
struction, and costs of all sanitary and storm
sewers up to a diameter of 30". This includes a
piped storm drainage system in residential streets.

{b) Clayton Park Developments Limited will be responsible
for the design and construction of all trunk services
in excess of 30" in diameter. It will, however, only
be directly responsible for those costs applicable
to an installation to a maximum of 30" in diameter.

The difference between the cost of the 30" installation

and the actual cost of the pipe installed will be
bcrne by the City. The report of September 11,
1269 suggests a method by which the difference in
cost shculd be determined.

=
(p]
e

Clayton rark Developments Limited is prepared to pay
a surcharge in respect of each housing constructed.
The basis on which the Company is prepared to pay

is as follows:

(i) Single Pamily Duplex or Row Housing

$250 for sanitary trunks plus $250 for storm
trunks for a total of $500 per unit.

(ii) Multiple Housing

$250 for the first unit in each development

plus $150 for every additional unit for sanitary
trunk services plus $100 for each unit for

storm trunks. The total surcharge on apart-
ment buildings would, therefore, be $350 on the
first unit in any project and $250 on each
additional unit.

(d) cCclayton rark Developments Limited agrees that the
surcharge will be paid in cash at the time of
issuance of the Building Permit.

A reguirement that storm drainage be piped and the adoption

of the cost sharing arrangement as set forth zbove will add
substantially to the cost of serviced land. Clayton Park
Developments Limited have, somewhat reluctantly, agreed to
these conditions as the Company is extremely anxious to proceed
to develop new lands. At the same time, the Company takes
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the view that it should not be required to do more than is
required of any other developers in the City. A condition of
the agreement of the Company is, therefore, that if on receipt
of the MacLaren Report on sewers the City decides on other
standards of construction and on other methods of cost sharing,
any agreement entered into between Clayton Park Developments
Limited and the City in respect of the Lacewood sewer extension
shall be modified to reflect the overall policy adopted by

the City. It seems to Staff that this is a very fair request
by the Company.

It will be recalled that in the September 11, 1969 report the
cost sharing arrangements then contemplated anticipated an
ultimate return to the City of $1,300,000 from surcharges on
future development in this drainage area. This recovery was
based upon a surcharge of $250 for storm sewers on each and
every housing unit which would be constructed in the future.
The requirements of the Water Resources Commission have in-
creased the total costs involved in installing a suitable
system and the proposed revised cost sharing arrangements set
forth above have added to the costs of the developer and the
City. At the same time, potential recoveries through the use
of a reduced surcharge will reduce the cash flow to the City.

It would seem probable that total recoveries on account of

the trunk storm surcharge would be reduced to approximately
one-half of the cash recoveries anticipated in the early
report. In other words, the City could look forward to
recovering perhaps $650,000 from new development on account

of storm trunks when the area is completely developed. It
the earlier estimates remain valid for the new design, the
City will probably have to bankroll about $246,000 of the cost
of the trunk storm sewer now proposed for construction on

Lacewood Avenue. The money is, however, only a portion of
the amount which will have to be spent on trunk storm sewers
within the total drainage area. It is known, for example,

that early action will be required on the downhill portion
of the drainage area where development has already taken place.
The cost of this corrective action could well be $400, 000

alone. In addition, it will be necessary at some future date
to extend both the storm and sanitary trunk sewers into other
areas of the drainage basin. These future extensions will

necessitate additional bankrolling by the City.

In summary, therefore, it is probable that the amounts recovered {
from surcharges in accordance with the standards and cost

sharing arrangements set forth above will be considerably

less than the amount of money which the City will have to

contribute on capital account. Presumably, these additional

costs would have to be financed from the general revenue of

the City. At the moment, Dartmouth is bearing the full cost

of piping natural water courses so that in this respect the

arrangement suggested for Halifax is somewhat more advantageous.
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It could be argued that the developer should be required to
pay the total cost of trunks or that the surcharge should be
established at a level which would ultimately recover all of
the City's costs. The storm drainage requirements set forth
above add substantially to the cost of providing serviced land,
and the developer takes the view that the arrangements suggested
place the Company in an unfair competitive position in respect
of other developments in the metropolitan area. The
developer claims that any further surcharge would mean that
neither Clayton Park Developments Limited nor any other
developer in the City of Halifax could afford to build here in
the view of less stringent conditions in Dartmouth and in the
County.

Adoption of an overall policy for equitable cost sharing on
installation of essential services can only be undertaken on
receipt of the MacLaren Sewer Study. At that time, Council
may wish to alter the standards of required installations or
alter cost sharing arrangements. In the meantime, however,
Clayton Park Developments are exceedingly anxious to proceed
with the extension to the Lacewood sewer. Staff are of the
opinion that the arrangements set forth within this report are
as good as can be developed at this time. It is suggested,
therefore, that Council might like to authorize the work to
proceed in accordance with the various agreements set forth
within this report,

If Council agree with the recommendations contained within

this report, Clayton Park Developments Limited would like to
have authority to commence construction immediately on a

number of housing units on Northcliffe Lane. This particular
street is serviced except for a storm sewer but the connections
cannot be made until the Lacewood extension has been constructed.
If authority is granted to proceed with the construction of
these houses, no occupancy would be permitted in any of the
units until the Lacewocd Extension has been completed to the
satisfaction of the City."

“ At the request of Alderman LeBlanc, the Director

of Development elaborated on the Staff Report and pointed out

the changes in the proposed course of action made necessary
by the decision of the Nova Scotia Water Resources Commission .
not to permit the installation of a combined sewer on Lacewood
Drive.
Alderman LeBlanc expressed the view that a price

tag should be placed on the whole proposal before Council

approves it.




Council,
November 12, 1969

Alderman Hogan felt that a decision on the matter
should be deferred until the MacLaren Report is received in
January and the developers be permitted to continue to use
the natural water courses until the report is studied and
evaluated. He understood that if the recommendations which
will be forthcoming in the MacLaren Report are adopted the
City could well be required to spend hundreds of millions of
dollars.

Alderman Meagher said that the question which should
be answered is how much is it going to cost the City and how
much more is it going to cost the developer?

In reply to a question, Mr. D. Crockett of Clayton
Park Developments Limited said that the proposed cost sharing
arrangement to which his Company has agreed with City Staff
in connection with the sewer installations together with

the cost of other services such as paving, curb and gutter, etc.

will raise the cost of building lots from approximately $6,500
to $8,000 or even $8,500 each.

some discussion ensued with respect to the standard
of the sewers and Alderman LeBlanc pointed out that the
standards have to be established by the needs of the community.

It was pointed out to City Council that if the
natural water courses are used, they will need to be piped.

Alderman McGuire asked if any thought has been given
to making an appeal against the decision of the Nova Scotia

Water Resources Commission.

Alderman Mccuire was advised that the Water Resources
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Commission recommend a course of action to the Minister res-
ponsible under the Water Act and the Minister of Health and
their decision is virtually final.

Considerable discussion ensued, during which time
Mr. Crockett advised that some builders in the Clayton Park
area have indicated that if they cannot obtain lots on which
to build within two weeks they will pull out and go to Dartmouth
“. or even Sackville. He hoped that Council would give his
Company permission to develop and build on an additional
60 lots farther up Lacewood Drive. He said that if the
building went ahead now and the extension to the sewer was
started at the same time, by the time the housing units were
ready to be hooked up to the sewer it would be far enough up
to be possible, but if the building started now and the sewer
not started until the MaclLaren Report was received and a
course of action approved, the housing units would be un-
occupied for some considerable time.

Alderman Hogan suggested that Clayton Park Developers

should be permitted to proceed until the matter is before
‘P Council again when the MacLaren Report is submitted.

The City Engineer was of the view that if a proposal
was sent for approval to the Nova Scotia Water Resources
Commission relating to the continued use of the natural water
courses, it would not be approved and would be back in the
hands of City Staff within a month. In reply to a question,

he advised that the sanitary and storm sewer installations

now proposed by City Staff would not be required to be removed
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after receipt of the MacLaren Report. Once installed, he
said, they would remain for all time. He reiterated that
Staff is not in favour of the continued use of open natural
water courses and he briefly referred to the problems
of the persons living down the hill who have streams running
through their back yards.

Alderman Allen suggested that perhaps Staff should
‘ take the whole matter to the Water Resources Commission and
i inform them that corrective action will be taken after the
first of the year and ask them if they would go along with
a further 60 units being built in Clayton Park using the
natural water courses.

The City Engineer said that several fairly heated
discussions have been held and if the Water Resources Commission
people had been as frank at the beginning as they were at

the end a lot of time could have been saved. In reply to

a question, he said that he could not estimate the cost of

the sewer installations at this time.

Discussion followed with respect to the possible

sizes of the sanitary and storm sewers and the need for an

agreement with Clayton Park Developments Limited on a cost

sharing arrangement,

Alderman LeBlanc asked if Staff thought that the {

adoption of the Staff Report, at this time, could come back
to haunt the City after the MacLaren Report has been received.
The City Engineer said that any sewers that are

installed on Lacewood Drive in accordance with the Staff Report
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will remain and will not be required to be moved or replaced.

Alderman LeBlanc asked if a formal agreement with
Clayton Park Developments Limited will be prepared and brought
before Council for approval within a short period of time if
the staff Report is approved.

The City Engineer advised that he would expect this
course of action to be followed, but the plans of the sewer
proposals and installations will have to be prepared and sub-
mitted by the Developers and their consultants to the Nova
Scotia Water Resources Commission and the Nova Scotia Department
of Public Health for approval before such agreement can be
executed.

After further discussion, it was MOVED by Alderman
Abbott, seconded by Alderman MccGuire that City Councii approve
the Staff Report dated November 10, 1969 Respecting Sewers -
Clayton Park, subject to the approval of the Nova Scotia Water
Resources Commission and subject to approval of a written
agreement with Clayton Park Developments Limited.

Alderman LeRlanc felt that Council should have a formal
agreement with Clayton Park Developments to indicate that they
would pay their fair share of the costs involved before the
report is approved, especially in view of the fact that no-one
knows how much the scheme is going to cost.

The City Engineer pointed out that Clayton Park
Developments Limited cannot do anything until the plans are
prepared showing the proposed sewer installations and approved
by the Water Resources Commission. At that time, he said,

an agreement can be entered into, which agreement will require
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the approval of Council.

His Worship the Mayor said that Clayton Park
Developments Limited could gamble on the possibility of the
approval being received from the Water Resources Commission,
but if the scheme is not approved, they would be left with
housing units completed but unable to be occupied.

Alderman LeBlanc said that he could not go along
with the motion and in his opinion it was another one of
the blank cheque deals similar to the Cogswell Street Inter-
change.

The City Engineer pointed out that if an agreement
is entered into with Clayton Fark Developments Limited before
receipt of the Mzaclaren Report, and Council decides on a

modification of the scheme or the cost sharing arrangements,

the agreement will reguire modification. He said that the
Developers have agreed that they will share in the cost of
the sewer installations on the same basis as any other

developer.

The motion was then put and lost, four woting for
the same and five against it as follows:

For: Aldermen Abbott, MacKeen, McCuire and
Meagher 4

Against: Aldermen Connolly, Fogan, Ivany, LeBlanc
and Allen 5 I’

11:15 p.m. Council adjourned until 5:00 p.m.

November 13, 196°2.
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