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the annexed area would require considerably more work than
others, reference being made to the topography of the
.different areas. It was argued that perhaps charges could
be separated out with respect to the base work required
before a street is paved.

After discussion, it was MOVED by Alderman
McGuire, seconded by Alderman Hogan that the costs should
be averaged throughout the City.

The motion was put and passed, six voting for
the same and three against it as follows:

For: Aldermen Hogan, Ivany, LeBlané, McGuire,
Meagher and Allen 6

Against: Aldermen MacKeen, Connolly and Sullivan 3

The next item A. 1. (c) of the City Manager's
list of salient questions reads as follows:

Substantial abutters' charges will help set priorities
by indicating in which areas people are willing to
pay in order to have a higher level of service and
removing some of the pressures in the general property
tax that are going to be resisted by all, in par-
ticular (a) those who have already paid for their
local improvements in the purchase price of their

lots (in past or future subdivisions) or through
taxes, and (b) those who haven't got, don't expect,
can't afford or don't want the local improvements?

(It is clear that unless the abutters are required

to pay a substantial proportion of the costs, the
demand for Road Improvements will far exceed the
City's capability to provide same. Property taxes
will go up even further. The vast majority of those
wanting at nominal cost or "for free" (i.e. out of
general taxes) will be unsatisfied because their
demands cannot be met, and all those who pay extra
taxes for something which is of no direct benefit to
them will be unhappy too.

It is unrealistic to propose that the same level of
improvements as now prevails in the urban (peninsula)
area could, or should, be provided throughout the
suburban or rural-urban (new)areas of the City and
only through the institution of substantial abutters
charges can the opportunity for different levels of
service be equitably provided.)

In some cases we will be considering temporary or
lower cost expedients, such as: :

(1) Asphalt sidewalks and curbs instead of con-
crete, and these should be funded over a 5-10
year period, as their useful life is unlikely
to be much longer;
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Stone and 0il; chip seal or slurry seal sur-
facing instead of hot mix asphalt paving, in
which case funding should be over a 5-10
year period.

(The -City Charter prescribes that the period

of funding shall not exceed the useful life
of the work, as certified to by the City

Engineer.)

Can agreement be reached on the principle
that the period over which Local Improvement
charges are paid shall be coincident with
the lifetime of the debenture issue?

Council agreed to the first statement contained
in this section of the Manager's report.

Alderman McGuire stated that although the state-
ment made is very true, it is not the only way to set
priorities.

Alderman Meaghér suggested that perhaps more
streets should be designated as provincial highways and
the City could receive cost sharing.

Discussion ensued with respect to the length of
the life of an asphalt curb and sidewalk, as opposed to
that of concrete and the waste of money if a concrete side-
walk was installed and removed within a short period of
time to lay underground sewer pipes.

The City Manager explained the reasons why he
would recommend that the period over which Local Improvement
charges are paid should be coincident with the lifetime of
the debenture issue.

Alderman Sullivan felt that perhaps some people
would prefer to pay the charges in a lesser time than the
lifetime of the debenture issue.

After further discussion, Council agreed that the
period over which Local Improvement charges are paid shall
be coincident with the lifetime of the debenture issue.

The next item considered was A. 1. (d) (i) and
reads as follows:

-

There should be a change in the present rate structure?
If so:

(i) When should the change-come into effect -
January. 15, 19712

MOVED by Alderman Meagher, seconded by Alderman
LeBlanc that the change in the present rate structure should
come into effect on January 1, 1971. Motion passed.
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At this time, Alderman Allen raised a point with
respect to those streets listed on the City Manager's
report dated July 2, 1970 and His Worship the Mayor suggested
that that report be dealt with before consideration is given
to the sewer charges.

Item A. 1. (d) (ii) of the City Manager's report
reads as follows:

(ii) What should the new formulae be for

(1) Street surfacing together with necessary
base preparation?

(2) Curb and gutter?

(3) Sidewalks on petitions?

(4) Sidewalks by Council initiative?

(5) Sodding and trees?

The City Manager recommended a one-third share
to the abutter, or approximately $6.90 per front foot on
street surfacing together with necessary base preparation.

Again the question was raised as to whether or
not the base preparation charges could be separated from
the asphalt paving charges in areas where a lot of base
preparation work is required.

The City Manager pointed out that the costs for
stone and oil surfacing, chip seal or slurry seal would
be much less than for asphalt. '

The City Engineer felt that the base preparation
charges could be separated out and it might be done on a
75%/25% basis. In reply to a question, he said that
the chip seal or slurry seal, leaving out the base pre-
paration cost, could perhaps be done at $1.00 per foot.

The Director of Works and Engineering briefly
explained the different types of surfacing suggested.

After further discussion, it was MOVED by Alderman
Allen, seconded by Alderman LeBlanc that the cost sharing
formula for street surfacing together with necessary base
preparation should be on the basis of one-third to the
abutters on each side of the street and one-third to the
City. Motion passed.

Some discussion ensued with respect to the for-
mula for curb and gutter work.

The City Manager recommended that the basis
should be the same as for paving. (street surfacing). One-
third to the abutters on each side of the street and one-

third to the City.

A£ this time, at the suggestion of Alderman
Meagher, Council adjourned for a short break.

10:25 a.m. Council adjourned for short recess.
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10:40 a.m. Council reconvened, the same members
being present.

The City Manager referred to Appendlx B, attached
to the Staff Report dated July 2, 1970 and said that the
figures relating to curb and gutter in the last column
should read percentage 33 1/3 and $4 front foot $5.30.

It was MOVED by Alderman Meagher, seconded by
Alderman Connolly that the cost sharing formula for curb
and gutter should be on the basis of one-third to the
abutters on each side of the street and one-third to the
City. Motion passed.

MOVED by Alderman Meagher, seconded by Alderman
Ivany that sidewalks petitioned for by local residents
should be charged 100% to the abutters. Motion passed

In discussing sidewalk charges by Council in-
itiate, it was recommended that the formula should be on
a 50/50 basis. 50% to the abutter and 50% paid for by
the City.

Alderman Allen raised the question of sidewalks
on arterial roadways.

The City Manager suggested that Staff display
a plan showing the designation of streets in the City
which will form part of a Staff Report to Council to be
submitted within two weeks.

At this time, Alderman Allen, with the approval
of his seconder, withdrew the motion he made at the meeting
last Thursday night, which motion read as follows:

MOVED by Alderman Allen, seconded by Alderman
McGuire that the City adopt a sidewalk pro-
gramme for 1970 based on the abutter's charge
equivalent to 25% of the estimated cost as con-
tained in Appendix "B" of the City Manager's
report dated July 2, 1970 and that the programme
be within the level that the City Manager would
recommend as part of the City's Capital Budget
and on a priority basis as recommended by City
Staff.

The Traffic Engineer displayed and explained a
plan showing the proposed designations of certain streets
as arterials, major roads and collector streets.

Considerable discussion ensued with respect to
the formula to be charged and it was MOVED by Alderman
McGuire, seconded by Alderman Allen that the City adopt a
sidewalk programme for 1970 based on the abutter's charge
equivalent to 25% of the estimated cost as contained in
Appendix "B" of the City Manager's report dated July 2,

1970 and that the programme be within the level that the
City Manager would recommend as part of the City's Capital
Budget and on a priority basis as recommended by City Staff.
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The sidewalk programme referred to relates to those side-
walks initiated by the City on arterial, major and collector

streets.

Alderman Ivany in referring to Appendix "B" of
the City Manager's report dated July 2, 1970 pointed out
that the 25% figure contained in the motion would constitute
a reduction in the present charges.

After some discussion on this point, it was MOVED
in Amendment by Alderman Meagher, seconded by Alderman
Ivany that the percentage figure in the motion be changed
to 50%.

Alderman Allen again referred to the debatable
benefits which accrue to an abutting owner when a sidewalk
is installed on his side of the street.

After further discussion, the Amendment was put
and passed with Aldermen McGuire and Allen voting against.

The motion, as amended was then put and passed;

Council then agreed that an abutter should pay
100% of the cost of sodding and the planting of trees.

Section A. 1. (d) (iii) of the City Manager's
report reads as follows:

(iii) Should we seek legislation to authorize Council
to pro rate costs on the basis of value rather
than frontage of benefitted lands? (A guestion
of secondary priority).

MOVED by Alderman Meagher, seconded by Alderman
Sullivan that this question be deferred for a period of
two months to permit Staff to prepare a further report
outlining the benefits to the City if such system was imple-
mented.

In reply to a guestion, the City Manager advised
that he was not sympathetic to the implementation of a
value basis. He explained briefly his reasons.

After further discussion, the motion was put and
passed, eight voting for the same and one against it as
follows:

For: Aldermen MacKeen, Connolly, Ivany, LeBlanc,
McGuire, Meagher, Allen and Sullivan 8
Against: Alderman Hogan . 1

The following section of the City Manager's report
was then considered: A. 1. (e).

Renewals - as contrasted to maintenance by patching -
should be the subject of local improvement charges,

if undertaken after the relevant debenture issues have
been paid off? If so:
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on what basis of cost sharing, say 75% of normal
local improvement charge to owner and 25% to City?
(The decision under item (c) should-apply).

"MOVED by.Alderman McGuire, seconded by Alderman
Sullivan that Council reject recommendation E as
contained in the Staff Report of June 22, 1970."

Considerable discussion ensued on this point and
varying points of view were expressed.

Alderman Sullivan could not see why abutters
should be expected to pay twice for sidewalks, curbs and
gutters.

It was MOVED by Alderman Sullivan, seconded by
Alderman McGuire that Council reject recommendation E as
contained in the Staff Report of June 22, 1970. '

After a short discussion, it was MOVED in
Amendment by Alderman Allen, seconded by Alderman McGuire
that the following be added to the motion:

Except where property owners or abutters petition
the City for renewal work or where such renewal
work is necessitated by new construction or renewal
of buildings, when the abutters should be charged
100% of the cost.

11:45 a.m. His Worship the Mayor leaves the
meeting and the Deputy Mayor assumes the Chair.

Discussion followed with respect to certain areas
of the City where complete renewals or replacements have
been effected and the fact that the City will not be able
to do very much replacement work if the abutters do not
share in the cost.

12:02 p.m. His Worship the Mayor returns and
resumes Chair.

The Amendment was put and passed with Aldermen
MacKeen, Sullivan and Ivany voting against.

In reply to a question, His Worship the Mayor
said that the effect of the motion is to reject the im-
position of abutters' charges for renewal work, except in
cases where such work is petitioned or necessitated by
renewal projects, when the charge would be 100% to the
abutter.

The motion, as amended, was then put and passed,
seven voting for the same and two against it as follows:

For: Aldermen MacKeen, Connolly, Ivany, McGuire
Meagher, Sullivan and Allen 7
Against: Aldermen Hogan and LeBlanc 2

—
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At this time, His Worship the Mayor referred to
the fact that Alderman Allen wished to ask some questions
of Staff with respect to the Staff Report of July 2, 1970.
He suggested that Council consider this matter before
proceeding with the next section of the Manager's report.

Alderman Allen referred to Ardwell Avenue, one
of the streets listed in the Staff Report and he explained
some of the difficulties surrounding this street.

The City Engineer in reply to several questions,
reviewed the work which is proceeding on the seven streets
listed and advised that further information is to be brought
to Council together with a revised list of streets with
estimates at a later date. He said that there are other
streets with similar problems as those on Ardwell Avenue.

After further discussion, it was agreed that
this matter should be again considered when a further Staff

Report is submitted.

The Council then proceeded to consider the following
section of the City Manager's Report: B.- (a)

Is there any other practical alternative to the
recommendations contained in the MacLaren:- Report and
summarized in the Manager's memo of July 2, 1970,

i. e., that benefitting owners should pay:

(a) in developed areas:

(i) 70% of the cost of laterals and service
connections (to the property line)

(ii) 100% of the cost of the sewer connections
on private property '

(iii) $500/lot towards the cost of trunk sewers
and treatment.

(iv) 50% of the cost of laterals and service
connections in areas where sanitary sewers

are installed.

Trunks for this purpose should be defined as

1 those lengths of sewers to which no connections
can or will be made;

2. the excess cost of those sewers (to which
connections may be made) having a diameter
in excess of:

for sanitary sewers, say, 15" (where paralleling
a storm sewer)

for storm sewers, say, 24"
(i.e. every property is chargeable for an

initial storm sewer - if provided - and an
initial sanitary sewer - if provided - but
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no property should be required to pay frontage
taxes for more than one of each, nor should the
frontage charges cover the excess costs of pipes.
having a diameter larger than those indicated
above, nor, of course, should an owner be re-
quired to pay frontage charges for a pipe which
has already been installed by a subdivider or
under previous policies of the City or County)

In reply to a question, the City Manager said
that Council is talking about figures such as, $3,300 for
a complete new installation of storm and sanitary sewers
per lot, which is 70% plus the $500 charge towards the
cost of trunk sewers and treatment, and $2,550 per lot
where a sanitary sewer is installed.

Some discussion ensued at this point, as to
whether the Kline Heights matter could be considered be-
fore this item is dealt with, and it was decided that the
broad issue should be considered first.

Discussion also ensued as to whether the meeting
should continue after a break for lunch or whether it
should continue another day.

Considerable discussion followed with respect
to the total cost charged to abutters for all the works
and the effect the high cost would have on property owners.

12:30 p.m. Alderman McGuire retires.

Alderman Connolly referred to the situation
where a pipe is eventually attached to a storm sewer which
means that the owner would have to dig up his lawn to make
a connection. He then mentioned the case where a house
is below the street grade, it would be necessary to install
a pump to lift the sewage up the required number of feet.
The cost for the pump would be about $300.00 plus other
expenses making it very expensive to direct the flow of
sewage into the sanitary sewer.

The City Manager suggested that where, for the
economy of design and installation of a sewer system, the
City finds it appropriate to put the line in that will
serve only the houses on the high side of the street, but
not the houses on the low side of the street, that the City
make available, as part of the consideration, a given amount
of money to offset the extra costs that the owners on the
low side of the street: would have to pay in order to install
a pumping system.

: Reference was made to the sewer systems on the
peninsula where in some areas a combined system is in existence.

- It was suggested that the period of repayment by
means of abutters' charges could be extended to a 25 year
period, making the annual charges a little less.

Alderman Allen considered that the City would be
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illadvised if it did not make some representation to the
Provincial and Federal Governments for the inclusion of
sewer works in the next D.R.E.E. programme. He said it
was obvious that the City could not afford to do the work
and the proposed abutters' charges appear to be more than
the property owners can afford. :

After further discussion, it was suggested that
the meeting continue later this afternoon.

Certain Aldermen said that they would not be
available, and it was finally agreed to continue the
meeting at 7:00 p.m. tomorrow.

1:03 p.m. Council adjourned until 7:00 p.m.,
Wednesday, July 8, 1970.

ALIAN O'BRIEN
MAYOR AND CHAIRMAN

R. H. STODDARD
CITY CLERK
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SPECIAL COUNCIL

MINUTES

Council Chamber,
City Hall,

g N Halifax, N.S.
July 8, 1970
6:06 P.M.

A Special Council meeting 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.

Present: His Worship the Mayor, and
Aldermen MacKeen, Connolly, Hogan, Ivany, LeBlanc, McGuire,
Meagher, Allen, and Sullivan.

Also Present: City Manager, Acting City
Solicitor, City Clerk, and other staff members.

The Special Council was called to consider
the following matter:

REZONING FROM T-ZONE TO R-4 ZONE - TAND UPPER RANDALL PARK

A Public Hearing was held on June 25th
into the matter of rezoning a section of land at Upper Randall
Park from T-Zone to R-4 Residential as shown on Plan No. P200/3731.
At that meeting Council made no decision, but referred the matter
to this Special Council meeting to allow an opportunity for
the developer to be present at-a Town Planning Board meeting
to answer some of the questions raised by the residents of the
area. The recommendation from that Town Planning Board meeting
was that the application be approved.

A Mr. Dan Murphy addressed the Council
and said that his two concerns were the traffic hazard created
if %ybil Crescent were used as an access in and out of the
apartment site, and the loss of privacy houses in the area would
suffer because of an apartment building being constructed.

The problem of traffic having been solved
by agreement that a cul-de-sac off of Willett street would be
constructed to serve the apartment, there remained only the
privacy question, and Mr. Murphy said he felt the developer should
put a border of trees to separate the two zones.

His Worship the Mayor stated that the developer
had indicatéd his willingness to create a border of trees, but
Mr. Murphy felt this commitment should be given in writing.

Alderman McGuire pointed out that Council
was only dealing with the guestion of rezoning at this time, and
that the subdivision approval question would come at a later stage,
at which point such a commitment cnould be asked of the developer,
by way of a firm legal statement. :

MOVED by Alderman Ivany, seconded by Alderman
LeBlant, that approval be granted to the rezoning from T-ZONE
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(Mobile Home Park Zone) to R-4 Residential of ILots 135-140
inclusive, Sybil Crescent, as shown in- Case No. 2043, on
plan No. P200/3731. Motion passed.

A Formal Resolution giving effect to the
foregoing motion of Council was submitted.

MOVED by Alderman McGuire, seconded by
Alderman LeBlanc, that the formal resolution, as submitted,
be approved. Motion passed.

6:15 P.M. Meeting adjourned.

ALIAN O'BRIEN
MAYOR AND CHATRMAN

| R.H. STODDARD
' CITY CLERK

HEADLINES

! Rezoning from T-Zone to R-4 Zone -~ Land Upper Randall Park.. 448




ADJOURNED COUNCIL MEETING r;z~ui_ ~£9/:h47r/

MINUTES

Council Chamber,
_ City Hall,
{ ; Halifax, N.S.
' July 8, 1970

An adjourned meeting of City Council was held
on the above date. : ;

Present: His Worship the Mayor, Chairman, and
Aldermen MacKeen, Connolly, Hogan, Ivany, LeBlanc, McGuire,
Meagher, Allen, and Sullivan.

Also present: City Manager, Acting City Solicitor,
City Clerk, and other staff members.

The City Clerk advised the meeting was called
‘ to complete consideration of the report dated July 6th, 1970
1 with respect to the following:

| B. SALIENT QUESTIONS RE: IMPLEMENTATION OF MACIAREN REPORT -
C. SALIENT QUESTIONS RE KLINE HEIGHTS

SALIENT QUESTIONS RE IMPLEMENTATION OF MACIAREN REPORT

: Council considered the following section from
the report: '

"Is there any other practical alternative to the recom-
mendations contained in the MacLaren Report and summarized
in the Manager's memo of July 2, 1970, i.e., that
benefitting owners should pay: '

(a) in developed areas:
(i) 70% of the cost of laterals and service connections

5 (to the property line)

5 (ii) 100% of the cost of the sewer connections on

' private property

(11i)$500/1ot towards the cost of trunk sewers and

treatment.

(iv) 50% of the cost of laterals and service connections

in areas where sanitary sewers are installed."”

A discussion ensued on the costs involved,
particulary with regard to item (iii),there being an indication
this sum might be reduced under the DREE program. Taking Main
5 Avenue as an example, Alderman McGuire asked if the houseconnections
! are made as soon as the trunks go up, will the abutters get the
full charge of all this, so much for trunks and 50% for laterals.
His Worship the Mayor answeredthat such abutters would pay 50% of
the standard cost of the installation, plus $500 per lot as their houses
were connected, and that they must make the connections as soon as
the work is done.

Alderman McGuire then asked if after the trunks
are installed, would it be necessary to proceed immediately with
paving of sidewalk and curb and gutter work. Mr. Dodge replied
not necessary so and that under no circumstances would it be
desirable to do the sidewalks, curbs and gutter before the main

trunk sewer was installed.
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His Worship the Mayor said that in a:lot

of cases the work won't be done for a long time, but the overall

! problem will be greatly alleviated by getting trunks into new
areas so that there is no deterioration of the general condition.
Also, he said a change in the formulas for paying the costs would result
in the event subsidies are forthcoming from the other levels of
Government. The $500 charge, for instance, he said, might be
wiped out if sufficient grants were available and the laterals
become part of the cost of the lot.

Alderman McGuire suggested financing
item (iii) out of general revenue. His Worship the Mayor, however,
was not in favour of this,stating that the City Manager had
already indicated with a 50% grant the cost might be reduced to
| $250.00, or if the grants were high enough, wiped out completely.

,‘. Alderman McGuire, however, MOVED, seconded
by Alderman Meagher that benefitting owners should pavy:

(i) 70% of the cost of laterals and service connections
(to the property line), where no sewers are now installed.

(ii) 100% of the cost of the sewer connections on private

| Erogertz.

i : - His Worship the Mayor said that if Council
| adopted the motion that calls for reducing local improvement
charges as well as the City's share when additional funds come
from other levels, then it would be negotiating to get the costs
. down to the level where work could proceed.

Alderman Ivany agreed with this theory and
MOVED in amendment, seconded by Alderman Hogan: P

! 1. THAT a request be made to the other levels of Government

' possibly using the Maclaren Report as a basis for

‘ financial assistance, to reduce the local improvement
charges to the property owner as well as the City;

L 2. THAT at the point where any assistance  from other levels
}" of Government makes it possible, the formulas of payment

be revised to reduce the charges;

3. THAT the following be added as No. (iii) to the main
motion regarding what benefitting owners should pay:

i (iii) $500/1ot towards the cost of trunk sewers and
' treatment.

g Amendment passed, Alderman McGuire against..

Alderman McGuire said he was still in favour
of treating (iii) as a separate item to be financed out of general
revenue, as he felt it would give the opportunity of presenting
the capital position of the City in a more realistic manner.

His Worship the Mayor, however, said it was his own view that
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