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G The present system of “voting” is fair and open. The electronics system
should be used for each vote as some Councillors do not vote. A “spoken”
vote is difficult to determine and the outcome is questionable.

H I would like to see redundant discussion and useless reiteratior ‘comment
eliminated. Perhaps if we get rid of the cameras, things would be better.

I More decisions made at the Community Cou

J Standing committee.

K There are too many Community Councils
decisions are very political. Size of Com uncils [...] is
to a lot of deadlocks.

More authority at C.C.

M More empowerment of the Commu nd the
geographical size of HRM needs t

@) Any changes that mig

any time by makmg al

about change, I have to say that I have not had
size of council or changes that should be made

- if we had a special event budget for Community Councils - it could
be divided up per district and funds approved at the Community Council.
Basically, issues of local nature should stay at the local level.
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(c)  Specifically if you could change how decisions are made under HRM's
governance structure, what changes would you like to see (if any):

At the Community Council level?

More decisions could be carried out and finalized at thg imunity Council

level and not necessitate going before Reglon ,.Coun

issues - give them widespread authority

Because the number of Community Coung

[Left blank]

[Left blank]

it might mean greater staff time in responding to a complicated
arren of differing policies - we might get rid of more councillors but then
need more staff to facilitate greater decision making at community council
level.
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It is interesting that the very same beop!e that appear to support

Community Councils having more powers, including the authority to spend
money and look after local issues, also seem to support a reduced council.
I find that ironic in so much that if council size was reduced it would dilute

the opportunity for a community council to be involved in the immediate
local issues. I believe that a lot of the talk is a knee jei ction to a very
small minority that preach change. ‘

After ensuring the Community Council bog
more equitable, issues of district signific
Council. Community Councils could also
initiatives, as above.

At the Regional Council level?

Change how business is conducted
constructive/productive debate,. s Alst

ild be provided more
taff:before voting on them

at Regional Council.

Bring in a code of con

and start throwing people out who can’t
focal ite ‘

ittee of Whole 1 wk - Council to begin at 9:00 am following week.

[Left blank]

Empower Community Councils and only bring Regional Council together for
General issues (budget, police, fire, transit, infrastructure issues).
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Regional Council - if there is any way that councillors can find out what is
on the agenda well in advance of when it arrives I think that it would work
to alleviate some pressure at COW and at council with gquestions etc
because it would allow for councillors more time to consult with_staff and
other councillors on issues - the time frame for receivin mformatxon and
processing it is very tight and depending on when yo ive your
package on Friday night and Tuesday when;y u nee ide on an issue
is very short so therefore there is little time to r
out compromises ~ having information as far in advance a
help.

[Left blank]

agenda would be
nd think we just
m 9:30 a.m. and
t-productive in the
n to the entire

and should serve to

If you delegated more to the Community Cou
less for Regional Council. Residents watch us a
started for the day. Unfortunately we are oﬁen .
sitting in one room debating for
evenmg By taking out local issui

Boards are generally more independent in decision making. Committees
advise either Regional or Community Councils in reaching decisions.

My experience on boards & committees is positive in that “most” of these
groups carry out the voting procedure quite well.

We need to set a desired outcome.
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1 reduce the a

1 None.

J Change; more authority or greater accountability to people/Council.

K Standing boards and committees - currently being worked on!

L [Left blank]

M We need to over haul this but we also nee
committees remaining are effective!

N I feel that all the committees and board doing va k
and that I am learning a lot -~ the excep be the busines:
commissions which have very competen hey could just liaison with
councillors on a need basis rather than exp 1.fo attend every board
meeting - there is staff on the board thatT a eems to be
overkill. '

0 We have already initiated the Bo w. I will wait to see

P Merge some committees such as the derground to Solid
Waste, etc. Focus on key.ar es- do we need so many?
I think we can elimin ers and have others that report
to Community Coun d that do not require Council
representation.

are you willing to offer a suggestion as to
rnance structure for decision making in HRM?
ate number of Regional Councillors?

A HRM's present population of 360,000, if you divide that

nto districts-
ount-of councillors, you in turn reduce the amount of
councillors on Community Councils, therefore, careful consideration must

ith Comm Council (understand everything doesn’t have to be one set
of rules for all). Come up with a policy or way to ensure taxes and services
are more fairly evened out to all.

With the removal of District 1,2,3, 21,22,23. to a Rural Council meeting in
the County (a sub council of HRM or annex to the abutting county) we
could then have an Urban council of 15 with full time assistants and three
Community Councils.
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D [Left blank] _

E Either 15 or 18 to satisfy the structural problem with existing community
council; but more importantly to assemble a team (not unlike any. sports
team you can think of) which can score more goals with a ’ream approach -
23 voices is very difficult to nurture consensus bu1|dmg"‘ _nd ‘'shared
goals - 15/18 make it less challengmg Unlike t‘he province/feds there is no

F
blur pre- amalgamatton political boundari
celebrate communities within. Change t
HRM.

G

H

I

J

K n go to 16 - do not allow districts to sit together

ore even representation by population.

the overa

¢ ‘,same as the provincial level of MLAs is one suggestion -
s day to day tasks and more staff time and why would we
presentation? I think this would mean a small reduction in

mber.

reduce our
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0 Comment: Prior to being elected to Regional Council in 2004 I perceived it
would be a positive move to reduce the size of council. After serving for 5
years, I am now, just not convinced it is the right thing to do. No one has
even come close o providing me a logical well conceived business case

supporting the causes to change. The only ones that I have hedfd but not
substantiated are:

Cost Savings: Any research that I have do;

(Councnllor Fisher has done that and it i
staff resources alone would negate any
on the surface. I have confirmed that my

rrogant, that an

has been my experlence without any mtg
or the totality of the

effective hard working councillor is actually a
work that he or she does.

Better and more Effective Decisig
smaller group is capable of makmg be
have researched this issue e;gd have, OUNC
indeed factual. I prevnously’sat as aglror iR a:s
and a body of 12 as in my rexperle te can st have quite some dsﬁ“culty in
reaching a decision. 5

Jgff’

3 jlicly.b¥a councilior at the time we set the

terms for this rediewis and I"’ ”j‘”" must change this time because we
it n 200445 not a’ﬁ:“j s case! In fact although it is important
5 ' Wds a strategy that was used by business far too often

5%in the 1990's without the intended positive

£ be part of “change for the sake of change "

ot

My biggest conc%xi;n as stated,

el
“i during our cops derattons It is important to remember that the total
elected members “of the former 4 municipal units was 60 representatives.

[The Councﬂlor noted that there had been a reduction in the representation
i for someareas of HRM after the 2004 boundary review and did not feel

: gpts"m the area that they represented would be pleased with a further
ction in representation. ]

Currently the 23 Councillors plus 1 Mayor in HRM represent approx.
382,000 people

A total of 465 Elected municipal representatives are responsible for
523,000
remaining residents in Nova Scotia.

A reduced Council would further erode the overall voice HRM has at the
Union of Nova Scotia (UNSM) table and certainly has an effect on the
national level with Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM).

The approximately 20,000 residents I serve is about the same ratio as a
MLA for the province. If the concept of reducing the size of Council were
taken seriously, shouldn’t the size of the number of members of the
legislature be also locked at simultaneously? Why would a municipally
elected representative, who is grassroots and deals with considerably more
local issues that effect the lives of residents on a daily basis, ever be put in
a position of having more electorate than the MLA?




P Keep the # of Councillors, status quo: 23 + 1 Mayor. Make some changes
to Community Councils: that you only sit on one, a re-distribution of
boundaries so there is essentially the same # per Community Council. Give
Community Council more power and funds to work with. Redistribute HRM
| staff to work with Councillor’s Office so we have more admmlsf ative staff.

Although the population has increased an
slightly larger districts. At the same time,

increase for the next Council bein
deserve) a level of servnce fro

ova Scotian Municipalities (UNSM) is
presenting all municipal units. One member
1ave only 5.4% of the voting eligibility in the

Il Nova Scotia Municipalities”. The UNSM provides

he province for policies and funding based on majority
e number of HRM Councillors, you will further dilute
mized HRM voice for the province via UNSM.

an already mt
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REGIONAL MUNICIPA

TO:

SUBMITTED BY:

LITY

PO Box 1749
Halifax, Nova Scotia
B3J3A5 Canada

Governance & District Boundary Review Committee
May 19, 2010

Mayor Kelly and members of the Governance and District Boundary
Review Committee

C. el lleg—

Cathy Mellett, Acting Municipal Clerk/Manager

DATE: May 14, 2010
SUBJECT: Phase One Consultation on Governance and Boundary Review
SUPPLEMENTARY
INFORMATION REPORT
ORIGIN

Request from the Committee for the number of persons supporting a smaller regional council
from the various public consultations undertaken between January and March of this year.

BACKGROUND

The public consultations are summarized as follows:

 seven public meetings were held in conjunction with community council meetings.

- a comprehensive citizen’s survey was conducted on behalf of the Municipality by Thinkwell

Research.

 an on-line survey was placed on the Municipality’s web site.

«  written submissions were solicited over the Municipality’s web site.

HACLERESWDMINWsards & CommitesnGovernsncr sud Soundaty Review Commites\TDi01Supplemniaty falh



Phase 1 Consultations, Governance &
District Boundary Review Committee -2- May 19, 2010

DISCUSSION

The Thinkwell Citizen survey was a random survey that can be considered to have statistical
validity in reflecting the views of the Municipality’s population. With a 10.3% completion rate
(2,240 surveys completed), the responses are statistically verifiable within a margin of 2.4%, 19
times out of 20.

The opinions provided through the other forums simply represent the views of those that
participated. One (1) of the written submissions represented an organization (Chamber of
Commerce).

The results are summarized as follows:

Thinkwell Citizen Survey

A number of questions regarding governance were asked of the residents who responded to
HRM’s Thinkwell Citizen Survey. The most specific question related to size of Council was Q.
11 which stated: Regional Council currently consists of the Mayor (elected at large) and 23
councillors each representing a district of HRM, who meet weekly as Regional Council.
Councillors also meet monthly in six (6) Community Councils to consider local and community
issues. Do you feel adequately represented by Council under the current Council and Community
Council structure?

Of the 2,240 citizens who responded to this survey question fifty-two percent (52.5% or 1,165
people) responded that Yes they did feel adequately represented; 18.5% (403) responded that No
they did not feel adequately represented; and 29% responded that they did not know or did not
have an opinion.

Of theé 18.5% (403) who responded that No, they did not feel adequately represented, a
significant number (40% or 162 people) felt the reason was the size of Council. The remaining
60% (241) provided other reasons such as more transparency, focussing on important issues,
more community input and involvement, better rural/urban representation or other specific issues

of concern.
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The following table outlines the submissions from the web survey, written submissions and the
seven (7) public meetings:

Source Favour Smaller Council Favour Status Quo /Larger

Council

Number* % of total Number * % of total

Web Survey 34 73% | Statusquo 9 20%

Total = 47 Larger 3 7%

Public Meetings 15 21% | Status quo 55 76%

72 speakers Larger 2 3%
approx 400
attended the public
meetings

Written 12 63% | Status quo 5 26%

Submissions Larger 2 11%

* numbers and percentages may not match exactly due to non-responses/ or no opinions

expressed

Three written submissions were received subsequent to the completion of the phase 1
consultation. All three (3) submissions have favoured a smaller Council.

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

Research conducted regarding models of constituent support based on size of district and
population indicate that:

A larger Council, would result in increased costs for salary, equipment, support staff, capital and
district funds, as well as renovation to accommodate a larger number of Councillors in City Hall.

A smaller Council might result in some modest savings. However, there may be no significant
cost savings accrued due to anticipated increases in support requirements. Responses from the
Councillors survey, the Thinkwell Citizen Survey, as well as a number of presenters pointed out
that residents expect to be able to have their issues addressed by their Councillor. With larger
districts Councillors could require additional support to meet residents’ expectations. This would
depend on the extent of the reduction in Council size as well as citizen expectations.

Retention of Council at the current size would have no significant cost impact. Modest
efficiencies may be achieved through alignment of Community Councils.

aé Braudary Revlew Commiietd0) DS upplemuniery Infakxport 11 Fubie Cansulation 31ty wpd




Phase 1 Consultations, Governance &
District Boundary Review Committee -4 - May 19, 2010

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT POLICIES / BUSINESS PLAN

This report complies with the Municipality’s Multi-Year Financial Strategy, the approved
Operating, Capital and Reserve budgets, policies and procedures regarding withdrawals from the
utilization of Capital and Operating reserves, as well as any relevant legislation.

ATTACHMENTS

None

A copy of this report can be obtained online at http://www.halifax.ca/commcoun/cc.html then choose the appropriate
Community Council and meeting date, or by contacting the Office of the Municipal Clerk at 490-4210, or Fax 490-
4208.

Report Prepared by : Paul Morgan, Planner, Community & Regional Planning, 490-4482
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Governance and Boundary Review Committee
May 12, 2010

TO: Mayor Kelly and Members of the Governance & Boundary Review
Committee

(’6’ . /] ’\UL///,/»CJC’;{«*

SUBMITTED BY:
Cathy J. Mellett, Acting Municipal Clerk
DATE: May 11, 2010
SUBJECT: Powers of Community Council
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION REPORT
ORIGIN

A request from the April 26™ meeting of the Governance and Boundary Review Committee to
provide background and opinion on opportunities and constraints regarding extended the powers of
Community Councils

BACKGROUND

Questions for Legal Services included:

1) Can Regional Council delegate specific decision-making authority to community councils;
and, if so, what limitations are there on that delegation of authority?

2) Are there are any restrictions on the services that can be recommended by a community
council for area rates under s. 29(4) of the Charter?

3) What are the limits and opportunities under the Charter s. 25(e) that might be available to
communities and community councils to amend or adjust by-laws to better suit local issues?
Can the by-law process be adjusted to allow for options within a regional by-law?
Procedurally, would the ability to opt in or opt out of specific by-law provisions require
additional public hearings? Could this same flexibility be achieved through amendments to
local land use regulations or by other means? The examples given of by-laws that have
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presented challenges due to conflicting community interests were: the signs by-law, the
burning by-law and the responsible pet owner’s by-law.

For Finance questions included:

4)

S)

6)

Is there currently an operational definition of what constitutes a “regional” verses a “local”
service that would assist in determining the services where Community Councils could make
recommendations to area rate the services?

Possible costs and/or challenges in administering a greater number of area rated services and
the costs associated with expanding the budget process to allow for input from the community
councils with a view to effective decision-making being made at the community council level
in respect of certain community expenditures?

A description of how monitoring services and recommending the appropriate level of services
[s. 25(a)] and community councils submitting an annual budget for services in the community
to be arearated [s. 29(3)], might fit into HRM’s annual budget and business planning process.
What could that process look like?

DISCUSSION

The following is provided for the Committee’s consideration:

1)

Delegation of Authority

(i) Decision-making powers

Regional Council does not, under the Charter, have a general ability to delegate its powers to a
community council. Regional Council cannot delegate final decision making authority to a community
council, or any other committee of Council, unless specifically permitted in the Charter. The Charter
is very clear on the limited circumstances in which Regional Council can delegate its authority.

Those limited circumstances are set out in sections 30 and 31 of the Charter. Specifically, s. 30(3)

states:

30 (3) A community council may amend the land-use by-law of the Municipality applicable
to the community with respect to any property in the community if the amendment carries
out the intent of any municipal planning strategy of the Municipality applicable to the
property and, in doing so, the community council stands in the place and stead of the
Council.......

S. 31 states:
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31 (1) “Where the municipal planning strategy of the Municipality provides for development
by agreement, the community council stands in the place and stead of the Council and
Part VIII applies with all necessary changes.”

These delegated powers are limited further by s. 31(4) which provides that a development agreement
is of no force or effect if it requires an expenditure by the Municipality until approved by Council.

No other delegation of decision-making authority is allowed by the Charter to community councils.
If additional decision-making authority is considered desirable, that can only be achieved through an
amendment to the Charter by the Province.

(ii) Recommendation-making powers

The Charter does provide for a much wider range of powers in which community councils can
provide recommendations including:

1) area rated services and projects

2) appropriate by-laws, regulations, controls and development standards for the community
3) appropriate user charges for different parts of the community

4) appropriate level of services for an area and ways in which services can be improved

5) an annual budget for recommended projects and services

While Council, under the Charter, must retain the final decision-making power, Council can move the
primary debate to the community level where that is more appropriate. This would be little different
from the manner in which other committees of Council currently operate, where Council respects the
recommendations of its appointed committee and, only where the issue becomes one of more general
regional interest, does the Regional Council revisit the committee’s recommendation.

By policy and practice, Council could adopt a procedural approach to dealing with matters coming
from community councils under what is known as “Consent Agenda”. Under this concept,
recommendations of administration and committees, or potentially recommendations of HRM
community councils are placed on the Consent Agenda under an omnibus motion. Consent Agendas
are utilized by many municipalities throughout the country for consideration of recommendations
without debate unless moved onto the full agenda of Council. A sample of a consent agenda from the
City of Calgary in March 2009 is attached.

Likewise, if a community council, as allowed for in s. 29(3), made budget submissions for area rated
services and/or projects during the annual budget process, and those budgets were debated and
moved as part of the HRM budget process, Council may be satisfied with that level of review for
budget decision-making. The Director of Finance would be interested in discussing this further with
the Committee following the tabling of the budget.
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2) Area Rates

Section 96 of the Charter provides that “ 4 Council may spend money in an area .... For any
purpose for which the Municipality may expend funds or borrow.” Thus there are no limitations on
the matters for which an area rate may be levied provided that it is within the spending authority of
the Municipality. Therefore a community council may make a recommendation to Regional Council
inrespect of any spending item; but that is a recommendation only and is not decision-making power.

The policy for area rates in HRM are laid out in the Interim Area Rate Guidelines:
1. Area rates can only be used for the provision of services within the municipal mandate;
services traditionally provided by the municipality
2. Arearates are not to be used to provide different levels of a municipal service within urban,
and suburban areas where said service is covered by the general tax rate.
3. In order for a proposed new area rate to move to the process as outlined in #4 below is
must have the support of the areas Councillor (s).
4. Proposals for new area rates must be advertised publicly, clearly identifying affected areas,
the purpose of the area rate, rate information and the duration the rate is expected to be
charged.
5. With the concurrence of the Councillor, the request is forwarded to the Community
Council for review and a recommendation to Regional Council. Where a Community Council
does not exist, the request will go directly to Regional Council.
6. Any proposed new area rates recommended by Community Council will be submitted to
Halifax Regional Council through a staff report with a recommendation from the Chief
Administrative Officer. The staffreport will identify the implications to the Municipality along
with the results of the public meeting.
7. Regional Council is responsible for approving all area rates.

The current policy does not generally allow for area rates to be applied to services covered under the
general levy. The most recent Council decision on transit funding has been an amendment to the
general policy in this regard. Should it be Council’s intention to move further into this area, and
allow more broad based application of additional area rates for services also covered under the
general rate, a more detailed discussions with Finance regarding the impact and implications would
need to be undertaken.

3) By-laws

Regional Council can currently tailor by-laws of general application such as the animal control by-law
to address local interests. Council has in fact done this in a number of instances including the Sign
By-law and the Burning By-law. What Council cannot do is devolve the by-law process to a
community council without a Charter amendment with the exception of those planning/development
related by-laws referenced above. In 2009, Council did seek from the Province an amendment to
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the Charter to enhance the planning powers of the community councils but that request has not yet
been granted.

Questions 4.) - 6.) The Director of Finance would be pleased to attend a meeting of the committee
following tabling of the budget on May 18" to begin those discussions.

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

There are budget implications to implementation of more Area Rated services both in the
administering of those rates, as well as potential impact should there be a subsequent request for
inclusion of Area Rated services in the General Tax Rate. A more detailed discussion with Finance
would be required to determine policy and cost implications and possible approaches.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT POLICIES/BUSINESS PLAN

This report complies with the Municipality’s Multi-Year Financial Strategy, the approved Operating,
Capital and Reserve budgets, policies and procedures regarding withdrawals from the utilization of
Capital and Operating reserves, as well as any relevant legislation.

ATTACHMENTS

A copy of this report can be obtained online at http:/www.halifax.ca/council/agendasc/cagenda.html then
choose the appropriate meeting date, or by contacting the Office of the Municipal Clerk at 490-4210, or Fax
490-4208.

Report Prepared by: Cathy J. Mellett, Acting Municipal Clerk

Report Approved by:

M.E. Donovan, Q.C., Director, Legal Services & Risk Management

Financial Approval by:

Cathie O’Toole, CGA, Director of Finance, 490-6308







CALGARY- Sample Consent Agenda

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF COUNCIL
Held Monday, 2009 March 16 at 9:30 am

This meeting was conducted in accordance with the Procedure Bylaw 44M2006, as amended.
Attendance

Prayer

Presentations

Confirmation of Agenda

Confirmation of Minutes

CONSENT AGENDA
Council adopted the Recommendations contained in the following reports in an omnibus

motion.

CPS2009-10 CALGARY DRUG TREATMENT COURT .DEFERRAL REQUEST

See Page 7 for the Council decision with respect to this item.

SUMMARY/ISSUE

Report on how the pilot Calgary Drug Treatment Court might fit into a Community Addiction
Strategy.

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION

That the SPC on Community and Protective Services recommends that Council approve
Administration’s request to bring forward the report on the Calgary Drug Treatment Court to

the
2009 May 27 SPC on Community and Protective Services to be dealt with as part of a

broader

report on Community Addiction Strategies.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That the Administration Recommendation contained in Report CPS2009-10 be approved.

CPS2009-19 COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PROTECTIVE SERVICES LONGRANGE
STRATEGIC SERVICE PLAN UPDATE
See Page 7 for the Council decision with respect to this item.

SUMMARY/ISSUE
Progress update on a long-range strategic service plan for Comimunity Services and

Protective

Services as a companion document to the new Municipal Development Plan (MDP) being
prepared by Plan It Calgary.

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION

That the SPC on Community and Protective Services recommends that Council receive this



update report for information.
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION
That the Administration Recommendation contained in Report CPS2009-19 be approved.

PAC2009-10 THE CITY OF CALGARY FLAG POLICIES (Policy Interpretation>
See Page 7 for the Council decision with respect to this item.

SUMMARY/ISSUE

Two flag policies have been prepared for Council approval: City of Calgary Flag Policy and
City

of Calgary Half-Mast Policy.

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATIONS

That PAC recommends that Council:

1 Approve The City of Calgary Flag Policy: and

2. Approve The City of Calgary Half-Mast Policy.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That the Administration Recommendations contained in Report PAC2009-10 be approved.

1GA2009-09 ENTERPRISE HOUSING PROGRAM DEFERRAL REPORT

See Page 7 for the Council decision with respect to this item.

SUMMARY/ISSUE

Deferral of the Enterprise Housing Program Terms of Reference report to no later than the 2009
May 07 meeting of the Intergovernmental Affairs Committee.

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION

That the Intergovernmental Affairs Committee recommend that Council direct Administration to
report through the Intergovernmental Affairs Committee no later than the 2009 May 07 meeting,
with the Terms of Reference for the Enterprise Housing Program.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That the Administration Recommendations contained in Report IGA2009-09 be approved.

CONSENT AGENDA, Moved by Alderman Jones, Seconded by Alderman Ceci,

That the Recommendations contained in the following | General Manager, Community and

reports be adopted Protective Services

CPS2009-10, & City Manager

CPS2009-19, General Manager, Asset Management
PAC2009-1 0, & and Capital Works

1GA2009-09. City Clerk’s-.CPS

City Clerk’s-IGA
City Clerk’s-.Council
Policy Coordinator

CARRIED










