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CBRM Governance and Boundary Review

The conclusions in the Report titled CBRM Governance and Boundary Review are Stantec’s professional
opinion, as of the time of the Repont, and concerning the scope described in the Report. The opinions in
the document are based on conditions and information existing at the time the scope of work was
conducted and do not take into account any subsequent changes. The Report relates solely to the
specific project for which Stantec was retained and the stated purpose for which the Report was
prepared. The Report is not to be used or relied on for any variation or extension of the project, or for any
other project or purpose, and any unauthorized use or reliance is at the recipient’s own risk.

Stantec has assumed all information received from Cape Breton Regional Municipality (the "Client”) and
third parties in the preparation of the Report to be correct. While Stantec has exercised a customary level
of judgment or due difigence in the use of such information, Stantec assumes no responsibility for the
consequences of any error or omission contained therein.

This Report is intended solely for use by the Client in accordance with Stantec’s contract with the Client.
While the Report may be provided to applicable authorities having jurisdiction and others for whom the
Client is responsible, Stantec does not warrant the services to any third party. The repert may not be
relied upon by any other party without the express written consent of Stantec, which may be withheld at
Stantec’s discretion.
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Prepared by:

Johin Heselting, LPP MCiP

Reviewed by:
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Printed Name

Approved by:

Signature

Printed Naime
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CBRM Governance and Boundary Review
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CBRM Governance and Boundary Review

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

Stantac conducted the pravious boundary reviaw for the Capa Braton Reagion Municipality in 2011, The
rasulting Council of 12 was approved by the NSUARB at that tima. In 2016, CBRM submittad a “simplified
application” to confirm its Council arrangemants, which the Board aiso approved. Tha currant study
considars the parformance of CBRM Council through comparison to similar Nova Scotfa municipalities
and consultation with Ragional Council and CBRM residents. Applying the process racommended by the
Utility and Review Board, Stantac will datermine whethar a change in tha size of CBRM's Council should
be considerad. Regardiess of the recommeandead Councél membarship, Stantec will delineata polling
district boundarias suitable for slacting future Council members in consideration of criteria set out in Nova
Scotia legislation.

CURRENT GOVERNANCE

CBRM has the second largest Council mambers among Nova Scotia regional and rural municipalitias, tha
sacond most constituants per Council membar, the 15th most land area per member, and the second
most axpenditura par membar. Municipal population has fallen for many years, although the rata of
decling has recantly moderatad. Our deamographic projections, however, suggast population will continua
to dacrease by close to 6,000 people by 2031.

Council interviewaes strongly favorad maintaining their curreant mambership. Apart from one interviawaa
who favored decraasing Council from the current 12 Councillors plus tha Mayor and three who wara
unsure, nina preferred to maintain the currant Councit siza. Community views expressed through an
onling survay that attractad 534 respondents were more mixed. Whila a substantiai proportion favourad
maintaining the Municipality's current 12-member Council (17.7%), more favourad raducing tha number of
Councillors to six (25.4%). Substantial proportions of respondents also favourad eight (12.0%) or 15
Counciliors {10.9%).

PAST BOUNDARY REVIEWS

Council siza and electoral boundarigs have baen raviewed fiva times since the process that led to the
creation of CBRM as Nova Scotia’s first regional municipality. From the first assessmeant undertaken in
1994 to determine tha appropriata number of Councillors for the new regional govarnmant to the last
review complatad in 2016, the number of Ragional Councillors has gradually baan reduced from 20 {o the
current 12.

i
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CBRM Governance and Boundary Review

BOUNDARY DELINEATION

Section 368 (4) of the MGA sets criteria that the NSUARB must consider in establishing the boundaries of
polling aor electoral districts within municipalities:

In determining the number and boundaries of polling districts the Board shall consider number of
electors, relative parity of voting power, population density, community of interest and geographic size.

The leading criteria are voter parity, which is reflected in the requirement of the NSUARB that the number
of electors in each district be within £10% of the average number of electors in all districts, and
community of interest.

For discussion with Council, we have developed scenarios for 6, 8, 12 and 15 districts, which are the four
sizes that received the most support in the Council Size Survey. We also included a three-district
scenario, although it only ranked seventh among the Councit size options considered, because i reflects
the configuration suggested by the Viability Study.

Thex10% parity standerd is met by all districts for scenarios involving three to eight districts. Two districts
in the 12-district scenario and one in the 15-district scenario exceed the Board’s criterion, but the
discrepancies are modest and, we believe, would be accepted by the Board.

The clearly preferred options are to continue with the current twelve-member Council or reduce Council to
six, which are respectively supported by 17.7% and 25.4% of survey respondents. Eight members ranks
third and is representative of 27_2% of respondents who would prefer a Council of eight to ten.

We recommend, therefore, taking the six- and twelve-district scenarios to the public for
consideration in Phase 2 of the Governance and Boundary Review. We can also present the sight-
district scenario, if Council wishes, to give community members the opportunity to consider an
intermediate reduction in Council membership.
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CBRM Governance and Boundary Review
1 Introduction

Preliminary boundary scenarios are included in this report for the consideration of Council to take to the
public in the second phase. On completion of Phase 2 consultations, we expect to prepare a final report
incorporating key content from this report, a summary of Phase 2 consultation, and a recommendation
concerning the preferred electoral boundaries for the Regional Municipality.
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CBRM Governance and Boundary Review
2 Current Governaince

Although CBRM is also relatively large in terms of Jand area (2,430.1 km?), rarking eighth among the 24
municipalities considered, its larger Council membership places the Municipality 15" when ranked by tand
area per councit member (Figure 2-1c). CBRM's position does not change when mayors are taken out of
consideration and comparison is based on land area per councitlor. While the average area served by a
CBRM Councillor is 202.5 km?, six other municipalities with mayors also have larger average electoral
district areas than Figure 2-1c suggests, and CBRM remains in 15" place.

By the final measure shown, expenditure divided by council representatives, CBRM ranks second only to
HRM at $11,567,072 or 73.2% more than the average of $6,679,302 (Figure 2-1d). The numbers are,
again, heavily skewed by HRM, which has a very large budget in comparison to the other Nova Scotia
municipalities. The figure, nevertheless, suggests the CBRM Council members have significantly more
responsibility than municipal representatives in the province’s remaining regionral and rural municipal
units.

2.1.2 CURRENT AND FUTURE POPULATION

‘Population decline has been a long-standing concern for CBRM. As coal mines and the steel plant closed
during the 1890s, local employment opportunities declined, and many residents left the region looking for
work. Qut-migration of young adults was particularly pronounced, exaggerating the aging of the region’s
population and the concomitant decline in its ability to reproduce. From 2006 to 2021, CBRM, including
the First Nations communities of Eskasoni and Membertou, lost 9,843 residents or 9.1% of its population
(Figure 2-2). The proportion of the population in the key family-forming group from 18 to 44 years of age
decreased to 29.5% from 32.2%.

The region, nevertheless, benefitted from Nova Scotia's attraction for in-migration during the most recent
census period from 2016 to 2021, losing only 1.7% of its population, the lowest decline of any five-year
period this century and the region’s best demeographic result for more than 50 years. Critically, the
proportion of the region’s population between 18 and 44 increased from 28.9% to 29.5%.

While CBRM's modest rebound is positive, further population decline appears likely. Predictions to 2031
prepared by Stantec based on the age structure of the population and the recent population trend suggest
population wilt continue to decline to 92,830 by 2031 a further reduction of 5,705 peopls {5.8%). While our
calculations suggest the proportion of residents between 18 and 44 will rise back to 32.4% or roughly its
2006 level, stabilization of the region’s population will likely require a longer pertod than the eight years to
the next boundary review cycle.
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CBRM Governance and Boundary Review
2 Current Governance

rated their experience in municipal governance highly. Overall, Councillors felt strongly about ensuring
CBRM constituents have adequate access to Cauncil and that representation of the distinct rurat and
urban interests is maintained.

The Councillors, Mayar, and CAO indicated that the current Council has brought & new perspective
because of the number of first term representatives. Although one Councillor is serving his eighth term,
the next longest serving member is only on their third term, with seven Councillors as well as the Mayor
serving for the first time. For five members, the 2020 cycle was the first time they offered far election.
Only the fongest tenured Councillor has ever been acclaimed. Eight interviewees considered their latest
campaign competitive and called the margin of their electoral victory “close.”

Stantec asked Council members and the CAQ to assess the influence of the number of members on
Council's current administrative capacity, efficiency, effectiveness, and collaboration. Interviewees were
also asked to comment on any perceived changes in the Council atmosphere during their service.
Respondents were asked to rate performance on a scale from one for Poor to five for Excellent.
Responses given ranged from two to four with an average of 3.38. The most common respanse was four,
which was selected by seven ifterviewees. Two respondents gave a rating of two and four assigned a
three, with one individual choosing not to comment.

Many interviewees commented that Council seems to function well from their paint of view with good
representation, administrative capacity, and public accessibility. Several suggested, however, that the
turnover from the 2020 election has forced a noticeable learning curve and adjustment in feadership style.
Others noted increased demand for Council members due to improvements in public access through
social media and other technologies and difficulty in fulfifling all necessary duties in part-time hours. The
most critical individuals cited dysfunctionality, inexperience, contrasting leadership, and 2 division of
perspectives.

Many interviewees gave very different interpretations of identical themes with same identifying Council
strengths that others regarded as challenges. For example, while several Councillors stated the farge
number of fist-time winners in the 2020 municipal election has brought a fresh perspeclive to the table,
others remarked that the high turnover caused a steep learning curve that inhibited Council’s immediate
effectiveness. Other strengths discussed by interviewees inciuded diversity of backgrounds, constituent
loyalty, a proportionate balance of urban and rural perspectives, open mindedness, professional passion,
communication, unity, approachability, and proactive response to development. Conversely, when asked
if they saw any significant issues with the current Council, interviewees identified communication, difficulty
in district travel and accessibility, balance with permanent staff, unity, leadership, reactionary tendencies,
fimited municipal experience, and district-centered perspectives.

Stantec also discussed the influence of the number of representatives on Council/municipal operations
with each Cauncillor, the Mayor, and CAQ. On the whale, respondents felt that Council size is not a
factor. Of nine who responded that the number of representatives does not affect Councit/municipal
operations, several remarked that the consensus-based system values muitiple opinions. However, to this
end, some added on that & change in Council size could affect this response. Of the remainder who held

8
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CBRM Governance and Boundary Review
2 Current Governance

opposite beliefs, the common rationale was that the number of representatives reinforces what they
consider to be disproportionate rural representation and that louder voices dictate the direction.

Council interviewees strongly favored maintaining their current membership. Apart from one interviewee
who favored decreasing Counci! from the current 12 Councillors plus the Mayor and three who were
unsure, nine preferred to maintain the current Council size. Supporters of the status quo cited the need
for balanced rural and urban representation, inefficiencies among service jurisdictions (i.e., the Province
of Nova Scotia is responsible for road maintenance and snow removal in much of rural CBRM), and the
feeling that there was no apparent reasen for change. Remaining interview subjects mentioned
manageability, unification, and the promotion of ‘regional thinking’ as reasons to support or consider
supporting a further decrease in Council size.

The few willing to specutate about reducing Counci membership suggested nine members plus the
Mayor would be sufficient. Others suggested a decrease to ten plus the Mayor but did not provide a
rationale for their suggestion. No respendent advocated increasing Councit size, atthough one said they
would weigh the benefits due to the ongoing high work!oad. The three respondents who did not have a
strong opinion in either direction spoke of their witlingness to consider a decrease or the status quo, while
ancther thought that districts should be based on a uniform population of 10,000 voters, meaning a
reduction by roughly two members, although they allowed for some flexibiity to address the geographic
size of disfricts.

Most respondents also strongly opposed Recommendation 5 of the CBRM Viability Report, which
suggests considering a reduction in Council representation to three districts. Several believed that rural
communities would be left out if the recommendation was imptemented and more populous urban areas
would dominate elections and municipal debate. Others were noncommitta! but acknowledged that the
three-district framework reflects the current organization of Public Works operations.

Some felt at-large representation could encourage a more regional perspective in municipal debate, but
at large representation is not implied by the authors of the Viability Report, who make no reference to it or
the need to amend the Municipal Government Act, which does not presently atiow at large election of
councillors in rural or regional municipatities. Difficulty in managing the ensuing workload in & part-time
capacity was also cited as a concern. The two interviewees who favoured the recommendation thought
that it would give residents more options to access their representative(s) and that it could lead to better,
collective decision-making.

The final line of questioning addressed boundary issues for each Councillor’s district as well as for other
districts. One Councillor mentioned that boundaries should reflect CBRM and Provincial service
boundaries as it presents complexity and confusion for both Council and residents otherwise. Two other
Councillors thought those areas in which the street centerfine acted as the district boundary was not
intuitive and unnecessarily confusing. For exampie, Councillor MacDonald of District 5 stated that from
the North End to Wentworth Park, both sides of the street are within District 5. However, this changes to
only one side after the hospita! but then returns to both sides of the street. Also, Champlain Avenue is in
District apart from one house hidden behind the other homes on the street. Some other boundary issues

g
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CBRM Governance and Boundary Review
2 Current Governance

similar projects in the past has been very positive. It alows us to target advertising to municipal residents
and offer a direct link o the survey within each ad. Public awareness was also assisted by a story on the
study published in the Cape Breton Post after our public meeting and later reprinted in the Chronicle-
Herald.

Appendix A summarizes survey results. Over the period the survey was open, 534 individuals responded
to its questions. Responsas were well distributed across the municipality, according to answers to
Question 2, with the lowest return from any district being 29 (District 9) and the largest being 62 {District
4}. Most districts fell between 7% and 9% of all respondents. Men significantly cutnumbered female
respondents (58.2% v. 34.7%, with the remaining 7.1% either preferring not to say or refraining from
responding). In terms of age, the largest group of respondents (22.1%) was befween 45 and 64 years of
age. Respondents were also generally familiar with municipal government. Of 498 who responded to
Question 1 dealing with participation in past municipal elections, 78.1% said they voted in all three and
only 3.0% stated they voted in none.

The third question asked raspondents to rate the performance of Regional Council on a scale of 1to 5 on
which, 1 was Poor and 5 was excellent. The largest group of respondents (33.2%) chose the middle
category or a rating of 3. Responses were however skewed to fower ratings with 50.5% rating Council
with a 1 or 2, and just 16.3% giving scores higher than 3. The average rating was 2.5. When asked io
identify the strengths of the current Council, the comments from more than half of respondents were
negative, although some indicated they likad the Mayor or their current Councillor and several suggested
that the largely new group was developing a new direction for the Municipality.

Question 5 asked whether respondents whether they felt the size of Council influences performances.
More than two-thirds (67.0%) stated they believe the number of members is relevant. In responding to
Question 8, a similar proportion {84.2%), however, said they did not believe the reduction of CBRM
Council from 16 to 12 members brought about any change in their dealings with Council. The largest
group who answered Question 7 (32.3%), furthermore, stated that changes to Council size and
boundaries have had "no effect” on Council performance. A quarter (25.7%) indicated effects have been
mixed, while 18.9% suggested Council had worsened and just 12.5% said it improved.

While the survey solicited comments concerning changes in Councit behavior, responses were
unfocused, emphasizing criticisms of Council that were largely unrelated to its membership. Comments
with a clear connection to Council size tended to bring up traditional beliefs that smaller councils are more
efficient, while larger councils allow councillors to better serve constituents, particularly in rural areas.

Question 9 addressed the core issue of the survey and the first phase of the governance and boundary
review. It asked respondents to identify the number of members they would prefer to have on CBRM
Council between three (the minimum permitted under Nova Scotia legislation) and 15 or more. The most
popular single response was six, which was supported by a quarter of decided respondents (25.4%). The
current Council membership or 12 was the second most frequent choice (17.7%), eight was third (12.0%)
and 15 or more came fourth {(10.9%) (Figure 2-3).

11
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CBRM Governance and Boundary Review
2 Current Governance

Figure 2-4 Viability Study Recommendation and Preferred Council Representatives per
District, CBRM, 2022

a. Support for Viability Study b. Preferred Councillors per District with
Recommendation Viability Study Arrangement

Don't knew/not sure - 6.9%, 35

5 or more Councillors per
district

Don't know/nol sure  § 21.5%, 110

| 8.8%. 45

4 Counciffors per district L

B 110w, 57

No 32.4%, 166

3 Coungillors per district 18.4%, 94
2 Councilloss per district [ o

Yes 46.1%, 236

1 Councillor per district § S 18.8%, 96

0 100 200 300 0 50 100 150 200

Source Staniec Consulting Limiled

Question 15 asked more generally interest in electing some or all CBRM Councillors at large. The
question arose from discussion in connection with the Viability Study recommendation concerning mixing
at large with district-elected councillors to encousage a more regional view on Council, which the Viability
Study’s three-district arrangement also sought. Responses favoured at large election by a narrow margin
over no at large election (40.4% to 38.3%). Additional responses, however, reinforced the preference for
at large election with the remainder of respondents split among electing at least half of Council at large
(8.5%), electing at least three Councillors at large (9.2%), and electing less than half of Council at large
(3.7%). Some degree of at large election, therefore, was favoured by 61.7% of 520 respondents to the
question.

Few respondents made concrete suggestions concerning their district boundaries in response to
Question 16. Of 534, 108 did not answer the question (20.2%) and 289 responded with some version of
"No” (54.1%). Of the remaining 25.6%, 49 (3.2%) made specific suggestions relevant to their district while
others made more general comments concerning boundaries (e.g., the districts are too big) and their
views on municipal governance. Responses to Question 17 were, unsurprisingly, even less specific. Of
534 respondents, 146 {27.3%) declined to answer and 276 (51.7%) responded with no suggestions.
Remaining suggestions were general comments concerning the size of districts, the need to reduce
Council size, and similar matters. No respondent suggested a specific boundary adjustment.

.
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CBRM Governance and Boundary Review
2 Current Governance

Our understanding, however, is that Guysborough undertook considerable study before creating its
special district. Taking the step for CBRM'’s Indigenous population will require consideration of general
community support as well as support from the two Bands. It should also carefully assess the benefits
and possible costs for the two Reserves, which receive most local services from the Government of
Canada, and will be primarily interested in coordinating their actions with the Municipality and having a
say in municipal actions that affect them.
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CBRM Governance and Boundary Review
3 Past Boundary Reviews

Regional Municipality,” adding “The Board is treating this as a spacial circumstance and ona that is not

engraved in stone”

3.1.2 1999 BOUNDARY REVIEW

Thea 1999 boundary review downsized CBRM Counrcil from 21 to 16 Councillors. A plabiscite had found
70% of eligible voters favouraed reducing Council size. During the hearing, the Board heard several
competing presentations supporting reductions to 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, and 15 polling districts. In response, a
committae consisting of nine Councillors, the Mayor, and thrae citizens engaged in broader public
engagament to arrive at the formal decision to recommend a Council of 16 plus the Mayor.
Table 3-2 Voters by Polling District, CBRM,

Of the 21 districts in CBRM approved in 1894,
fwo ware substantiaily outside tha £25% parity
guideline that prevailed at the time (District 1
with 27.1% fawer votars than the average,
District 21 with 57.7% fewer than the average).
An additional six Districts were outsida the
#10% range, which is now the standard, with
one close to tha 25% mark {District 14 at
20.7% above the average). The Board
approvad the large variation in District 21
during the 1994 amalgamation that the initially
proposed 20 polling districts compalied too
great a division of rural and urban voters. In
addition, it was datarminad that tha araa of
previous District 13 was too large. Therefore,
an additional twenty-first District was craated
and parmitted to stand despite its sizeable
variation from the average.

The Committee noted difficultias to the Board
in drawing boundaries that did not segment
the 104 individual communities within the
Regional Municipality; howevaer, the 16
Districts it recommended all fit within the £25%
threshold (Tsble 3-2). While there was little

1999
. Polling Land - Voters Variation from
: District - Area Average
; -~ (km?) . Number %
CA() 1239 4349 & 918 17.4%
B (2) 12.8 5764 : 497 9.4%
e 3) 9.6 5339 72 1.4%
D (4) 525.8 4041 0 1,226 23.3%
E@G) 77.3 4983 -284 -5.4%
F (6) 3565 | 5,033 234 -4.4%
G(7) 11326 4588 -379 7.2%
H (8) 957 5202 85 1.2%
1{9) 179.3 5,553 285 ' 5.4%
J(10) 65 | 58613 346 6.6%
K11 385 4,931 ~336 -6.4%
L(12) 15.2 5678 411 7.8%
M {13) 64.2 6,002 735 13.9%
N (14) 8.3 5,809 642 12.2%
0 (15) 56 6,191 924 | 17.5%
P(l8) | 65 4792 475 . -8.1%
- TOTALS | 2,658.3 84,268
: {61 5267

. Averages :

Source Nova Scofia Utilify and Review Board 1998
debata over the boundarias of the 16 proposed districts (lettared A through P in the Board’s decision),
debata occurred over slight adiustments to District D, F, and G due to their farge geographic size. These
concerns were raconcited due to the expansive unpopulatad portions of the districts.
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CBRM Governance snd Boundary Review
3 Past Boundary Reviews

Because maps illustrating boundary options could not realistically be presented through a telephone
interview at the time, Stantec developed an online survey, which was promoted enline through CBRM's
website and the project biog site. As the avenues for promoting an onling survey were not as well-
developed at the time, The Marketing Clinic also contacted the 809 respondents to the Council Size
survey by email and phone to notify them of the online boundaries questionnaire and encourage their
response. The Marketing Clinic also issued two rounds of reminders.

The Boundaries Survey obtained 331 responses. The key question in the survey asked respondents to
“Please indicate the District boundary option you prefer.” Of the 331 respondents, 313 (85%) answered
the question, with the following results:

s« Option 1 — 1 would like to see the current District boundaries adjusted for population changes. 80
respondents {25.6%)

+ Option 2 - | would like to see District boundaries changed so that most districts will include a mix
of urban, suburban, and rural areas. 124 respondents (38.6%)

» Existing — | would prefer District boundaries to remain exactly as they are. 88 respondents
(28.1%)

o |don't like any of the options above. 21 respondents (6.7%).

As described in Stantec’s 2011 report:

... responses require some interpretation. The option selected by the largest number of respondents
was Option 2, which represents the most significant change from the existing boundaries used in the
2008 municipal election. Retention of the existing boundaries, hawever, was the second most popular
choice, trailing by 36 respondents. Option 1, furthermore, is essentially a fine tuning of the Status Quo
and it was not far behind with just eight fewer respondents endorsing it than maintaining the existing
boundaries. The sum of respaondenits favouring the existing boundaries and Option 1 is 168 or 54 per
cent of the 313 decided respondents to the question.

On this basis, CBRM sought approval from the NSUARB for a Council of 12 members with boundaries
developed for Option 1, and the Board approved the application. Although four of the 12 proposed
districts fell outside the £10% parity criterion, the Board conciuded "the present matter represents one of
the exceptional cases which justifies a departure, in some districts, from the £10% variance which
normally applies” (Table 3-4).
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CBRM Governance and Boundary Review
4 Boundary Delineation

Since the early 1990s, the Board has gradually tightened this standard to the present level. At one time, it
was only necessary for districts to be within £33% of the average and, until the turn of the current century,
£25% was considered sufficient. The £10% criterion has been applied in boundary reviews since 2006.
Nearly all boundary applications to the NSUARB that we have reviewed contsin a table documenting the
number of efectors in each district within the municipality in question with the variance of each from the
average. The Board is usually sympathetic to small variations above or below its criterion but requires a
written justification to consider any significant discrepancy, with a larger proposed variance being viewed
as a greater burden on the municipal unit to justify.

4.1.3 POPULATION DENSITY

The NSUARB is also mindful of population density and geographic area of each polling district. In
sparsely populated areas, the Board recognizes that it may be difficult to achieve relative voter parity {1.e.,
to keep the number of electors in each district within £10% of the average of districts) without creating an
extensive area in which disparate interests may be combined and which may be unreasonable for a
councitlor to serve. In many rural municipalities, for example, it is necessary to have at least one larger
district to encompass lightly populated areas and the Board has tended to accept lower populations in
such districts recognizing that meeting the parity standard would require coverage of an excessive land
area, This is a notable feature in CBRM given its relatively dense urban core and more sparsely
popuiated rural areas.

4.1.4 COMMUNITY OF INTEREST

The second most cited reason, in our experience, for having districts that vary beyond the Board standard
is community of interest, as it is usually desirable to represent communities of interest within a single
district. Communities of interest may be racial, ethnic, finguistic, religious, economic, or geographic
groups. Districts do not, however, normally represent a specific community of interest. They usually
contain several. It is nevertheless considered desirable to keep identifiable, gecgraphically defined
interests together in a single district and not divide them among two or more districts where their influence
may be diluted or distorted. Larger communities that have significantly more electors than the average
district may have to be divided to maintain voter parity. Smaller communities may also have to be divided
to achieve parity or address other criteria, but it is a necessary trade-off rather than a desirable cutcome.

4.1.5 GEOGRAFPHIC SIZE

The main issue in considering the geographic size or land area of a district is ensuring & cohesive territory
and 2 manageable area for the serving councillor. As noted, in relation to population density, above, the
NSUARB has been willing to approve electoral districts that fall short of the -10% voter parity standard
where sparse populations require the excessive area to captura the necessary number of electors. In
CBRM outlying rural Districts 3, 7, and 8 are notably larger than the remaining districts clustered around
and near to Sydney Harbour.Other Considerations

.

Page 34



Page 35



Page 36



CBRM Governance and Boundary Review
4 Boundary Delineation

We have provided geographic names for each proposed district. The names are based on area
descriptors or one or more prominent communities in the proposed district. They are provided io help
readers locate each district and would not have an official importance. Refinement of the boundaries to
account for geographic features will be undertaken in Phase 2 of the Review process.

Figure 4-1 ijfustrates the current district arrangement. The average area of each district is 213 square
kilometres and the average number of electors is 6,785 per district. Four districts (8, 9, 11, and 12) are
outside the +10% parity criterion. District 8 has the largest variance from the average at 17.9%.

4.2.1 THREE-DISTRICT SCENARIO

As noted, three districts only ranked seventh among responses to Question 8 in the Councii Size Survey.
it is, however, the arrangement recommended for consideration by the Viabiiity Study, which also
recommended that the three districts shouid divide the Regional Municipality in North, Central, and East
sectors.

The districts average 852 square kilometres, which is four times the current average area with twelve
Councillors. The largest of the three districts is proposed District 2, which has an area more than twice the
size of proposed District 1, the second largest district in the three-district arrangement (Figure 4-2). The
three districts, on the other hand, are very balanced in terms of their numbers of electors with ail three
within less than 1.5% of the average number of electors in ali three disiricts. Counciliors will serve an
average of 27,143 electors, which is simiiar to the HRM average of 27,055 presented in Figure 2-1b,
above, recognizing that the MRM number includes the non-voting population as well as enumerated
electors.
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4.2.3 EIGHT-DISTRICT SCENARIO

Eight Counciflors was the third most popular Council size among respondents to Question 3 (12.0%). Like
the six-district arrangement, it will increase the size of districts and the number of constituents fo be
served, although to & lesser degree. The area of districts will be 312 or 50% larger than the current 213
square kilometres and the average number of constituents per district will increase from 6,631 to 10,179
(53.5%]).

The largest proposed district is District 8, which is, again, the southeastern portion of the municipality.
The proposed district has an area of 1,536 square kilometres, which is 48.0% larger than current District
7 (Figure 4-4). Parity is improved with eight districts as delineated relative to our proposed six-disfrict
arrangement. The largest variation is just 8.8% for District 4, which covers the North End and Whitney
Pier in Sydney. The remaining districts are all within +4% of the average and four are within less than
+2%. On the other hand, increasing the number of districts from six requires the division of Sydney
between Districts 3 and 4.

4.2.4 TWELVE-DISTRICT SCENARIO

Twelve districts represent the status quo. It was the second most popular choice (17.7%) among
respondents to Question 9. The average district size will not change; however, the number of constituents
will increase because of changes in the numbers recorded by the Municipality's [atest enumeration. The
increase in numbers despite overall population loss is likely attributable to population aging and, possibly,
increased registration by electors.

Proposed District 7 covering the south-central rural area of the municipality is the largest by area. It is 44
square kilometres smaller (4.2%) than current District 7 (Figure 4-5). Ten of the twelve proposed districts
are comfortably with the +10% parity criterion. None, in fact is more than 5% from the average. Districts 3
and 4 are, however, 10.7% below and above the average, respectively. Both deviations are only
marginally outside the parity criterion and would likely be acceptable to the NSUARB if a boundary
adjustment cannot be made to bring them in fine.

Changes to current district boundaries were modest. We were able to maintain the numbering of existing
districts in the proposed scanario. Alterations included:

e Transfer of Point Edward (273 electors) from current District 3 to proposed District 4
o French Road (64) from current District 7 to proposed District 8
+ Transfer of a small portion of Reserve Mines from current District 10 to proposed District 9

» To balance the addition to proposed District §, the southern portion of Reserve Mines was
transferred from current District 8 to proposed District 8

»  Transfer of New Victoria {773) from current District 11 to proposed District 12

29
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The 12- and 15-district scenarios also require boundary arrengements in the Glace Bay ares that we
consider less than ideal. The proposed districts in that area are, nevertheless, similar to the current
district arrangement, which appears to have been serviceable since its adoption in 2012. Larger numbers
of districts arguably provide balancing advantages by supporting @ more refined community framework in
which some intermediate-sized communities are more distinctly represented. It may also be possible to
improve the boundaries through more detailed assessment.

4.3.2 RECOMMENDATION

While all the scenarios presented are workable, we believe the options should be narrowed down for
presentation to the public. Although there is support for consideration of the Viability Study
recommendation for three districts, it appears to be predicated on the expectstion that more than one
councillor would represent each district, which is not permitted under current Nova Scotia legislation. We
do not see support for a Regional Council consisting of three Councillors and the Mayor and, therefore,
recommend that three districts be eliminated from consideration.

A Council of 15 or more was supported by 10.9% of survey respondents, which ranked fourth among the
survey options. If 13 and 14 members ere added the share rises to 14.4%, which would rank third;
however, we do not see a strong argument for increasing Council size.

The clearly preferred options are to continue with the current twelve-member Counci! or reduce Councit to
six, which are supported by 17.7% and 25.4% of respondents to Question 9 of the survey, respectively.
Eight members ranks third and is representative of 27.2% of respondents who would prefer a Council of
eight to ten.

We recommend, therefore, taking the six- and twelve-district scenarios to the public for
consideration in Phase 2 of the Governance and Boundary Review. We can also present the eight-
district scenario, if Council wishes, to give community members the opportunity to consider an
intermediate reduction in Councit membership.

We are not recommending further consideration of the Viability Study’s three-district proposal, the five-
district concept put forward by Professor Urbaniak, or the possibility of creating a First Nations electoral
district. The Viability Study provides limited detail on implementation of the three-district concept, but most
residents and stakeholders appear to be uncomfortable with representation by just three councillors.
Professor Urbaniak is more explicit that his proposal would involve the election of two counciliors in four
of the five districts he proposes.

As we have noted, establishing districts with more than one representstive per district will require
amendment of the MGA. The necessary amendments cannot be implemented before the end of this year
when CBRM must submit its application to conftrm or alter its governance arrangements to the NSUARB.
In our opinion, considerably more study will be required before CBRM should consider changing to
multiple representatives from any of its districts. Dual or multiple representation is used in some
jurisdictions, but it appears fo be rare. We would suggest that it's efficacy should be assessed before
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CBRM should consider adopting the approach and undertaking to have Provincial legisiation amended to
allow it.

The notion of a First Nations electoral district wouid not require any amendment fo legisiation. On the
other hand, while it has been put forward by community members including First Nations representatives,
we do not have any measure of overalt support nor does the scope of this study allow us to properly
assess the implications for the Eskasoni and Membertou communities, or the functioning of Regional
Council.

In our opinion, investigation of alternative Councit arrangements such as these three initiatives should be
done separately from the Governance and Boundaries Review process and without the pressure of an
external deadline. CBRM Council shouid, furthermore, decide whether it is interested in such changes.
Restructuring Regional Council, particularty in ways that require changes to Provincial legislation, is a
major undertaking and should only be pursued if it is likely to lead to effective reforms.

433 MEXT STEPS

In the second phase of the Boundaries and Governance Review, we wilt conduct a second online survey
that will ask respondents for their preference between the scenarios presented (i.e., 6, 12, and, possibly,
8), and to identify any concerns with the boundaries of the proposed districts. We will aiso hold six pubtic
meetings distributed across the region as described in Section 1.3, above. At the meetings, we will
present information on the review process, including survey responses and soficit feedback from
attendees.

Foliowing the second round of public consultation, Stantec wili make any adjustments to the scenarios
justified by input through the survey and/or the public meetings. We will then prepare a Council Size and
Boundaries Report summarizing the Phase 2 consultation processes and recommending a preferred
Councii size and related district boundaries arrangement. As with all recommendations to 2 municipal
council, CBRM's Regional Council may accept or reject Stantec’s recommendation or modify the
recommendation. Whatever course of action Regional Council selects, the Municipality is obliged to
submit an application to the NSUARB by year's end confirming or altering its Council size and boundary
arrangements. The Board will then consider CBRM's application and either approve it, modify it, or reject
it.
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1 How many of the last three CBRM elections have -

you voted in?

Elections
2012, 2018, 2020
- 2018, 2020
2012, 2020
2012, 20186
2020
. 2016
S 2012
. None
| Unsure

TOTAL

No response

Number %
389 78.1%
33 6.6%
1 0.2%
3 0.6%
44 §.8%
2 0.4%
2 0.4%
15 3.0%
g 1.8%
498 100.0%
K] 657%

2 In which District do you currently reside? (Follow
this link if unsure: hitps://iwww.cbrm.ns.cafwho-is-

my-councilor.htmy).

District
District 1
District 2
District 3
District 4
. District 5
. District 6
. District 7
' District 8
. District 9
© District 10
. District 11
© District 12

1 do not reside in CBRM
' TOTAL

' No response

Number %
39 7.4%
40 7.6%
43 8.1%
62 M.7%
38 7.2%
40 7.6%
42 8.0%
56 10.6%
29 5.5%
49 9.3%
38 7.2%
50 9.5%

2 0.4%
528 100.0%
6 1.1%
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3 How would you rate the performance of CBRM's

current Council?
: _ 5 - 3.8%, 20

Rating Number % : _

1 129 24.3% 40 l 12.5%, 66

2 139 26.2%
3 176 33.2% 3 § 33.2%, 176
c 4 66 12.5% :
5 20 3.8% -
i TOTAL 530 1000% ~ ? § 25.2%. 139
No response 4 0.7% _
- Average 2.5 1 | 24.3%, 129

0 50 100 150 200

4 Whatdo you consider to be the main strengths of
' CBRM's current Council?

5 Do you think the number of elected

. . " . 400 9
representatives influences Council or municipal 67.2%, 356

operations in any way? 350
300
Response Number % 250
Yes 356 67.2% . <200
No 111 209% 150 20.9%, 111
Don't know/not sure 63 11.9% 100 : 11.9%, 63
TOTAL 530 100.0% 50 '
No response 4 0.7% 0
: Yes No DBon't know/not
sure
6 Based on your experience with or knowledge of 400
previous CBRM Councils, have you experienced 350 64.0%, 340
any change in the manner in which your municipal i
concerns are heard and acted on since Council 300
was reduced to 12 members from 167 250
: 200
. Response Number % 150 vs9 50
| Yes 101 19.0% 100 -
“ No 340 64.0% 50
. Pon't know/not sure 90 16.9% 0
. TOTAL 531 100.0% Yes No Don'| know/nol

sure

. No response 3 0.6%
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41 If your answer to Question 9 was 12, please Satisfaction with current Council performance.
explain why you think Council size should stay at  Concern with rural representation and the area that
12 members? (if not applicable, please go to Councillors much serve,

Question 13.)

12 I your answer to Question 9 was any choice from Need for more representation especially in rural
12 to 15 or more, please explain why you think  areas.
Council size should be incresased from #s current
12 members? {if not applicable, please go to
Question 13.)

13 :Do you stupport the governanée model (i.e., three .
: electoral districts) as proposed by the Viability —
Study? _ Dor't know/not sure

_' 21.5%. 110
Response Number %
Yes 236 486.1% 32.4%, 166
- No 166 32.4%
. Don't know/not sure 10 21.5%
TOTAL 512 100.0%
No response 22 4.1%

0 50 100 150 200 250

14 If CBRM, were to transition to a three-district

governance structure, how many councillors
should represent each proposed district? Note Don't knowinot sure . 5.9%, 35
that in order to enable more than one Councitior
per district, an amendment to the Municipal 5 or more Councillors per - 8.8%. 45
Government Act occur. district '
¢ Councillors Number % 4 Councilors per district 8 R 11.2%, 57
. 1 Councillor per district 08 18.8% -
: 2 Goungilors per district 183 35.9% 3 Councillors per district 18.4%, 94
: 3 Councitlors per district 94 18.4% o
4 Councillors per district 57 11.2%
5_0r more Councillors per 45 8 8% 2 Coungcillors per district
district ’
Don't know/not sure 35 6.9%
TOTAL 510 100.0% 1 Councillor per district 18.8%, 96
No response 24 4.5%

G 50 100 150 200
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15 Anocther alternative that has been discussed and
would also require an amendment to the _ No more than three
Municipal Government Act would be to elect some’ chgg":{?ﬂ:f'g be ' 9.2%. 48
or alt CBRM Councillors at large (i.e., through a 9
vote of all municipal electors). . Al least half of ali

Councillors shauld be 8.5% 44
elected al targe

Response Number %
No Cauncillors should 199 38.3% Less than half of all
- be elected at large ' Counciliors shouid he A 7% 19
All Cauncitlors should 210 40.49% elected at farge e
be elected at large e _
" Less than half of all All Councilicrs should be
. Councillors should be 19 3.7% elected at large £ 10.4% 210

¢ elected at large

. Atleast half of all No Coungillors should be
¢ Councillors should be 44 8.5% elected al large

| elected at large

. Na more than three

e 38.3%, 199

Counciflors shoutd be 48 9.2% 0 100 200 300
. elected at targe
. TOTAL 520 100.0%

© | Noresponse 14 2.6%

16 Do you have any concerns with the boundaries of No specific recommendations or comments.

' your district?

;17 Do you have any concerns with the boundaries of No specific recommendations or comments.
: any other districts in CBRM?

/118 Which category below includes your age?

Prefer not to answer ' 0.8%, 4

Cohort Mumber % :
20 to 24 years 5 0.9% : 85 years or more  6.2%, 1
25 to 34 years 41 7.7%
35 to 44 years 93 17.5% 7510 84 years [ 4.9%, 26
45 to 54 years 100 18.9% -
55 ta 64 years 143 27.0% 6510 74 years § 221117
65 to 74 years 117 22.1% 55 10 64 years B 0%, 143
- 75 to 84 years 26 4.9% :
B5 years or mare 1 02% 45 10 54 years i 8.9%, 100
Prefer nat to answer 4 0.8% :
TOTAL 530 100.0% - 35 10 44 years |1 17.5%, 93
: o, :
- No response 4 0.7% 25 {0 34 years - 7.7%. 41

20 1o 24 years I 09%, 5

0 50 100 150 200
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19 19. What is your gender?

‘ Gender

Male

Female

Prefer not to answer
TOTAL

No response

Number

309
184
38

531

Yo
58.2%
34.7%

7.2%
100.0%
0.8%

Page 54

Prefer not to answer E 7.2%, 38

Female

Male B8

100

200

34.7%, 184

58.2%, 308

300

400



Page 55



	Agenda Cover
	Agenda Page 1
	2. CBRM District Boundary Review - Presentation of Phase 1

