Committee Agenda
Corporate Services Committee
September 13, 2016 – 10:00 AM
Council Chambers, Grey County Administration Building
1. Call to Order
2. Adoption of the Agenda
3. Declaration of Pecuniary Interest
4. Minutes of Meetings
a. Building Task Force minutes dated September 6, 2016
5. Business Arising from the Minutes
a. Minutes of Corporate Services Committee meeting dated July 26, 2016,
adopted as amended by Grey County Council on August 2, 2016
Corporate Services Committee minutes dated July 26 2016
6. Deputations
10:00 AM

Anthony Fleming, Account Manager, Municipal Property
Assessment Corporation
2016 Assessment Update

7. Reports – Clerk’s
a. CCR-CS-24-16 Accessibility Advisory Committee Membership
Recommendation
b. CCR-CS-25-16 Emergency Management Mutual Assistance
8. Reports – Information Technology
a. ITR-CS-06-16 Security Software Renewal
9. Correspondence
a. Town of Parry Sound – Collection of Outstanding Fines (Direction
required)
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b. Receive for Information
i. Ontario Municipal Insurance Exchange (OMEX) – OMEX Suspends
Underwriting Operations
10. Other Business
11. Next Meeting Dates
a. Tuesday, October 11, 2016 at the Grey County Administration Building
b. Tuesday, October 25, 2016 at the Grey County Administration Building (if
required)
c. Tuesday, November 8, 2016 at the Grey County Administration Building
12. Adjournment
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Task Force Minutes
Grey County Building Task Force – Administration
Building
September 6, 2016 – 9:30 AM
The Grey County Administration Building Task Force met on the above date at the
County Administration Building with the following members in attendance:
Present:
Staff
Present:

Chair Dwight Burley; Councillors Pringle, Hicks, Greenfield; and Warden
Barfoot
CAO Kim Wingrove; Directors Anne Marie Shaw, Kevin Weppler, Sharon
Vokes; staff members Rob Hatten, Aaron Whitney and Penny Colton –
Recording Secretary

Call to Order
Chair Burley called the meeting to order at 9:31a.m.

Adoption of the Agenda
BTF-07-16

Moved by: Warden Barfoot

Seconded by: Councillor Greenfield

THAT the Grey County Building Task Force – Administration
Building agenda dated September 6, 2016 be adopted as presented.
Carried.

Declaration of Pecuniary Interest
There was none.

Minutes of Meetings
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Grey County Building Task Force dated July 5, 2016
These minutes are for information only as they were adopted by Grey County Council
on August 2, 2016.

Status of Roof
Mrs. Shaw provided an overview of the issues with the roof at the Administration
Building. A thermal projection was provided which indicated that the entire roof is wet.
The warranty for the previous work has expired and replacement is required. Various
estimates were provided, and direction was given to delay the work until 2018 as
redesign of the roof will alleviate roof issues. Patch work on the barrel roof will be done
this year to alleviate some of the issues.
Ms. Wingrove reviewed the budget. There currently no plans to touch the contingency;
the roof issues reinforces the need to be cautious and diligent with the budget.
DJ Peat will provide an estimate for patching to carry the roof through the winter. Funds
had been put aside for roof work in 2020. The life expectancy of the work completed
did not match the estimated time frame.

Rear Parking Lot
Mrs. Wingrove reviewed the additional item pricing including resurfacing of the back
parking lot, painting, and carpet. The parking lot piece does need to move forward and
the proposed amount is appropriate.
Mr. Weppler reviewed the spreadsheet of costs and the funding resources. The costs
do not include architect fees as staff will be working directly with Devlan Construction.
Chair Burley questioned the grade and catch basin designs. Mrs. Shaw and Ms.
Wingrove confirmed that the designs are appropriate, and include parking lines. The
addition of the back parking lot will alleviate some of the current parking restrictions.
Resolution BTF-08-16 regarding RFT-FIN-01-16 was endorsed by County Council on
September 6, 2016.
BTF-08-16 Moved by: Councillor Hicks

Seconded by: Councillor Pringle

THAT the following separately priced expenditures included in RFT-FIN01-16 be approved:
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1. Provide new asphalt surfacing at existing parking lot - $100,000, plus
HST
2. Provide new granular base at the new asphalt resurfacing at existing
parking lot - $80,000, plus HST
3. Provide new carpeting throughout the existing building to replace the
existing carpet - $110,000, plus HST
AND THAT these expenditures be funded $188,000 from the
Administration Property reserve and the balance from the One Time
Funding reserve.
Carried.

Other Business
Updates were provided on the recent construction; foundation work has begun, steel is
expected to begin in October - November. The building will be enclosed in December in
order for work to continue throughout the winter months.
Installation of the sprinkler system work has been completed and outside work
continues. Staff meetings are occurring today and next week to update staff and a link
on the County website is also now available for staff and public. The OPP have been
approached to provide a threat risk assessment for the courts.

Next Meeting Dates
At the call of the Chair.
On motion by Councillor Pringle, the meeting adjourned at 9:58 a.m.
Dwight Burley, Chair
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Committee Report
Report CCR-CS-24-16
To:
From:
Meeting Date:
Subject:

Chair Eccles and Members of the Corporate Services Committee
Rob Hatten, Communications Officer
September 13, 2016
Accessibility Advisory Committee Membership
Recommendations

Status:

Recommendation(s)
WHEREAS Grey County is required to have an Accessibility Advisory Committee;
AND WHEREAS Grey County Council recently endorsed updating the
Accessibility Advisory Committee Terms of Reference to include up to seven
public members;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT Report CCR-CS-24-16 be received;
AND THAT Catherine Sholtz and Tara Turnbull be accepted as voting members of
the Grey County Accessibility Advisory Committee for the remainder of the 20152018 term.

Background
Under the Ontarians with Disabilities Act, 2005, municipalities with populations greater
than 10,000 residents are required to have an Accessibility Advisory Committee (AAC).
The majority of voting members must be people with disabilities. This committee
advises the County about accessibility-related issues.
In August 2016, Grey County Council endorsed report CCR-AAC-21-16, updating the
AAC Terms of Reference. The update increased the number of AAC voting members
up to seven and opened membership to residents without disabilities who are
passionate and knowledgeable advocates for accessibility. As a result of the update,
there are two open seats on the committee. Grey County has a great opportunity to
increase public participation and recruit knowledgeable new members.
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When recruiting for the current AAC term in early 2015, Grey County received an
application from Catherine Sholtz. Catherine’s resume showed a tremendous amount of
experience working for an accessibility organization in Collingwood and previously
sitting on the Collingwood Accessibility Advisory Committee. However, she didn’t meet
the AAC Terms of Reference requirements at the time. With the recent updates to the
Terms of Reference, Catherine does now qualify and she is still very interested in
joining the committee.
Tara Turnbull is another member of the public who is interested in joining the AAC.
Tara was referred by a current AAC member and attended a previous committee
meeting to learn more. Tara identified herself as a person living with a disability and she
can provide the committee with her own unique perspective and recommendations.
Staff recommends appointing Catherine Sholtz and Tara Turnbull to the Grey County
Accessibility Advisory Committee. The majority of voting members will continue to be
people with disabilities if both members are accepted.

Financial/Staffing/Legal/Information Technology Considerations
Adding more public members would result in a slight increase to mileage compensation.
There are no other staffing, IT or legal considerations.

Link to Strategic Goals/Priorities
Corporate Strategic Plan goal 6.7 – Ensure county services and programs are inclusive,
accessible and reflective of the diversity of the population.

Respectfully submitted by,
Rob Hatten
Communications Officer
Director Sign Off: Sharon Vokes

8

Committee Report
Report CCR-CS-25-16
To:
From:
Meeting Date:
Subject:
Status:

Chair Eccles and Members of the Corporate Services Committee
Marlene McLevy, Emergency Systems Coordinator/Claims Supervisor
September 13, 2016
Grey County Emergency Mutual Assistance Agreement

Recommendation(s)
WHEREAS the Emergency Management Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. E. 9 provides that the
Council of a municipality may make an agreement with another municipality for
the provision of any personnel, service, equipment or material during a declared
emergency;
AND WHEREAS it is desirable to have such an agreement in place to provide a
clear framework within which municipalities may make and respond to requests
for assistance during a declared emergency and to provide clarity around
common questions arising from such giving and receiving of assistance;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT Report CCR-CS-25-16 be received;
AND THAT Grey County Council supports the proposed Mutual Assistance
arrangement as set out in Report CCR-CS-25-16;
AND FURTHER THAT the County of Grey enter into such an agreement with all of
its willing member municipalities.

Background

CCR-CS-25-16
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The Emergency Management Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. E. 9 provides that the Council of a
municipality may make an agreement with another municipality for the provision of any
personnel, service, equipment or material during a declared emergency. Such an
agreement does not supersede nor apply to the services covered under any mutual aid
plan or agreement developed under the authority of the Fire Protection and Prevention
Act 1997, S.O., 1997, c.4, as amended, or the direction of the Ontario Fire Marshal, to
facilitate provision of fire protection services.
The existence of a Mutual Assistance Agreement within the County of Grey will allow for
each member municipality to streamline its request for assistance, or its provision of
assistance, to one another during a declared emergency within predetermined and
mutually agreed-upon terms. It will remove much of the guesswork and potentially
faulty assumptions out of requesting or providing assistance during an emergency.
As part of the contingency planning process, Mutual Assistance Agreements are an
important element to the success of the response to and the recovery from any
emergency. Most, if not all, of the adjacent Counties and their member municipalities
have executed mutual assistance agreements for implementation during declared
emergencies.
A link to the draft Mutual Assistance Agreement is attached below for Council’s
consideration. This draft is a result of a review process which involved all member
municipalities within Grey County for input. Highlights of the draft Mutual Assistance
Agreement are as follows:
What may be provided as assistance?
- Services, Equipment, Materials, Personnel (e.g. various staff including CEMC,
heavy equipment operators, building officials etc.)
How is request for assistance made?
-

CAO (requesting party) asks CAO (other municipality)
Request can be made verbally at first, followed up in writing up to three days
later
Written Request Form is included

What are the benefits of having such an agreement?
-

Everyone knows what the process is; reduces confusion in the midst of chaos
Each CAO is authorized to request and/or to agree to provide assistance;
Speeds up the process as request doesn’t need to go through Council of the
Assisting Municipality at the time of the emergency

How may Building Officials be shared?
CCR-CS-25-16
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-

-

Building officials are deemed appointed for the Assisted Municipality in
accordance with the Building Code Act for the duration of the emergency or
longer as required
Outlines that the certificate of appointment is required, therefore each
municipality should have those certificates ready and included within the plan or
as a schedule to this agreement if that makes sense

Who pays for assistance provided?
- Assisted Municipality
What if an Assisting Municipality wishes to donate some or part of its
assistance?
- Nothing in the agreement prevents the council of the Assisting Municipality from
passing a resolution to waive part/all of the fees associated with provision of the
assistance, but it is not an assumption that this will occur and the Assisted
Municipality should be prepared to pay for all assistance provided as per its
requests made under this agreement.
What is payable?
- Wages, salaries, expenses (reasonable costs incurred by the Assisting
Municipality in providing the assistance)
- Food, lodging if necessary, etc.
- Operating costs of personnel, equipment, services, materials (e.g. fuel)
Estimates of cost to assist?
- Assisting Municipality will provide, if practical, estimate of cost to provide
assistance
- Equipment will be charged out at current Ontario Provincial Standard
Specification (OPSS) 127 rates
Who is considered the employer of staff sent from the Assisting Municipality
to the Assisted Municipality in response to a request for additional staff?
- Assisting Municipality remains the employer
Who provides supervision of staff provided by Assisting Municipality to
Assisted Municipality?
- Staff provided by the Assisting Municipality will take direction from the on-site
supervisor where the assistance is being provided

CCR-CS-25-16
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- However, the Assisting Municipality remains responsible for supervising its
personnel and equipment, and staff are expected to bring concerns to their
manager as they would for any other situation outside of the emergency
- The Assisting Municipality shall ensure that its supervisors are available on/off
site at all times for consultation with its staff who have been sent to help the
Assisted Municipality
How is the Assisting Municipality kept in the information loop about the
emergency/progress, etc.?
- Assisting Municipality is allowed to appoint a representative to join the
Emergency Control Group of the Assisted Municipality for the duration of the
emergency to act as a liaison
Indemnity
- Assisted Municipality indemnifies Assisting Municipality
Limitations
-

No party is obligated to provide assistance; right to refuse any request is retained
and right to offer other options to what was originally requested
No liability where a party fails to respond to a request for assistance
No obligation on Assisting Municipality to provide further assistance/take action
beyond which was specifically agreed upon
Assisting Municipality (through CAO) may withdraw any/all assistance upon
providing verbal/written notice

Financial/Staffing/Legal/Information Technology Considerations
Only one outstanding issue remains for consideration. The insurer of one of the
municipalities suggested that it be stipulated in the agreement that an Assisted
Municipality would indemnify an Assisting Municipality for the cost of its staff time that is
later spent testifying at a tribunal, inquest or other such proceeding which relates to its
participation in responding to the declared emergency of the Assisted Municipality.
In considering this, some research was done by County staff into other similar
agreements or arrangements. None of the mutual assistance agreements of the
adjacent Counties/municipalities to Grey County contain such a specific provision.
It was further found that the provincial template of the Fire Mutual Aid agreement
contains no such clause, nor is it the practice of the Ontario Provincial Police to charge
an assisted municipality for such services. Any costs, including travel, are borne by the

CCR-CS-25-16
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assisting fire department or the home detachment, unit or bureau of the OPP. Similarly,
if Grey County Paramedics are called to provide testimony at such a proceeding, Grey
County absorbs the cost of the related staff time and travel.
So, although the draft agreement does not specifically contain such a provision, neither
does it contain any provision which would preclude the assisting municipality from
pursuing such costs if it wished to do so. It is therefore felt that this would be better
addressed on a case by case basis by the specific parties involved at the time the
request for assistance is made.
Participation in the Mutual Assistance Agreement will have no effect on budgets,
staffing, legal or information technology issues.

Link to Strategic Goals/Priorities
The recommendations of this report support Grey County in its goals to enable healthy
and resilient communities, and to listen and work together.

Attachments
Emergency Management Mutual Assistance Agreement:
https://docs.grey.ca/share/page/site/grey-county/documentdetails?nodeRef=workspace://SpacesStore/1fa5b85f-279d-4136-a1a4-953478a3af6c
Respectfully submitted by,
Marlene McLevy
Emergency Systems Coordinator/Claims Supervisor
Director Sign Off: Sharon Vokes

CCR-CS-25-16
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Committee Report
Report ITR-CS-06-16
To:
From:
Meeting Date:
Subject:
Status:

Kevin Eccles, Chair and Members of the Corporate Services
Committee
Tim Scott, Technology & Infrastructure Manager
Sept 12, 2016
Security Software Renewal

Recommendation(s)
WHEREAS the current four year pre-paid security software subscription (anti-virus,
anti-malware, data protection) is expiring in October 2016;
AND WHEREAS there are savings in procuring an all in one software security
solution and prepaying for three years in advance;
AND WHEREAS the IT-General reserve has been funded over time for the renewal
of our anti-virus and web filtering software.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Report ITR-CS-06-16 regarding the
procurement of Security software be received;
AND THAT Security Software be procured for a three year pre-paid term;
AND FURTHER THAT the purchase of the software be funded $25,000 from the IT
General Reserve and any shortfall from the approved 2016 Information Services
budget.

Background
The IT Department is responsible for the security and health of every network
connected corporate device. It is necessary to have security software installed on all
connected devices that are managed corporately to mitigate the risk of malicious
attacks and data loss.
The current software the County uses is expiring in October of 2016 and will need to be
replaced. The suite of software being considered to replace the current software has
enhanced functionality that will include workstation encryption, mobile device
management, web filtering and a self-serve password portal to help the IT Department
ITR-CS-06-16
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consolidate multiple security services into one centralized console.

Financial/Staffing/Legal/Information Technology Considerations
There is a financial advantage to pre-paying for three years of software in advance,
vendors give large discounts of up to 50%. There is not enough money budgeted in the
2016 approved Information Services budget to pre-pay for the software and take
advantage of the savings. This report recommends that $25,000 from the IT General
reserve be used to fund this pre-payment. The IT General reserve has a current balance
of $172,000 with $4,000.00 a year being transferred to reserve for the past 4 years
specifically for security software.
The IT Department will get vendor quotes for a three year pre-paid service as soon as
this funding is approved.
Respectfully submitted by,
Tim Scott
Technology and Infrastructure Manager
Director signoff: Geoff Hogan

ITR-CS-06-16
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