Agenda
Committee of the Whole
February 24, 2022 – Following Council
Council Chambers, Grey County Administration Building
1. Call to Order
2. Declaration of Interest
3. Delegations
10:30 AM

Nadia De Santi, Practice Lead – WSP Consulting
Age Friendly Community Strategy

11:00 AM

David Morris and Colleen Purdon – Welcoming Communities Grey Bruce
Welcoming Communities Update

4. Determination of Items Requiring Separate Discussion
5. Consent Agenda
That the following Consent Agenda items be received; and
That staff be authorized to take the actions necessary to give effect to the
recommendations in the staff reports; and
That the correspondence be supported or received for information as
recommended in the consent agenda.
a. Economic Development and Planning Advisory Committee minutes dated February
9, 2022
That the Economic Development and Planning Advisory Committee minutes
dated February 9, 2022 be adopted as presented.
b. Resolution from AMO – Hospital Capital Funding
That the County of Grey support the Resolution from the Association of
Municipalities of Ontario regarding hospital capital funding; and
That the resolution of support be sent to the Ministry of Finance, Ministry of
Health, Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing and the Association of
Municipalities of Ontario.
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c. TR-CW-07-22 Tender Results RFT-TS-03-22 Grey Road 13 Rehabilitation
That Report TR-CW-07-22 containing the tender results for RFT-TS-03-22 Grey
Road 13 Rehabilitation be received; and
That Walker Construction Grey-Bruce, HSC be awarded the Tender for a total
amount of $ 1,165,709.30 excluding HST.
d. TR-CW-08-22 RFT-TS-04-22 Grey Road 8 Resurfacing
That Report TR-CW-08-22 containing the tender results for RFT-TS-04-22 Grey
Road 8 Resurfacing be received; and
That Cox Construction Limited be awarded the Tender for a total amount of
$1,794,744.32 excluding HST.
e. EDTC-CW-04-22 Digital Modernization Funding
That Report EDTC-CW-04-22 regarding Digital Modernization Funding be
received; and
That the required County funds of $17,808.00 be funded from any 2022 surplus
realized by Grey Roots, or if a surplus is not available, from the Grey Roots
General reserve; and
That the agreement be executed prior to Council approval as per Section 25.6
(b) of Procedural By-law 5003-18.
f.

HDR-CW-03-22 Social Services Relief Fund Phase 3 Update
That Report HDR-CW-03-22 regarding an update to the Social Services Relief
Fund (SSRF) Phase 3 be received for information.

6. Items For Direction and Discussion
a. Addendum to PDR-CW-14-21 Age Friendly Community Project Final Report
That Report Addendum to PDR-CW-14-21 regarding the County’s Age-Friendly
Community Strategy and Action Plan project be received; and
That the Age-Friendly Community Strategy and Action Plan be endorsed
which will help guide corporate strategic plans and priorities; and
That staff be directed to develop a proposed workplan to move forward with
the actions/recommendations identified in the Plan in collaboration with local
municipalities and other community partners; and
That staff be directed to share the Strategy and Action Plan with all member
municipalities for their information, with a presentation to local councils
should that be requested.
b. EDTC-CW-05-22 Update on the Grey Bruce Local Immigration Partnership
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That Report EDTC-CW-05-22 regarding an update on the Grey Bruce Local
Immigration Partnership be received for information.
c. PDR-CW-07-22 Planning Approval Delegation
That Report PDR-CW-07-22 regarding the delegation of planning approvals
and process efficiencies, be received; and
That staff be directed to share the report with member municipalities in Grey
County; and
That any municipality seeking delegated planning approvals for subdivisions,
condominiums, condominium exemptions, and/or part lot control submit a
motion from municipal council indicating their request for additional planning
approval responsibilities; and
Should a request for delegation of the above-noted planning approvals be
received, that County staff be directed to prepare a memorandum of
understanding, in consultation with municipal staff, containing criteria
discussed in this report, with respect to delegating approval, for consideration
by County and Municipal Councils; and
That regardless of any delegation requests, that staff be directed to move
forward with further improvements to the planning process, to streamline the
timing of approvals, and minimize any duplication of efforts.
d. FR-CW-05-22 2021 Year End Transfers
That Council receive Report FR-CW-05-22 titled 2021 Year-End Transfers and
approve the recommendations, as contained and estimated in Report FR-CW05-22, regarding transfers to and from Reserve; and
That Council approve any surplus/deficit arising in the 2021 budget be
transferred to/(from) the respective departmental reserves.
7. Other Business
a. Ontario Good Roads Association Delegation Requests
That the County of Grey submit the following delegation requests for the
Ontario Good Roads Association conference:


Ministry of Transportation – Review of Highway 26 intersection
improvements

8.

Notice of Motion

9.

Adjournment
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Committee Minutes
Economic Development and Planning Advisory
Committee
February 9, 2022 – 8:30 AM
The Economic Development and Planning Advisory Committee met on the above date
through electronic means with the following members in attendance:
Present:

Steacy Den Haan, Ashley Chapman, Ian Reich, John Kurvink, John
Woodbury, Sue Carleton, Tom Hutchinson, Ian Boddy, Shirley Keaveney,
Paul McQueen and Warden Selwyn Hicks

Regrets:

Brian Davenport, Dave Shorey, Sharif Rahman and Councillor Bordignon

Staff
Present:

Kim Wingrove, Chief Administrative Officer; Randy Scherzer, Deputy
CAO; Savanna Myers, Director of Economic Development, Tourism and
Culture; Scott Taylor, Manager of Planning Services; Steve Furness,
Manager Economic Development; Philly Markowitz, Economic
Development Officer; Alison Theodore, Economic Development Officer;
Courtney Miller, Business Enterprise Manager; Jacinda Rudolph,
Economic Development Officer; Kim Trombley, Administrative Assistant
and Tara Warder, Deputy Clerk / Legislative Coordinator

Call to Order
Tara Warder called the meeting to order at 8:30 AM.

Election of the Chair and Vice Chair
Tara Warder called for nominations for Chair and Vice Chair of the Committee.
ED01-22

Moved by: Councillor Woodbury

Seconded by: Councillor Carleton

That Councillor Keaveney be nominated as Chair of the Economic
Development and Planning Advisory Committee for 2022.
On motion by Councillor McQueen, nominations closed.
Councillor Keaveney accepted the nomination and was acclaimed Chair.
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ED02-22

Moved by: Councillor Carleton

Seconded by: Councillor Keaveney

That Councillor Hutchinson be nominated as Vice Chair of the
Economic Development and Planning Advisory Committee for 2022.
ED03-22

Moved by: Warden Hicks

Seconded by: Councillor Boddy

That Councillor Carleton be nominated as Vice Chair of the
Economic Development and Planning Advisory Committee for 2022.
On motion by Councillor Woodbury, nominations closed.
Councillor Hutchinson accepted the nomination.
Councillor Carleton declined the nomination.
Councillor Hutchinson was acclaimed Vice Chair of the Committee for 2022.
Councillor Keaveney then assumed the Chair.

Declaration of Interest
There were no declarations made.

Reports
Presentation on Planning and Economic Development Projects
Randy Scherzer highlighted various projects from Planning and Economic
Development.
He provided an overview of the Climate Change Action Plan, noting that staff and ICLEI
Canada have been working on it for 2 years. It will provide community and corporate
strategies for climate change mitigation and greenhouse gas reductions.
Scott Taylor then provided information on proposed Official Plan Amendment 11 which
incorporates housing, employment and growth projections into the Official Plan. It will
further clarify some primary settlement area density policies, recognize two future
secondary plan areas, update second unit policies and implement direction from the
Affordable Housing Task Force. It will also implement early findings of the Climate
Change Action Plan.
Mr. Taylor then highlighted the Age Friendly Community Action Plan. The County
received funding from the Inclusive Community Grant Program by the Province for the
creation of an Age Friendly Community Action Plan. The strategy and action plan will
focus on the World Health Organization’s age friendly community domains, including
outdoor spaces and public buildings, transportation, housing, respect and social
2
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inclusion, civic participation and employment, community and information, community
support and health services and social participation. The report is anticipated to be
presented to Council in the first quarter of 2022.
The next update provided was with respect to Affordable Housing. Various departments
continue to work to implement the direction of the Affordable Housing Task Force and
the County’s Housing Action Plan. Mr. Scherzer spoke to recently completed and
ongoing initiatives including reserving 1% of the annual levy for housing projects, the
Community Improvement Plan (CIPs) template, development charges exemptions for
purpose built rental units and projects funded through CIPs, the county/municipal
surplus lands project for affordable housing, the updating of planning policies to allow
second units, and a new supportive housing project in Owen Sound. A report was
recently released from the Province’s Affordable Housing Task Force that encourages
additional units and increased density. It was noted that both affordable and attainable
housing are critical to attracting and retaining the labour force.
There is also a Municipal Boundary collaboration taking place. In 2020 and 2021,
council directed staff to begin researching opportunities and solutions for municipal
collaboration along common boundaries. Step 1 was to complete the Growth
Management Study which was completed in 2021. Staff are looking into matters of
common municipal interest such as opportunities for shared services or boundary
expansions. Staff will be organizing a workshop for municipalities to showcase other
municipal approaches to both boundary expansion and servicing. Staff will be meeting
with individual municipalities to assess their needs and ability to collaborate with
neighbours.
Savanna Myers then noted that staff will be updating the Committee on economic
development, tourism and culture initiatives.
Steve Furness addressed the Committee on the draft Investment Strategy, noting that
Grey received 50% funding in 2021 to develop the Grey Investment Strategy. Think
Compass was retained to undertake consultations and develop the strategy. Staff are
now consulting with municipal representatives and will be talking to existing businesses
to finalize the draft before presenting to Council later this spring. Staff will also arrange
an April meeting with Committee and the consultants to thoroughly review prior to the
report. The strategy will help secure new investment but supporting retention efforts
first.
He then provided an overview of Sydenham Campus. It continues to incubate and
support small businesses and deliver on the approved business plan. Child care
services have started up and a proposal for a community garden has been received.
Next steps include developing the Fab Lab and purchasing/installing equipment. The
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County is looking at starting with wood working, a metal shop and electronics/robotics
lab, and are currently consulting with industry/community on this project.
Courtney Miller then introduced Linnea Catalan, Business Enterprise Centre
Coordinator. She provided updates on the Business Enterprise Centre, noting that the
Provincial contract has been renewed for a two year term with the option of a one year
extension. There is a greater focus on one on one advisor/specialist support. This is a
need and request that has been heard from the business community throughout the last
couple of years. There will be a continued focus on partnership development through
the Grey Bruce Entrepreneurial Ecosystem which includes Bruce county, Catapult Grey
Bruce and other local and provincial small business support agencies.
Jacinda Rudolph provided information on the Local Immigration Partnership. She
introduced Deepikaa Gupta and Hayley Moody who are the Coordinator and Facilitator
for the partnership. She noted that justice, equity, diversity and inclusion training for
municipal leaders and employers is in the works and a train the trainer program is
coming soon.
Questions from the Committee were then addressed regarding the alignment of the
Province’s recommendations from the Affordable Housing Task Force.
Committee members noted concerns on the ability to expand businesses and that the
housing issue is a desperate one for employers and potential employees. Long term
rentals are disappearing and it is difficult to overcome these obstacles.
Further discussion occurred on the need to see how to move forward with boundary
issues, servicing, housing, etc. until those legislative changes are seen and what things
can be done in the short term to help with some of these items. It was noted that the
City of Owen Sound has land and water and wastewater capacities that would service
more than the current population of Owen Sound. There is opportunity for expansion
and development in the City.
The importance of continuing to support small and medium sized internet service
providers was noted and the need to implement fibre were noted.

Roundtable Discussion
Chair Keaveney then asked the roundtable questions to which the Committee
responded.
a. What are you hearing in your communities or sectors as the biggest challenge,
need, or opportunity?
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Labour – there is a strong desire for immigrants to choose Grey County as a
place to settle.



Housing - there are staff to hire, but they can’t be hired because housing is
too expensive.



Taxes - too high in certain areas for the services received and there is a
perceived lack of things to do in rural areas.

b. What role do you see for the County to address these needs or act on these
opportunities?


NIMBYism – there is an opportunity to address the terminology. People are
fearful affordable housing will bring negative social issues with it, but it is
providing a place for people to live while working in the community.
Feedback on Grey County’s mixed housing building was provided. It was
noted that it was a good system that worked well. If the County can continue
to offer incentives, it helps significantly.



Living wage – what is the county’s role in advocating for a living wage.

c. What priorities should staff be considering in 2022 and beyond?


Partnership that Grey County has formed with Georgian College. We need
to continue to strengthen the relationships with education partners. The
more we can train people locally, the more likely they are to consider
opportunities in our area. The trades provide wonderful career opportunities.
Grey County can play a role in promoting more Launchpad type models.



Climate Change will be an opportunity

John Kurvink, Ian Reich and Ashley Chapman left the meeting at this time.

d. What should the role of this advisory group be moving forward?


This group should continue having more of these discussions

e. What would you like to be doing that we’re not doing?
5
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There was support for business tours

f. What are we missing that we haven’t talked about?


Drawing attention to our outdoor recreation opportunities and the mental and
health benefits for everyone. What more can be done to attract because of
these additional opportunities.

Other Business
There was no other business.

Next Meeting Dates
April 2022

Adjournment
On motion by Councillors Carleton and Woodbury, the Committee adjourned at 10:11
AM.
Shirley Keaveney, Chair
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RE-EXAMINING THE LOCAL FUNDING OF PROVINCIAL HOSPITALS
WHEREAS healthcare funding is a provincial and federal responsibility;
AND WHEREAS from 2009 to 2020 a total of $415.4 million has been transferred from municipal
operations to fund and build provincial hospitals:
AND WHEREAS remaining long-term commitments to hospitals stand at $117.5 million (as of
2020), which will also be financed from municipal operations;
AND WHEREAS a hospital is one of many public services that contributes to healthy communities;
AND WHEREAS municipal contributions to provincial hospitals takes away from the resources
available for other municipal services that contribute to the health and well-being of residents;
AND WHEREAS a community’s total contribution to local hospitals also includes the donations
made by benevolent individuals, groups, and businesses along with municipal contributions;
AND WHEREAS a community’s required local share is to pay 10% of capital construction costs and
100% of the cost of equipment, furniture, and fixtures, which includes medical equipment with big
ticket prices: MRI machines, CT scanners, and x-ray machines:
AND WHEREAS this translates to a 70% provincial share and 30% local share (individuals, groups,
businesses, and municipalities) of the overall cost of provincial hospital operations and capital
projects;
AND WHEREAS the adoption of the “design-build-finance” hospital construction model (also known
as alternative financing and procurement or P3 projects), has increased local share amounts
because they now include the costs of long-term financing;
AND WHEREAS equipment replacement needs are increasingly frequent and increasingly
expensive with average equipment lifespan of just ten years;
AND WHEREAS the Association of Municipalities of Ontario has highlighted the “local share” of
hospital capital contributions as a major issue in its 2022 Pre-Budget Submission to the Standing
Committee on Finance and Economic Affairs;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Council of the Corporation of __________does hereby
call for a provincial re-examination of the “local share” hospital capital calculation methodology, to
better reflect the limited fiscal capacity of municipalities, and the contributions to health care
services they already provide to a community;
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AND THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT a copy of this resolution be hereby circulated to the
Minister of Finance, the Minister of Health, the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing, and the
Association of Municipalities of Ontario.

11

Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

February 24, 2022

Subject / Report No:

TR-CW-07-22

Title:

Award of RFT-TS-03-22 Grey Road 13 Rehabilitation

Prepared by:

Matt Marck, Engineering Manager
Sharon Melville, Buyer

Reviewed by:

Pat Hoy, Director of Transportation Services

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Town of Blue Mountains

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report TR-CW-07-22 containing the tender results for RFT-TS-03-22 Grey
Road 13 Rehabilitation be received; and
2. That Walker Construction Grey-Bruce, HSC be awarded the Tender for a total
amount of $ 1,165,709.30 excluding HST.

Executive Summary
This project consists of:
Grey Road 13 from the Beaver River Bridge northerly to 200 metres north of the 10th Line
Clarksburg, for a total length of 3.2 kilometres of road rehabilitation and resurfacing. This
project includes the following:








3.50 metre lanes with 1.5 metre paved shoulders
2.4 km of Pulverize and pave rehabilitation
800 m of resurfacing
Culvert replacement
Guiderail replacement
The roadway will be open to traffic with intermittent alternating lane closures with the
exception of a 3-day road closure for the culvert replacement
The anticipated project window falls between June 11, 2022 and
August 26, 2022

TR-CW-07-22
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The 800 m of resurfacing falls between two sections of pulverize and pave under this project
and is being funded out of the minor capital program. It was added to ensure a narrow stretch
did not fall between the two widened sections.
The project is necessary to address the deteriorated condition of the existing roadway.
It is recommended to award RFT-TS-07-22 to Walker Construction Grey-Bruce, HSC for the bid
amount of $1,165,709.30 excluding HST.

Background and Discussion
The Tender was posted on the Grey County website from January 13, 2022, until February 3,
2022. The bids received are shown below:

RFT-TS-03-22 Tender Results
#

Name of Bidder

Bid Amount – (excl. taxes)

1.

Arnill Construction Limited

$1,227,470.10

2.

Cox Construction Limited

$1,219,287.00

3.

E.C. King Contracting

$1,196,321.55

4.

Walker Construction Grey-Bruce, HSC

$1,165,709.30

Legal and Legislated Requirements
None.

Financial and Resource Implications
Project Funding
Item

Excluding HST

Net HST

Approved Total Project Budget Capital

$1,179,245.28

$1,200,000.00

Minor Capital Budget Funding

$122,838.05

$125,000.00

Total Available Budget

$1,302,083,33

$1,325,000.00

Tender Award Amount

$1,165,709.30

$1,186,225.78

Construction Contingency (10%)

$116,570.93

$118,622.58

Total Tender Projected Costs

TR-CW-07-22

$1,304,848.36
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The total project amount is under budget by $20,151.64 These funds will be returned to
the minor capital budget to be used in 2022.
The ten percent contingency is being applied to cover off any possible fluctuations in the
Asphalt Cement Index and any unexpected field issues.

Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal

☐

External

Appendices and Attachments
TR-CW-07-22 Location Map

TR-CW-07-22
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

February 24, 2022

Subject / Report No:

TR-CW-08-22

Title:

Award of RFT-TS-04-22 Grey Roads 8 Resurfacing

Prepared by:

Matt Marck, Engineering Manager
Sharon Melville, Buyer

Reviewed by:

Pat Hoy, Director of Transportation Services

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Township of Southgate

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report TR-CW-08-22 containing the tender results for RFT-TS-04-22 Grey Road 8
Resurfacing be received; and
2. That Cox Construction Limited be awarded the Tender for a total amount of $1,794,744.32
excluding HST.

Executive Summary
This project consists of:
Grey Road 8 from Highway 89 northerly to Grey Road 9, for a total length of 12.32 kilometres of road
resurfacing. This project includes the following:






3.25 metre lanes with 1.25 metre paved shoulders
Hot Mix Overlay
420 m of pulverizing
The roadway will be open to traffic with intermittent alternating lane closures
The anticipated project window falls between June 11, 2022, and
August 19, 2022.

The project will address a current single lift asphalt structure. The additional lift of asphalt will bring the
structural integrity of the roadway to meet County asset standards.
It is recommended to award RFT-TS-04-22 to Cox Construction Ltd for the bid amount of
$1,794,744.32 excluding HST.

Background and Discussion
The Tender was posted on the Grey County website from January 13, 2022 until February 3, 2022.
The bids received are shown below:

TR-CW-08-22
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RFT-TS-04-22 Tender Results
#

Name of Bidder

Bid Amount – (excl.
taxes)

1.

Arnill Construction Limited

$2,206,024.80

2.

Cox Construction Limited

$1,794,744.32

3.

IPAC Paving Limited

$1,958,032.43

4.

The Murray Group Limited

$1,873,571.20

5.

Walker Construction Grey-Bruce, HSC

$2,436,530.00

Legal and Legislated Requirements
None.

Financial and Resource Implications
Project Funding
Item

Excluding HST

Net HST

Approved Total Project Budget

$2,260,220.13

$2,300,000.00

Tender Award Amount

$1,794,744.32

$1,826,331.82

Construction Contingency (10%)

$179,474.43

$182,633.18

Total Tender Projected Costs

$2,008,965.00

With tendering early in the year and the size of the project, the bids are extremely competitive
demonstrating substantial savings from the projected estimates and budget.
The total project amount is under budget by $291,035.00
The ten percent contingency is being applied to account for any possible fluctuations in the Asphalt
Cement Index and any unexpected field issues.
It is expected that the surplus will help address any deficits generated from the capital construction
program or alternatively placed in reserves pending no deficit.

Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal

☐

External

TR-CW-08-22
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Appendices and Attachments
TR-CW-08-22 Location Map

TR-CW-08-22
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

February 24, 2022

Subject / Report No:

EDTC-CW-04-22

Title:

Digital Modernization Funding

Prepared by:

Savanna Myers, Director of Economic Development, Tourism &
Culture
Karin Noble, Archivist

Reviewed by:

Randy Scherzer, Deputy CAO

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

All

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report EDTC-CW-04-22 regarding Digital Modernization Funding be received;
and
2. That the required County funds of $17,808.00 be funded from any 2022 surplus
realized by Grey Roots, or if a surplus is not available, from the Grey Roots
General reserve; and
3. That the agreement be executed prior to Council approval as per Section 25.6 (b)
of Procedural By-law 5003-18.

Executive Summary
On January 25, 2022 the Warden and staff received notice from the Minister of Municipal Affairs and
Housing on a successful application to Intake Three of the Municipal Modernization Program. The
application, Digitization for Electronic Access, is a joint initiative by Grey Roots Archives, Legal Services
and Clerks. Without firm indication of funding, this item was not included in the 2022 budget.

Background and Discussion
Staff applied to Intake Three of the Municipal Modernization Program to hire a third party to digitize the
County’s individual by-laws, minute books and Grey County Council Minutes and Proceedings
publications, 1854 – mid 1990s. These digital versions, when combined with existing digital records from
the mid-1990s onward, will provide for full digital access to such records since the County became
operative.

EDTC-CW-04-22
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These historic records remain vital permanent records of the County. Although they are carefully
preserved in physical form at Grey Roots, they are difficult to access due to this preservation, and they
are not easy to review or search in any comprehensive or wide-ranging manner.
Digitizing these records will vastly simplify both public access and internal use and will support internal
efficiencies, identification of legal obligations, response to public requests and preservation of originals,
including additional backup in case of disaster.
Preliminary cost estimates enabled staff to submit a reasonable funding application of $50,000. The
grant requires the recipient to contribute 35% of the total project costs. Staff were successful in
receiving confirmation of 65% funding ($33,072) by the province to complete this important work.
The Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing notified the Warden and County staff on January 25, 2022
that the County’s application was successful. The transfer payment agreement has been received and
must be signed and returned to the province no later than March 1, 2022.
To fulfil project timelines, an RFP would be released following Council’s consideration of this report. The
project is anticipated to be completed February 2023.
Following project completion, cost savings will be realized for the following staff positions to allow other
work to be done, as well as reduce overtime, or the contracting of outside legal assistance: Director of
Legal Services, Solicitor, Archivist, Assistant Archivist, Contract and Real Estate Coordinator,
Administrative and Accessibility Coordinator, and Clerk. In addition, the municipality can be better
prepared for intangible legal consequences.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Sections 253-255 of the Municipal Act, 2001 require that a municipality maintain its records “in a secure
and accessible manner”, to provide public access to them, subject to the provisions of the Municipal
Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act.
Under the County’s records retention by-law (By-law No. 4418-08), the records to be digitized are
identified for permanent retention.

Financial and Resource Implications
Without an indication of funding, this project was not included in the 2022 budget. The required County
funds of $17,808.00 will be paid by 2022 Grey Roots surplus, and if necessary from the Grey
Roots General reserve. This reserve houses the recently transferred 2021 surplus, which was
known at the time of submission.

Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal – Grey Roots, Legal Services, Finance, Clerks

☒

External – preliminary cost estimates

EDTC-CW-04-22
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Appendices and Attachments
None.

EDTC-CW-04-22
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

February 23, 2022

Subject / Report No:

HDR-CW-03 -22

Title:

Social Services Relief Fund Phase 3 Update

Prepared by:

Josh Gibson, Housing Programs Manager

Reviewed by:

Anne Marie Shaw, Director of Community Services

Lower Tier(s) Affected: All
Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report HDR-CW-03-22 regarding an update to the Social Services
Relief Fund (SSRF) Phase 3 be received for information.

Executive Summary
The Province has provided four phases of Social Service Relief Fund (SSRF) to the
County. Phases 1 through 3 were to assist agencies providing services to our most
vulnerable populations to navigate through Covid 19 to the end of December 2021.
Phase 1 funding was fully expensed by assisting with emergency housing and local
social service agency needs. Phase 2 funds were used to renovate transitional housing
and provide emergency housing. Phase 3 funds provided more funding to community
agencies, emergency housing, an isolation centre and outbreak expenses as we
continue to deal with an increase in need from residents and agencies. The following
outlines the specific items covered under SSRF Phase 3 and how it supports the direct
needs of the community.

Background
The SSRF phase 3 funding in the amount of $1,770,258 was fully spent by December
31, 2021 as required by the Province. The funds are being used to continue to fund
current services and supports that address the negative impacts of Covid 19 on
vulnerable households and individuals. The funds assist with rental arrears due to Covid
19, short term emergency accommodations and aid community agencies to provide
extended or additional services and supplies. The funds maintain and improve infection
HDR-CW-03-22
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prevention and control measures in congregate care settings and other non-profit
settings. The funds are also being used to add much needed supportive units to our
housing system.

SSRF Phase 3
The funds received for SSRF Phase 3 were for operational expenses. Funds have been
used to continue to support social service agencies and provide much needed
additional emergency housing and staffing. The funds were instrumental in providing
funds to allow a comprehensive and supportive response to the COVID-19 outbreak in
the transient community and support isolation for positive individuals over the summer
of 2021.
Funding for staff in outreach positions related to homelessness and support provided
through the Grey Bruce by name list was one of the top expenses in SSRF Phase 3.
This funding will allow us to support individuals experiencing homelessness and carry
those support through to housing opportunities when they arise. In total, staffing for 5
positions has been supported through SSRF Phase 3 allowing those supports to carry
through until March 2023.

HDR-CW-03-22
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SSRF Funding Allocation Phase 3
Disbursed ($)

Funding Categories and Highlights
Housing With Related Supports
 Supports with PPE and infection control
 Funds to support increase in need by adding additional beds for
a limited time
Emergency Short Term Shelter Expenses
 Costs for isolation rooms for transient populations
 Indigenous short-term shelter supports
o Operated by M’Wikwedong
 Increase in need for short term shelter
o Program operated by YMCA Community Initiatives
o Shelter provided doubled from 2019-2020 and again
from 2020-2021. This SSRF funding supported that need
Homelessness Prevention Initiatives
 Rental & Utility arrears assistance for households affected by
COVID income loss
 Homelessness Outreach Staffing
 Planning expenses to explore affordable development
Services and Supports
 211 Vaccine Support Line
 Security costs for Isolation Centre and other locations
 Expenses related to outbreaks in Transient Community
 Support for CARE Outreach involved organizations
o Items for individuals experiencing homeless
o Costs related to food & location
 Out of the Cold programming for evening and weekend warming
 Outreach/Supportive staffing for By Name List
 Community Supports for Homelessness Services
o Organizations include; Beaver Valley Outreach, OSHaRE,
United Way, Salvation Army, South East Grey Community
Health Center, Safe N Sound & YMCA Community
Initiatives
Administrative Costs
 Assists with covering staff time in administering this funding and
related agreements

Total

HDR-CW-03-22

150,263

442,262

378,995

745,630

53,108

$1,770,258
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Legal and Legislated Requirements
All funds from SSRF Phase 3 were to be spent by the Service Manager by December
31, 2021.

Financial and Resource Implications
All funds are Provincial. If an increase in need for emergency housing, supportive
housing and staffing remains post pandemic an increase in annual Community
Homelessness Prevention Initiative funding will be needed from the Province. The
County has enough funding to support initiatives until March 2023 based on current use
of programs.

Relevant Consultation
☐ Internal:
☐ External:

Appendices and Attachments
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

February 24, 2022

Subject / Report No:

Addendum to PDR-CW-14-21 / AFC Final Report

Title:

Grey County Age-Friendly Community Strategy and Action Plan

Prepared by:

Stephanie Lacey-Avon

Reviewed by:

Randy Scherzer

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

All Municipalities in Grey County

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report Addendum to PDR-CW-14-21 regarding the County’s Age-Friendly
Community Strategy and Action Plan project be received; and
2. That the Age-Friendly Community Strategy and Action Plan be endorsed which
will help guide corporate strategic plans and priorities; and
3. That staff be directed to develop a proposed workplan to move forward with the
actions/recommendations identified in the Plan in collaboration with local
municipalities and other community partners; and
4. That staff be directed to share the Strategy and Action Plan with all member
municipalities for their information, with a presentation to local councils should
that be requested.

Executive Summary
The County was approved for funding from the Province through the Inclusive Community
Grants Program to undertake an Age Friendly Community (AFC) Strategy and Action Plan. By
proceeding with the creation of an AFC plan, the County will have the framework established to
help support future AFC related grant applications and guide strategic plans and priorities. The
County retained WSP Canada Inc. through an RFP process to assist with this project. Since late
May 2021, County staff, alongside the consulting team have been working on completing the
project milestones to meet the funding requirement deadline, March 31st, 2022. This project has
been highly collaborative with the stakeholder committee, members of the public, key
community organizations, local municipalities, and County staff. Staff are pleased to present the
final AFC Strategy and Action Plan to Grey County COW for endorsement.
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Background and Discussion
The County was approved for funding from the Ministry for Seniors and Accessibility through the
Inclusive Community Grants Program project for 2020-21 to 2021-22, to undertake an Age
Friendly Community (AFC) Strategy and Action Plan. The County retained WSP Canada Inc.
through an RFP process to assist with this project. The project builds on recent policy and
research initiatives undertaken by the County (i.e., Grey County Official Plan, Age-Friendly
study by University of Guelph students, Grey Bruce Community Safety and Well-Being Plan,
Hanover Owen Sound Task Force, Climate Change Action Plan, etc.) and other community
organizations.
By proceeding with the creation of an AFC plan, the County will have the framework established
that will help support future AFC related grant applications and guide strategic plans and
priorities. This roadmap will help ensure future decisions and actions reflect and respond to the
needs of everyone, including youth, working-age, older adults, and people with disabilities.
As of 2021, Grey County’s median age is 49.3, whereas provincewide it is 40.7. 24% of Grey’s
population is 65 years and over, compared to only 14.8% aged 0-14 years. It is known that Grey
County continues to be an attractive place for retirees to settle, as a more ‘relaxed’ lifestyle can
be achieved while also being in proximity to recreational, health services, and other essential
amenities. Furthermore, as Grey County’s population continues to age, we are far from
achieving population replacement rates. Supporting young families is a vital component to
encouraging the continuation of a vibrant community. In any society, the measure of health and
wellbeing of a collective can only be best understood from how the most vulnerable are treated.
Arguably, there is a significant number of vulnerable residents in Grey County, inclusive of those
beyond the two listed age demographics.
Prioritizing a more inclusive lens to decision-making, program development, and community
investment will add to the strength of the County as being recognized and defined as a great
place to live for all ages. Findings from the Community Wellbeing Survey (2018) identified that
those living in Grey are satisfied with their personal relationships (74.4%), access to parks and
recreational opportunities (74.6%), and the environmental quality of their neighbourhood
(85.2%). Whereas there were high self-reported rates of poor physical wellbeing (37.7%
dissatisfied or neutral), sense of belonging to this community (44% dissatisfied or neutral), and
access to arts and cultural opportunities in my community (45.1% dissatisfied or neutral). There
is a missed opportunity cost for the community if we are not working toward improving the
overall quality of life for all ages. This requires continued leadership by government and
community members, working together to ensure policies, programs and services are inclusive
to support social and physical environments designed for people to remain in their community
and participate in community life.
This strategy and action plan primarily focus on the World Health Organization’s (WHO) eight
age-friendly community domains: hard infrastructure - outdoor spaces and public buildings,
transportation, housing, and soft infrastructure - respect and social inclusion, civic participation
and employment, community and information, community support and health services, and
social participation. Additional provincial resources were used to inform the foundation of this
work - Creating a More Inclusive Ontario: Age-Friendly Community Planning Toolkit (2021) and
Creating a More Inclusive Ontario - Age-Friendly Community Planning Guide for Municipalities
and Community Organizations (2021).
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The Age-Friendly Community Planning Guide for Municipalities and Community Organizations
(2021) provides a general framework for this strategy and action plan.

Figure 1: AFC Process Province of Ontario (2021)
This project had three main phases.






Phase 1 – Draft Age Friendly Community Strategy
o Project Background – introduction to Age-Friendly concept;
o Municipal Policy Influences – assessment of background documents, policies
and plans that will inform the remainder of the project;
o Approach, Vision and Direction – exploration of the engagement efforts,
combined with WSP’s team analysis of local context and resources. These inputs
were used to generate the Vision and Goals for the Strategy and Action Plan –
being high-level guiding principles that will inform short- and medium-term
implementation actions.
Phase 2 – Develop Age Friendly Community Action Plan
o Implementation Priorities – take the goals and principles articulated in the
Strategy and refine them into an ambitious yet achievable Action Plan –
identifying leads, timelines, and resource allocation to ensure successful
implementation.
Phase 3 – Implementation
o County staff, local municipal stakeholders, and members of the public will begin
project implementation, through guidance from the Implementation and
Monitoring strategies provided through the Action Plan. There will be key
performance indicators (KPIs) through which to measure successful
implementation. Scorecards will be provided detailing timelines, high-level cost
estimates for each item, department/persons responsible.

Both the County and WSP saw this project being highly collaborative with the stakeholder
committee, members of the public, key community organizations, local municipalities, and
County staff.
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Because of the uncertainty with the pandemic (COVID-19) and a relatively short project timeline,
the County opted to rely solely on virtual public engagement, mail, and telephone strategies to
connect with Grey’s community.
The following includes the extent of public engagement completed for this project:














Community Visioning Workshops (x4)
o Stakeholder, Municipal Staff, Agency Partners, and the Public
Key Representative Interviews
Focus Groups (x4)
o M’Wikwedong,
o Grey Bruce Poverty Task Force,
o Agricultural Advisory / Economic Development Advisory Groups,
o Grey Bruce Council on Aging
Community Conversation Workshops (x4)
o Workshop #1 (AFC dimensions 1 & 2)
o Workshop #2 (AFC dimensions 3 & 4)
o Workshop #3 (AFC dimensions 5 & 6)
o Workshop #4 (AFC dimensions 7 & 8)
Community Audit (locations visited – Owen Sound, the Town of Meaford, the town of
Thornbury, the Village of Chatsworth, the Town of Markdale, the Village of Flesherton,
the Community of Eugenia, and the Town of Dundalk, with additional stops at some of
the conservation areas within the County).
AFC Survey (paper and online versions – total 195 participants, 17,533 responses, and
464 comments)
Online Ideation Board
AFC Strategy Video
Stakeholder Committee Meetings (x4)
Community Action Plan Discussion Series (x9)
o Agricultural Advisory / Economic Development Advisory Groups, Grey Bruce
Poverty Task Force, Grey Bruce Council on Aging, M’Wikwedong, Municipal
Staff, Launch Pad, JDSS Grade 9 Class, Grey County Joint Accessibility
Advisory Committee, the Public.
o Grey County internal staff (GBLIP, Economic Development, Administrative and
Accessibility Coordinator, Social Services, Housing, Transportation, Planning,
Communications, LTC, & Paramedics)

Based on the feedback from key stakeholders and members of the public, the vision statement
for the Grey County Age-Friendly Strategy and Action Plan is as follows:

The reports completed throughout this project include:
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1.
2.
3.
4.

AFC Strategy and Action Plan Background Review Report July 2021
Visioning Workshop Summary July 2021
AFC Final Community Strategy Nov 2021
AFC Action Plan Feb 2022

Staff uncovered that the people and organizations of Grey County are already carrying out a lot
of great work, guiding this area be a vibrant, accessible, and enjoyable place to live for all ages.
Some of the key policy direction at the County where AFC planning is already being considered
includes: planning policies that prioritize safe and accessible design, robust trail system and
planning for active transportation (CTMP & RTMP), commitment across the County and lowertier municipalities to provide a range of housing types and prioritizing affordable and attainable
options, acknowledging the need for supportive housing, commitment in planning policy to
support the provision of accessible public spaces, and the County acknowledging the need to
support a variety of employment opportunities, and offering accessible notification and
communication methods. Additional local AFC related successes and areas of improvement
were identified by cross-referencing the findings from the Audit, public survey, and background
assessment. The following are some examples:
AFC Dimension

Existing Assets

Opportunities for
Improvement

Outdoor Spaces &
Buildings

Parks & open spaces are widely
available County wide

Public seating and rest areas
along streets are limited

Transportation

Roads are generally well
maintained; parking is widely
available

Pedestrian crossings are not
consistently timed to permit safe
crossing for people with reduced
mobility

Housing

Partner organizations within
Grey County are working to
provide supportive living
environments

There are not enough smaller
units or “in-between” options for
people who want to remain in
their community but cannot
remain in their family home

Social Participation

Recreation or community
centres are accessible to many
Grey County residents living in
urban areas

Low number of activities, events
and programs targeted towards
youth in the area

Respect and Social
Inclusion

Staff and other front-line
workers are viewed as friendly
and supportive

Lack of educational training for
employers around cultural
sensitivity

Communication &
Information

Grey Bruce 211 is a well-known
and very well-used resource

Internet connectivity in the
County varies widely by
geography – in rural areas, high
speed connectivity is not as
frequent
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Civic Participation &
Employment

Wide range of volunteer options
available in Grey County to
meet a variety of individual
interests and desires

Training programs to gain new
skills, reskill for a second career
or add credentials at a midcareer point are not widely
available, limiting options for
workers at all stages of life

Community Support &
Health Services

Delivery services and homebased supports are available in
some areas of the County

Mental health services and
supports are limited

It will be important to build on the momentum established throughout the completion of this
project and move toward project implementation. There is excitement from the community that
there will be a Strategy and guiding document (Action Plan) to better communicate and inform
the value and importance of age-friendly community planning.
A key recommendation from this plan is to hire a dedicated staff at the County who can focus on
the implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of these actions going forward. In addition to
overseeing the implementation of this Plan, the Age-Friendly Community Coordinator (AFC
Coordinator) would work alongside partners to ensure recommended actions are being
implemented effectively. Without a dedicated AFC Coordinator, it will be challenging for the
County to manage and coordinate the implementation of all these actions (116 total).
Additionally, it is recommended that the County proceeds in receiving an AFC designation
through the World Health Organization (WHO) to demonstrate the work that has been
completed to make Grey County more age-friendly, and to help justify the need for funding to
support the implementation of actions in this Plan. These will both be further identified
throughout the creation of the workplan and recommended to be initiated throughout the
beginning stages of project implementation. The workplan will be created in collaboration with
local municipalities and other community partners and will be brought back to Council for
consideration.
Priorities have been defined under each AFC dimension to communicate how each action item
ties into the bigger picture. To assist with implementation, each action item includes details
around timing/priority, action lead, potential partners, and performance indicators (where
possible). To supplement the Action Plan, it is recommended the County undertake a progress
review every 2 years and prepare a Progress Report Card.
Staff understand the need to be mindful of all the other projects, reports, and plans that may
overlap with some of the Action Items in the AFC Plan. Regular collaboration and
communication will be required by all stakeholders to alleviate duplicating efforts, and to
strengthen implementation by working together and sharing resources. Priorities identified
throughout this project may not align with the priorities identified by local municipalities,
community organizations, and/or other. The County sees this project as offering the foundation
to steer efforts toward achieving age-friendly community outcomes, should that be the
respective interest of all parties involved. Collectively, implementation of this project will help
meet the needs of all residents including youth, working-age, older adults, and people with
disabilities.
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As Grey County provides such a diverse landscape, the experiences of those living in a City,
Town, Village or Hamlet tend to differ when compared to those living in the more remote
countryside. The Strategy and Action Plan consider the various lived experiences of residents
across the County to ensure they reflect the needs and priorities of all and provide realistic and
feasible recommendations for all communities in Grey County.
Staff are appreciative of the financial support received from the province for the completion of
this project. We also want to commend the consulting team, WSP, for guiding this project from
start to finish. And the support from the stakeholder committee and all of those who were
involved throughout the various engagement processes for this Plan creation. This project has
captured the community voices around what it would mean and what it would take to create a
more age-friendly Grey County.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
There are currently no legal or legislative considerations.

Financial and Resource Implications
This project was primarily funded through the Inclusive Community Grant received by the
Ontario government, totaling $60,000. The remaining project costs being $10,215 were funded
using funds included in the approved 2021 budget for this project.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal: All County departments were consulted as part of this study.
☒ External: Municipal staff, community organizations (i.e., Grey County Accessibility Advisory
Committee, Grey Bruce Council on Aging, YMCA of Owen Sound Grey Bruce, Grey Bruce
Public Health, Economic Development and Agricultural Advisory Group, M’Wikwedong, Launch
Pad, Grey Bruce Poverty Task Force, Libraries, Alzheimer’s Society Grey Bruce, Georgian
College, Southeast Grey Community Health Centre, CMHA, Parks & Rec Departments), and the
public.

Appendices and Attachments
1.
2.
3.
4.

AFC Strategy and Action Plan Background Review Report July 2021
Visioning Workshop Summary July 2021
AFC Final Community Strategy Nov 2021
AFC Action Plan Feb 2022
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

February 24, 2022

Subject / Report No:

EDTC-CW-05-22

Title:

Grey Bruce Local Immigration Partnership Update

Prepared by:

Deepikaa Gupta, GBLIP Coordinator

Reviewed by:

Savanna Myers, Director of Economic Development, Tourism &
Culture

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

All

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report EDTC-CW-05-22 regarding an update on the Grey Bruce Local
Immigration Partnership be received for information.

Executive Summary
The Grey Bruce Local Immigration Partnership (GBLIP) is fully funded by Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship Canada (IRCC) to enable community-based partnerships and planning to support the unique
needs of newcomers in the region. While service providers in the region struggle to effectively address
the unique needs of newcomers, collective work towards building welcoming communities is a start. By
working in partnership, leveraging existing resources and sharing best practices, GBLIP addresses gaps in
the region, allowing partners to deliver responsive and coordinated services.

Background and Discussion
The GBLIP is led by its Partnership Council which brings together community partners invested in the
successful integration of newcomers. Partnership stakeholders collaborate on newcomerfocused initiatives, including coordination of services, community research, planning and
activities that support welcoming communities. This partnership works to build capacity,
strengthen community, cultivate prosperity and foster inclusion.
The Partnership Council, supported by GBLIP staff, is responsible for achieving the goals and
objectives outlined in the Strategic Plan, which was approved by IRCC and endorsed by both
Grey and Bruce Counties in 2021. The Partnership Council meets quarterly, with subcommittee
meetings monthly and bi-monthly, enabling organizations to coordinate and work collaboratively to
achieve positive cumulative impact.
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As part of GBLIPs intention to always begin its work internally, members now benefit from two learning
opportunities each meeting, including a guest speaker to share lived experience and professional
development to foster inclusive leadership. From here, members can take their learnings back to the
organizations they represent, and further utilize their knowledge to carry out more focused work
through the subcommittees.
The three subcommittees identified through the strategic plan are now in place, allowing for a more
focused approach to action items. The following outlines a few of the key priorities currently underway:
Employer Sub-Committee:
A virtual employer roundtable is planned for March 2022 to pair employers and service providers to
better understand current best practices and challenges in hiring and integrating
immigrants/newcomers into the workforce. From here, the goal is to create an employer network,
highlighting employment success stories, developing educational campaigns, and working with human
resources staff to encourage inclusive hiring practices that support attraction and retention efforts
across the region. The network will also be able to provide a voice to challenges outside the scope of the
GBLIP, such as credential recognition and apprenticeship opportunities.
Belong Sub-Committee
Work towards recognizing multicultural festivals and events in the region is underway to explore
cultures and better understand the cultural and ethnic groups in Grey and Bruce. A calendar of local
festivals/cultural days is also being created to recognize and celebrate special events/milestones with
added education and context for the broader community.
There is also interest in reviewing a relaunch of the “Welcome Wagon” to provide local information and
small welcome gifts to newcomers moving to the region.
Community Sub-Committee
A print-on-demand Welcome Package is in development for distribution by municipalities as newcomers
arrive in the area. The Welcome Package contains general information about living in Grey and Bruce,
and provides space for municipalities to enter information specific to their location (i.e., garbage
collection, community centers, municipal services, banking, schooling, grocery, health care and transit
services, etc.)
Justice, Equity, Diversity & Inclusion (JEDI)
As per the strategic plan, Justice, Equity, Diversity and Inclusion (JEDI) takes priority in 2022.
To achieve this priority, GBLIP is partnering with local organizations, employers and municipal
leaders to provide training and education to expand knowledge of JEDI and introduce this practice into
policies, processes and everyday work/life. There are two key deliverables now in process:


JEDI Training in Grey & Bruce
o Black Birch Training and Consulting will host Diversity Dialogues with municipal leaders
over the next two months to strengthen community capacity and understanding around
Justice, Equity, Diversity & Inclusion (JEDI) in Grey and Bruce. Engaging all municipalities
in Grey and Bruce, lays the foundation for a collaborative approach to cultivating
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inclusive and equitable cultures within our organizations and our communities. The
sessions also provide practical tips and tools for next steps that encourage the social
integration of newcomers into our communities.
o In partnership with the Nuclear Innovation Institute, a virtual training session for all
municipal staff across Grey and Bruce Counties will be offered to learn about and
understand equity in practice, using common, inclusive language, and promoting
positive action.
Train the Trainer Project
o Staff are in the process of hiring a consultant to support the delivery of this project over
the next 15 months. The purpose is to create facilitated workshops on JEDI with regionspecific content delivered by local residents. 17 local residents have signed up to be a
part of this inaugural project, representing a diverse array of identities, experiences, and
perspectives, including folks who are newcomers, immigrants, 2SLGBTQ+ community
members, and Anishinaabek, among other diverse identities. With guidance and
training from the consultant, these “trainees” will be equipped with the knowledge of
JEDI and local resources to deliver workshops to partners, employers, and other local
groups throughout the 2022/2023 fiscal year and beyond.
o A training manual will also be developed to allow for more local JEDI trainers to be
brought in overtime to deliver workshops across the region.

The 24 Metropolis Canada Conference, Vancouver, March 24 - 26, 2022
For the first time in two years, stakeholders from across Canada will have the opportunity to hold indepth exchanges about policy needs, best practices, lessons learned, the latest data and studies, and
discussion about how best to advance immigration and refugee settlement at this critical juncture in
history.
The theme of the conference is Reopening Canada: Looking to the Future of Immigration, Settlement
and Integration. GBLIP Coordinator, Deepikaa Gupta has been selected to deliver a presentation on the
value of partnerships in addressing challenges in retaining Georgian College International Students to
our region. The Conference is both an opportunity to share the good work Grey Bruce has been
advancing around newcomer attraction and integration and an integral professional development
opportunity to bring new learnings back to our region. As such, IRCC will fully fund this out-of-province
travel in support of GBLIP’s growth and development.
2021/2022 Accomplishments
Entering the final quarter of the federal fiscal year, staff wish to share a few highlights of achievement
over the past year, since the strategy was formally endorsed.
Community Dialogues
Throughout the year staff participated and presented in various events organized by partner members
to share priorities and find ways to collaborate in achieving the collective goal of a welcoming
community.


Community partners Rural Pathways for Newcomer Women and the Owen Sound & District
Chamber of Commerce.
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Grey Bruce Newcomer and Immigrant Women's Collective – a social enterprise affiliated with
Welcoming Communities
Grey Bruce Child & Family Services
GBLIP hosted a workshop on Afghan Refugee Resettlement for local volunteers, settlement
workers, and English teachers working directly with Afghan arrivals.

Website Launch



www.greybrucelip.ca
Includes information about national multicultural events on the “Educate & Celebrate” calendar;
partner organizations on the “Service Map,” and resources for newcomers and employers under
“Resources”, “News & Events” is used to promote virtual events.

Southwestern Ontario LIP community partnership (SWOLIP)
GBLIP is part of the national LIP network and actively involved with the Southwestern Ontario LIP
community partnership. Contribution to this group allows staff to collaborate and share best
practices/challenges within the region, benefiting greatly from dialogue with other rural LIPs. In
collaboration with SWOLIP, GBLIP:








Connected a local employer from Bruce County to be featured in a Southwestern webinar on
‘Newcomer Talent for Future Success’. This exemplified the great work and contributions being
done by our local employers to other regions across all Southwestern Ontario.
Developed a coordinated program for Welcoming Week in 2021.
Organized a consultation on supporting refugee resettlement within the housing sector. This
was an opportunity to hear from landlords, legal experts, and newcomer settlement service
providers in December 2021.
Developing a positive messaging campaign.
Developing a point of entry presentation for immigrants or Afghan refugees in quarantine hotels
in Toronto to showcase what is available outside of GTA.

Attraction, integration, and retention of newcomers continues to be a priority across Grey and Bruce as
workforce challenges dominate. GBLIP is proud to compliment the broader economic development
portfolio and work in unison to provide strategic and specific supports benefiting all our communities
and residents.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Nil.

Financial and Resource Implications
Nil.

Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal – Economic Development
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☒

External – Partnership Council

Appendices and Attachments
Settlement Strategy 2025
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

February 24, 2022

Subject / Report No:

PDR-CW-07-22 / Delegating Planning Approvals and
Streamlining the Development Process

Title:

Delegation of Planning Approvals and Process Efficiencies

Prepared by:

Grey County Planning Staff

Reviewed by:

Randy Scherzer

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

All Municipalities in Grey County

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report PDR-CW-07-22 regarding the delegation of planning approvals and
process efficiencies, be received; and
2. That staff be directed to share the report with member municipalities in Grey
County; and
3. That any municipality seeking delegated planning approvals for subdivisions,
condominiums, condominium exemptions, and/or part lot control submit a motion
from municipal council indicating their request for additional planning approval
responsibilities; and
4. Should a request for delegation of the above-noted planning approvals be
received, that County staff be directed to prepare a memorandum of
understanding, in consultation with municipal staff, containing criteria discussed
in this report, with respect to delegating approval, for consideration by County
and Municipal Councils; and
5. That regardless of any delegation requests, that staff be directed to move forward
with further improvements to the planning process, to streamline the timing of
approvals, and minimize any duplication of efforts.

Executive Summary
The County currently approves plans of subdivision, condominium, condominium exemption,
and part lot control applications for all municipalities except the City of Owen Sound, who
retained this ability when they re-joined the County. Based on a request from the Town of The
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Blue Mountains, and direction from County Council, staff have prepared this report examining
the possibility of delegating subdivision, condominium, condominium exemption, and part lot
control approvals to interested member municipalities. To inform this report, staff have surveyed
municipal staff, municipal/County Councils, developers, consultants, and neighbouring counties
with respect to this topic. Staff have also discussed the matter with staff from the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing. This report provides some background and recommendations for
how delegation requests could be considered, as well as improvements that could be
considered to the planning process to streamline approvals and minimize opportunities for
duplication of efforts. Staff are recommending that any such delegation request for subdivision,
condominium, condominium exemption, and part lot control approvals be done by request only
on an individual municipal basis, subject to criteria outlined in this report.

Background and Discussion
On October 8th, 2020, the Grey County Committee of the Whole supported the following motion,
which was later endorsed by County Council on October 22, 2020.
“CW178-20 That the correspondence from the Town of the Blue Mountains requesting
approval authority from the County of Grey for certain planning matters be received; and
That staff bring forward a report on the considerations of Grey County transferring
delegated authority to the Town of The Blue Mountains for plans of subdivision, plans of
condominium, condominium exemptions and part lot control; and
That the staff report also include a review of the current planning processes county-wide
and exploration of other options which may identify further efficiencies within the overall
planning process and costs associated with those.”
County planning staff have been delayed in bringing this report forward based on workloads,
staff shortages, and some other factors to be explored later in this report. In preparing this
report, County staff undertook the following steps:






researched the legislative authority to delegate planning approvals,
researched other counties’ approaches to planning services,
had discussions with Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing (MMAH) staff,
had discussions with municipal planning staff from across Grey County, and
surveyed the following groups:
o municipal staff,
o neighbouring counties,
o municipal and County Councillors, and
o developers, private planners, and consulting engineers.

Planning approval responsibilities have shifted over the years. The County has had certain
responsibilities delegated to the County from the Province (e.g. subdivision approval), and the
County has delegated some responsibilities to member municipalities (e.g. consent approval).
The County only became the approval authority for subdivisions and condominiums in the late
1990’s. When the Province delegated that authority to the County, County staff received hard
copy files of all subdivision and condominium applications currently in process or in varying
stages of approval (i.e. some had draft approval and others were still in process pre-draft
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approval). The ability to grant consents used to be at the County level, with the County Land
Division Committee, but that was delegated back to municipalities around the time of
amalgamation. Any delegation requests related to subdivision, condominium, condominium
exemption, and part lot control applications will need to also consider what happens to existing
development applications in varying stages of approval. This matter will be discussed in the
Delegation of Planning Approvals section of this report.
Current planning approval responsibilities within the County are outlined in Table 1 below.
Municipality

Delegated Planning Approvals

Township of Chatsworth

Consents, minor variances, site plans, zoning bylaws, and zoning by-law amendments (ZBLAs)

Township of Georgian Bluffs

Consents, minor variances, site plans, zoning bylaws, and ZBLAs

Municipality of Grey Highlands

Consents, minor variances, site plans, zoning bylaws, and ZBLAs

Town of Hanover

Consents, minor variances, site plans, zoning bylaws, and ZBLAs

Municipality of Meaford

Consents, minor variances, site plans, zoning bylaws, and ZBLAs

City of Owen Sound

Consents, minor variances, site plans, plans of
subdivision / condominium, part lot control, zoning
by-laws, ZBLAs, and municipal official plan
amendments (OPAs) except five/ten-year reviews
or boundary expansions

Township of Southgate

Consents, minor variances, site plans, zoning bylaws, and ZBLAs

Town of The Blue Mountains

Consents, minor variances, site plans, zoning bylaws, and ZBLAs

Municipality of West Grey

Consents, minor variances, site plans, zoning bylaws, and ZBLAs

County of Grey

Plans of subdivision / condominium / part lot
control except in the City of Owen Sound,
municipal official plans, municipal OPAs except for
some in the City of Owen Sound, and County
OPAs except five/ten-year reviews

Table 1: Existing Planning Approval Authorities
Approval authority responsibility is generally standardized across the County, except for the City
of Owen Sound. The City used to be a separated municipality and when they re-joined the
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County they retained the ability to approve plans of subdivision, condominium, and part lot
control. The City also had the ability to approve some municipal OPAs delegated to them via
regulation from the province.
It is important to further note that aside from approval authority functions, the County also has
delegated roles from the province with respect to municipal planning operations. For example,
under the province’s ‘One Window’ and ‘Municipal Plan Review’ functions, the County acts on
behalf of the province in reviewing municipal planning policies and development applications
(i.e. the County is to be ensuring that documents not only conform to the County Official Plan,
but are also consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, and have regard for matters of
Provincial interest under the Planning Act).
The County is also legislatively required to have a County Official Plan, whereas municipalities
may choose to have a municipal official plan but are not required to do so.
Table 2 below summarizes the current planner positions at each municipality and the County
(as of February 1st, 2022). These planning positions do not include other related support staff
such as administrative assistants, coordinators, or GIS [geographic information systems] staff.
In many cases, the working directors also have a broader role than just planning, including
community services, building departments, and/or by-law enforcement, and as such may not be
spending as much time on planning matters.
Municipality

Number of Planners On-Staff

Township of Chatsworth

No full-time planners on-staff, one consulting
planner approximately one day per week

Township of Georgian Bluffs

Two planners, one planning position is currently
vacant

Municipality of Grey Highlands

Two planners, including a working director

Town of Hanover

No full-time planners on-staff, planning is handled
by the Director of Development/Chief Building
Official (CBO) and consulting planners as needed

Municipality of Meaford

Three – four planners, including a working director,
one planning position is currently vacant

City of Owen Sound

Four planners, including a working director

Township of Southgate

One planner

Town of The Blue Mountains

Six planners, including a working director, one
planning position is currently vacant

Municipality of West Grey

One planner

County of Grey

Five planners, including the Deputy CAO, one
planning position is currently vacant
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Table 2: Planning Resources at the Municipal Level
What is the Current County Approvals Process?
Currently the main development application types approved by the County are;
1.
2.
3.
4.

Draft approvals of plans of subdivision and plans of condominium,
County OPAs,
Municipal OPAs, and
Final approval of plans of subdivision and plans of condominium.

Most typically items 1 – 3 are also accompanied by municipal applications such as zoning
amendments, consents, or site plan control. Staff would however note that this is not always the
case, such as a subdivision in a pre-zoned area, or a subdivision where the lands are still under
development control in the Niagara Escarpment Plan. Item 4 is generally not discussed in this
report as it is a staff delegated approval at the County and does not require any public process
or agency circulation. County staff are often more ‘hands on’ for items 1 – 2 above. A typical
order of events for items 1 – 2 is as follows.

Subdivisions, Condominiums and County Official Plan Amendments
a) Pre-submission Consultation – Joint pre-submission consultation meeting or
development review meeting between the County, municipality, and developer. Often
parties such as conservation authorities or the Niagara Escarpment Commission are
also at these meetings. This would typically be followed by a letter or email back to the
developer indicating what studies will be needed to support their development
applications.
b) Application Submission and Deeming Complete – Applications are submitted to both
levels of government simultaneously. Staff at the municipal and County levels confer
with one another to determine if the applications are complete or not. If complete, a joint
notice between the County/municipality is issued. If incomplete, an email/letter is sent to
the developer indicating any missing items for the application to be complete. These joint
notices are coordinated between County and municipal staff. In some cases, the
mailings are done from the County, and in other cases mailings are done by the
municipality. A sign is also ordered for the property advising neighbours of the
application. In more recent years it is often the County ordering and installing this sign
from the County’s sign shop, but sometimes that is done at the municipal level. Some
municipalities also place advertisements in local newspapers.
c) Development Review Phase – In the development review phase, one of the key
elements is determining whether peer reviews are needed for any of the technical
studies. Where such a peer review is needed, it’s only done at one level of government,
either the County or the municipality, but the results of the peer review serve the needs
of both parties. Staff between the two levels of government discuss who should issue the
peer review. Some municipalities have consultants on retainer that they use for all their
peer reviews, whereas others proceed on a case-by-case basis through a competitive
bidding process. Where municipalities already have a consultant retained, County staff
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would defer to the municipal peer reviewer. Where a competitive bidding process is
required, either the County or the municipality would issue a request for quotations
(RFQ), to collect bids on the peer review, with the lowest compliant bidder being
awarded the project. The RFQ process typically takes 2 – 3 weeks to award.
d) Public Meetings – If a notice of public meeting was not sent in tandem with the notice of
complete application, a public meeting notice would be sent. If there are municipal and
County applications proceeding in concert with one another, all planning applications
would be addressed at one public meeting. The only notable exception to this rule is
where there’s an accompanying consent or minor variance application. These
applications go to the Committee of Adjustment versus having a public meeting in front
of municipal council or a planning committee. The public meetings between a plan of
subdivision or condominium and a County official plan amendment also have one key
procedural difference as follows:
i) Plans of subdivision/condominium – the County has delegated the hosting of
such public meetings to municipalities to help streamline the process, such that
it’s solely a municipal meeting and County Council representation is not required
at such meetings. County Planning staff would still attend the public meeting and
assist with answering any questions that may arise. Minutes for these meetings
are taken by municipal staff and shared with the County after the meeting.
ii) County OPAs – these are joint public meetings if there is a related municipal
application. At least one representative from County Council is required at these
meetings. Most typically this would be the mayor or deputy mayor from the host
municipality who would act on behalf of both the County and the municipality at
the meeting. Where both the mayor or deputy mayor are absent, it defaults to the
Warden, and/or his/her designate. County Planning staff attend these meetings
and also take minutes at the meetings. Notice for these meetings could either be
given by the municipality or the County.
Public meetings for development applications, whether for a plan of subdivision,
condominium, or County OPA, are always held at a local council, committee of the
whole, or local planning committee meeting, depending on the preference of the host
municipality, unless the County OPA is a County initiated amendment such as a
housekeeping County OPA. In person meetings, in the host municipality, make it easier
for local residents to attend. Even with virtual meetings being held throughout the
pandemic, these meetings have continued to be held in concert with local meetings to
help streamline the process.
County staff coordinate the mailings, updating the development sign on the property,
summarizing public comments, and presentation materials at the meeting with municipal
staff. In some cases, this is led by the County and in other cases it’s led by the
municipality. Often times the decision on who will take the lead in these instances is
based on current workloads and staffing levels (i.e., either party volunteering to help the
other if they are short staff or overloaded with work).
e) Comment Review and Response – Responding to public or agency comments, or
booking further meetings with the developer, ahead of any final recommendations is
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typically done by either County or municipal staff. For municipalities that have a
regimented development review committee this may be done through those committees,
or for municipalities that operate on a more ad hoc basis, this could be done by either
the County or municipality depending on the nature of the comments.
f)

Staff Recommendations – Final recommendations to the County Committee of the
Whole are never made without first having input from the member municipality. Some
municipalities have delegated this ‘input’ to staff, whereas others require a report
through their local council, committee of the whole, or local planning committee meeting
to endorse the staff recommendation ahead of sharing it with the County. In the case of
a County official plan amendment, it’s typically either support or non-support for the
amendment. In the case of plans of subdivision/condominium this ‘input’ takes the form
of recommended draft plan conditions, which most typically require the endorsement
from their local council, committee of the whole, or local planning committee.

g) Notice of Decision – Final notice of decision is given by whichever body made the
decision i.e., for a zoning amendment municipal staff would issue that notice, whereas
for a subdivision (outside of the City of Owen Sound), County staff would issue that
notice.
h) Appeals – Should a development be appealed, County and municipal staff would be
guided by their respective appeal protocols. Some municipalities, including the County,
do not participate in a tribunal hearing where an approval decision has been appealed
by a neighbour. However, there are some municipalities who choose to participate in any
tribunal hearing where a local decision has been appealed. County and municipal staff
both tend to participate where there is the appeal of a non-decision of Council. There are
instances where County and municipal staff have shared legal resources at such
hearings, and there are other instances where our respective legal counsels have
advised against it, based on the possibility for divergent opinions.
County staff would however note that with the changes to the Planning Act that no
longer permit a member of the public to appeal a plan or subdivision or condominium,
there is less likelihood of appeals being submitted on County applications. Members of
the public can still participate in the appeal of a non-decision on a plan or subdivision or
condominium. Members of the public can also appeal the decision relating to a County
OPA (with some exceptions as per the Planning Act), or related applications to a plan or
subdivision or condominium, such as a ZBLA.

Municipal Official Plan Amendments
Municipal OPAs under item 3 above, are generally treated the same as a County OPA or plan
or subdivision or condominium, only if they run in tandem with one of those applications.
However, where a municipal OPA does not also require the processing of a County OPA or plan
or subdivision or condominium, it can take a different process to the above. For example, if a
municipal OPA were processed in tandem with a zoning amendment only, municipal staff would
take the lead on processing the application. At the end of that process, should municipal council
adopt the OPA, it would be sent onto the County for approval. Should the OPA not be adopted
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by the local municipality, it would never come to the County for a decision. Once adopted
municipal OPAs are received by the County, this can be a staff delegated approval where it’s a
straight-forward application; or require the approval of the County Committee of the Whole on a
more complex municipal OPA. Should County staff recommend refusal on a municipal OPA
adopted by local council, that would go to Committee of the Whole for a decision.

Coordinated Communications
Throughout the above-listed approvals there is regular dialogue and coordination between
County and municipal planning staff to avoid any potential duplication and to collaborate. As
part of this process, each County and municipal planning staff member also acts as the conduit
to other departments in their organization i.e., County Planning staff would involve
Transportation Services where the matter impacts a County Road, and municipal staff would
involve their public works, operations, or parks and recreation staff as needed. County staff are
primarily reviewing for County Official Plan conformity and PPS consistency, whereas municipal
staff are reviewing for local official plan and/or zoning conformity.
With respect to the 9 member municipalities and the planning approvals process, not all 9 are
equal. In some cases, municipalities have sizable planning departments and significant other
staff resources (e.g., engineers). Whereas in other cases there may be no planners on staff, or
a single planner, and less support of other technical staff. The role played by County staff is
flexible depending on the application or municipality the application is in. In a municipality with
more staff, the County role may be less ‘hands on’ versus in a municipality with less staff,
County staff often take more of a leadership role.
County and municipal staff work hard to streamline processes to avoid duplication in processing
applications or in dealing with development inquiries. As noted above, there are different
circumstances where either the County planner or the municipal planner may ‘take the lead’ on
a given development application. There is regular communication between staff at both levels
on an on-going basis, as well as local planner meetings approximately twice a year to talk about
bigger matters such as; legislative changes, new County or municipal projects, and roundtable
discussions on local trends or issues. In many of these instances, the County acts as a conduit
for information sharing between municipalities or between the province and municipalities.
County staff have tremendous respect for municipal staff across Grey. In many instances local
staff have great insights and local knowledge that would not otherwise be easily accessible to
the County. In other instances, local staff use the County as a resource based on our
experiences with other applications outside of their own municipalities. County staff also offer
mentoring or ‘second opinion’ options to municipal staff who are working in smaller departments
or circumstances where they are the only planner on staff.

Redline Revision and Draft Plan Extension Approvals
Redline revision applications are currently also approved by the County Committee of the
Whole. The steps for a redline revision application may mimic some of the above, but in other
cases are simplified if the redline is minor in nature and if no municipal planning applications are
required. County staff do not make a recommendation to Committee of the Whole, without first
having obtained the municipal position on the application.
Extension for draft plan approval is a staff delegated approval at the County if;
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a) the extension is 3 years or less in length, and
b) the extension has been supported by the host member municipality.
Should either (a) or (b) not be met, then it would trigger a report to, and decision by, the County
Committee of the Whole.

Other County Staff Delegated Approvals
Part lot control by-laws, condominium exemptions, and final registration of plans of
subdivision/condominium are also approved by the County, but are procedurally very different,
often involving no public process and a staff delegated approval, following clearance and/or bylaws from a member municipality.

Municipal Official Plans and Plan Reviews
The approval of municipal official plans and five/ten-year reviews are also done by the County
but are very different from development applications. Staff would work collaboratively with
member municipal staff (e.g., sit on an official plan review steering committee or task force at
the municipal level, or meet with municipal staff throughout the process for planning advice prior
to adoption of the plan), and become more actively involved in the approvals process following
the adoption of the plan or amendment by municipal council. These approvals are ultimately
given by the County Committee of the Whole.

Survey Results Summary and Analysis
The full results of the four surveys have been included in Appendix 1 to this report. A general
summary and analysis has been provided below. One caveat to the survey results, is that it was
a relatively small sample size of people who completed the surveys, despite staffs’ best efforts
to get as many responses as possible. Surveys were originally completed in 2020 and a followup opportunity to participate was sent out in 2021 to try to boost the number of survey
responses. In the municipal staff survey, County staff heard from 5 of the 9 member
municipalities, while the survey for County and Municipal Councillors garnered at least one
response from all 9 member municipalities. The developer and consultant survey saw 12
responses, with representation from people who had worked in all 9 member municipalities.
With respect to the neighbouring counties, staff heard from 3 of our 5 neighbouring counties.
Additional research was also completed regarding Wellington and Bruce counties, who did not
directly participate in the survey.
The results from the surveys were varied. Staff believe that there is valuable information from
the survey that can assist either planning approval delegations and/or planning process
improvements moving forward. What is clear through the surveys is that a ‘one size fits all’
approach is unlikely to work.
There were some respondents that supported delegation of approval authorities and others who
did not. Some supported delegating approvals in individual municipalities but not in others.
Others questioned whether municipal staff resources were in place to handle the additional
responsibility, or if this would trigger the need for additional municipal staff. The need for
consistency across the County was raised as an issue that could arise from delegating
approvals. In some instances, it was not a firm ‘yes’ or ‘no’ but rather uncertainty as to whether
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or not delegation should be considered. Finally, some supported delegating some approvals,
e.g., part lot control, but not all approvals e.g., approval of subdivisions and condominiums. Both
in the survey results, and in phone calls received from people who had questions about the
survey, staff heard two generally conflicting messages regarding the delegation of planning
approvals.
1. Municipal Council and staff are the most directly connected to residents and interests in
their communities and are therefore best equipped to be making decisions and
recommendations on planning applications. The ability for County Council to be ‘at odds’
with a Municipal Council can be challenging.
2. County Council can often take a big picture more strategic view, which eliminates some
of the uncertainty that can be found at the local level based on site specific concerns or
hyper-localized politics.
In looking at neighbouring counties, these survey findings would appear consistent with many of
their experiences i.e., some of the respective county councils had delegated further planning
approvals to some municipalities and not others. More detail on the neighbouring county
processes can be found in the Other County Approaches and Ministry of Municipal Affairs and
Housing section of this report.
Some common concerns about the planning process, not specific to either the County or the
municipal processes, were:






the length of time to receive approvals,
the cost of the development process,
lack of staff resources to efficiently process applications,
uncertainty of roles, whether at the council or staff levels, and
duplication in some processes.

There were further comments with respect to additional roles or staff that could complement the
County’s existing staff resources. Some saw delegating planning approvals as being beneficial
to allowing County staff to work on larger strategic initiatives that would benefit the entire
County. Others saw a need for additional staff resources related to natural heritage review and
biology or hydrology, as a valuable resource to have at the County level to benefit both County
and Municipal staff.
Finally, there were also a number of compliments paid to County staff with respect to their
knowledge, customer service, and dedication.

Other County Approaches and Ministry of Municipal Affairs and
Housing Information
As noted earlier in this report, staff conducted research with respect to how other counties
provide planning services. The answers ranged from those that provide all planning services at
the County level, to hybrid approaches with a mixture of county and local planning services, to
counties that provide most planning services, with limited services at the local level. In looking at
Grey’s neighbours there are the following models of planning services:
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Bruce County has their planning services at the County level. The County maintains 3
planning offices throughout the County which are generally staffed with a senior planner,
planner, and technician in each office. Other County planning staff are based out of the
County administration building and provide general service or policy planning to the
whole County. Although the County maintains planning services, local municipalities are
still the approval authority on some applications such as zoning amendments, site plans,
and minor variances and County staff support the local municipal approvals with staff
reports, recommendations, and technical guidance.
Simcoe County has planning services at the County and local levels. The County has
delegated subdivision and condominium approval authority to 14 of its 16 member
municipalities which has allowed Simcoe to focus on more county-wide strategic
projects/initiatives. Simcoe staff shared a memorandum of understanding MOU) used to
delegate subdivision and condominium approval authority to a municipality which can be
found here: MOU between Simcoe and Springwater. Aside from subdivisions and
condominiums, municipalities in Simcoe are also the approval authority for many other
planning application types.
Wellington County has a hybrid structure between the Grey County model and the Bruce
County model in that County Planning staff provide local planning services to some local
municipalities similar to Bruce County, whereas some local municipalities have their own
planning staff to process and administer local planning applications such as zoning
amendments, site plans, and minor variances. The County continues to approve
subdivisions, condominiums, part lot control, as well as County/municipal OPAs. The
one notable difference to Wellington County is that the County also approves consent
applications, through a County land division committee, whereas Grey County does not
(i.e. Grey County has delegated the ability to approve consents to its member
municipalities). The City of Guelph is a separated city and therefore is the approval
authority for all their planning applications.
Huron County has a similar model to Bruce County, except that the consent granting
authority has been delegated to the Town of Goderich. There have been no further
delegations beyond this Goderich example. It is noteworthy in Huron that except for
Goderich, undisputed consent applications are a staff delegated approval (delegated to
the County’s Director of Planning) and it is only disputed consent applications that would
be made by Huron County Council. Similar to Bruce County, other applications such as
site plans and zoning amendments are still decided upon by municipal councils with
Huron County staff providing staff reports, recommendations, and technical guidance to
local municipal councils.
Dufferin County is relatively new to planning, in that the County has not always had a
planning department. Dufferin County had their first official plan approved by the
Province in 2015. The County approves local OPAs with the exception of some in
Orangeville and Mono. Most other applications are approved at the local level. The
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing (MMAH) is the approval authority for County
OPAs.

County staff also had the ability to chat with MMAH staff about delegation of planning approvals,
based on their experience across the province. Similar to what has been shared above, MMAH
staff noted that there are a variety of approaches that could be utilized. With respect to the
delegation of subdivision and condominium approvals, they noted that the County has the ability
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to delegate such approvals without the need for provincial approval, or ministerial approval.
Other planning approvals, such as the ability to pass official plan amendments cannot be
delegated by the County, and those requests would need to be approved by the province.
Similar to what was shared by Simcoe County, provincial staff noted that it may be useful to set
criteria that would need to be met in order for the County to consider delegating subdivision or
condominium approvals.

Delegation of Planning Approvals
County staff see some merit in delegating some planning approvals, such as those listed in the
Town of The Blue Mountains request i.e., subdivisions, condominiums, part lot control and
condominium exemptions. Other application types such as municipal OPAs or County OPAs,
the County does not have the ability to delegate.
County staff would not recommend delegating subdivisions, condominiums, part lot control and
condominium exemptions approvals to all 9 member municipalities, rather this would be done
on an individual basis per municipality, by request only. If a municipal council were to request
delegation of approvals, then County Council could consider entering into a MOU with that
municipality to delegate approvals. Along with the MOU, County Council would be required to
pass a by-law to enable the delegation of these approvals. Staff propose that certain criteria be
applied to guide municipalities as to what needs to be in place prior to delegation of approvals.
Should County Council authorize staff to further pursue delegating subdivisions, condominiums,
part lot control and condominium exemptions approvals, staff could develop a MOU template for
Council’s consideration. It would likely be very similar to the MOU shared by the County of
Simcoe and linked to above in the Other County Approaches and Ministry of Municipal Affairs
and Housing Information section of this report. One further matter to be considered, not
previously contemplated by staff, would be delegation of only some of the above-noted
approvals, but not all. For example, one municipal staff person that filled out the survey noted
that they would be interested in having part lot control delegated, but not the approval of
subdivisions, condominiums, and condominium exemptions. If this was the case, staff could
investigate a limited MOU specific to just part lot control delegation.
Some sample criteria for considering delegating approvals could include, but is not limited to:
1. That a public meeting be held within the host municipality to get feedback on delegation
(based on the feedback received from the surveys it appears some may be in favour and
others may not),
2. Does the municipality operate a full-time planning department with registered
professional planning staff,
3. Are the municipal official plans and zoning by-laws up-to-date and in conformity to the
County Official Plan and consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement,
4. Does the municipality have the capacity to keep municipal official plans and zoning bylaws up to date to address policy changes made by the Province or the County,
5. Does the municipality have an application and fee structure to accept such applications,
6. The municipality agrees to ensure full consultation regarding subdivision and
condominium applications with the County at all stages and specifically at the time of
pre-submission consultation, the receipt of complete application, and leading up to draft

PDR-CW-07-22

50
12

Date: February 24, 2022

approval in order for the County to continue to address the Municipal Plan Review
obligations delegated by the Province (i.e. ensure applications are consistent with PPS,
conform to the County OP, and to review for other County interests),
7. The municipality agrees to provide training to staff with respect to provincial policies,
operational practices and regulatory requirements which relate to the County's
responsibilities for certain plan review functions,
8. The municipality has and maintains a lawyer on-staff or an external lawyer on retainer
with extensive knowledge of the Planning Act, which would be needed for the processing
and approval of plans of subdivision or condominium,
9. The municipality agrees to provide annual or semi-annual reports, with details
concerning the status, address/location, unit types, unit yield and municipal servicing
capacity related to each application, for plans of subdivision or condominium that are
currently being processed by the municipality,
10. The municipality shall ensure that lands are designated with an appropriate official plan
designation (County OP and Municipal OP) in effect prior to making a draft approval
decision concerning said lands,
11. That subdivision and condominium application(s) be processed in accordance with all
Provincial and County processing requirements as established from time to time,
12. That the municipality shall keep the County Planning department apprised of any change
in status of a plan of subdivision or plan of condominium file including: refusal of an
incomplete application; notice and circulation of the application for comment; substantial
revision of the plan and/or applications; appeal(s) to the Ontario Land Tribunal; phasing
of final approvals; and, any such matter required by the County Planning Director.
One of the other key points to be discussed, prior to entering into a MOU, would be what
happens to existing applications already in process, including subdivisions or condominiums for
which there has been no decision rendered yet, and those which have been draft approved and
are awaiting clearance of draft plan conditions. Final approved and registered plans of
subdivision or condominium would not require any further delegation, as those files are already
complete.

Delegation Options
Some options that could be considered with respect to delegation of planning approvals are:
1. Delegate only new subdivision or condominium files on a go-forward basis, and all
existing applications in process would continue to be the responsibility of the County,
2. Delegate all subdivision or condominium files on a go-forward and retroactive basis to
the member municipality, or
3. Establish a date for which any subdivision or condominium files received after this date
are delegated and any files received before this date will remain with the County. This
date could be a retroactive back to a certain time (e.g., it could be the date of approval
of the current municipal official plan).
County staff would note that when the province delegated subdivision and condominium
approvals to the County, it was done using method # 2 above. Should County Council seek to
delegate approvals, County staff would recommend using method # 2. Additional discussions
and details may be required prior to entering into a MOU with respect to method # 2 regarding
statutory timeframes under the Planning Act for any applications that are currently in process
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(i.e. if the County were to delegate a file that was in process, would a municipality be able to
meet the required timeframes where those timeframes had already commenced under the
County’s application process). County staff would however caveat these comments by noting
that the one exception to the above may be where a file is currently under appeal to the Ontario
Land Tribunal (OLT) and the County has existing party status. In cases where the County has
party status to the appeal, the County would maintain that status until the OLT renders their final
decision on the matter. Should the County seek to withdraw from party status, it would require
additional legal advice and discussion with the municipality.
Method # 1 may appear favourable in that it sets a current effective date whereby any new
applications received after that date become the responsibility of the member municipality.
However, based on the long-term nature and phasing of many developments, staff have
concerns that this could cause issues with respect to a portion of the development still being
under the old system (i.e., where the County is the approval authority) and other portions being
under the new system (i.e., the member municipality is the approval authority). Staff also believe
that this system could cause confusion with both developers and the public with respect to who
is deciding on what.
With respect to method # 3, County staff have similar concerns to method #1 discussed above.
One other matter to sort out with option # 2 and potentially option # 3 would be existing fees and
deposits paid to the County for development applications. If these monies are to be paid to the
host municipality, should the deposits be returned to the developer, and/or should the County
keep all or a portion of the application fees for services rendered. County staff would
recommend returning any peer review deposits to the developer which are unused. With respect
to application fees, it may depend on where the file is at in the process i.e., if a subdivision is
already at the draft approval stage, then the money and time processing the file have already
been spent. However, if an application has not yet been approved or been to a public meeting, it
may be appropriate to consider transferring some of those fees to the member municipality,
unless they have already collected a fee for this service. This financial element could be
investigated further at the MOU stage.
Another consideration for options # 2 and # 3, would relate to existing draft approvals, where the
County is listed as the final approval agency. Should existing draft approvals be delegated it
may require updating these approvals to reference the municipality as the approval authority,
rather than the County. Staff would note that this same matter has applied to past draft
approvals that still referenced the province as the approval authority.

Inactive Applications
County staff do however acknowledge that method # 2 could add significant initial workload to
the member municipality involved. In some cases, the County is still processing subdivision and
condominium applications that were delegated to the County by the province in the late 1990’s.
For a number of these files the draft approvals have no lapse date, and others have simply
‘stalled’ prior to receiving draft approval. Shortly prior to the pandemic, County staff had
completed a detailed review of all subdivisions and condominiums that were not yet final
registered and currently in the County’s files. Note this did not include City of Owen Sound
subdivisions and condominiums where the City is the approval authority. The purpose of this
exercise was to (a) accurately detail exactly what was in the County’s files, and (b) to provide
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strategies for what to do with some of the older files that have sat inactive for long periods of
time. As noted earlier, some of those older files have draft approval and others do not. Some of
these files date back to the 1970s and were applied for under completely different planning
policy regimes. County planning staff had completed the initial phase of this exercise to detail
what we had. Staff had also met with municipal planning staff to compare notes with respect to
any municipal files. The next step was to propose strategies for what to do with these old files.
Those strategies could include;
i)

contacting the developer to ask for a status update on the development, and/or
encourage the developer to move forward with their development,
ii) amending the draft plan conditions (if draft approved) to add a lapse date and/or
bring the conditions up to modern standards,
iii) to recommend refusal of the application and/or withdraw draft approval.
There is no ‘one size fits all’ approach for these older files. Staff need to further investigate the
legal ramifications of potentially changing and/or refusing some of those older files (e.g. appeal
potential). The pandemic has however put a hold on this project based on the workloads of
planning and legal services staff. Initially County staff had been ‘delaying’ this staff report on
delegating approvals, in hopes of having a more concrete strategy in place for these older files.
However, given staff workloads and the desire by County Council and member municipal
councils to see this report move forward, County staff have proceeded in advance of that
strategy and legal advice being in place. County staff are happy to discuss this matter further
with any potential municipality that may be looking at requesting delegation of planning services.

Potential Time Savings
When processing an application at the County level, there are the following types of staff
resources allocated to the application.
1) Planning administrative support – opening the file, sending out notices, taking meeting
minutes, preparing appeal packages (if appealed), etc.
2) Finance staff support – processing fees, invoices, and peer review deposits,
3) Planning staff – pre-submission consultation, reviewing documents, writing reports,
attending public or developer meetings, answering questions from the public, agencies,
developers, reviewing agreements, processing appeals, etc.
4) Mapping support – support from the planning technician or GIS staff on preparing maps,
5) Application review by other County staff – engaging departments such as Transportation
Services or Legal Services in pre-submission consultation, reviewing documents,
responding to public, agency, or developer comments, reviewing agreements, appeals,
etc.
6) Other County staff incidental review – reviewing reports, minutes, and council agenda
packages.
Should subdivision and condominium planning approvals be delegated there would be some
time savings in the above areas. Items 1, 2, 4, and 6 above would have reduced or no time
demands on many applications that would be circulated to the County, where the County is no
longer the approval authority. For those 6 municipalities where the County provides GIS
services on a fee for service basis, County staff would continue to provide those services under
the existing agreements. The reduction in staff time would instead come from those services
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provided to County planning staff by the planning technician or GIS staff (e.g., making a keymap
for a County subdivision application notice), rather than the GIS services provided to the
municipality under agreement. Staff would note that the files would still get opened at the
County by the Planning Administrative Assistant, however there would be less other duties,
such as mailouts, associated with these files.
Staff still see a need for items 3 and 5 above, even if approvals were delegated. There would be
less staff time needed, but particularly Planning and Transportation Services staff would still
need to be involved in reviewing and commenting on subdivision and condominium applications
to ensure consistency with the PPS, conformity with the County OP, and to review for other
County interests. With respect to how much time would be saved, it is difficult to estimate. As a
‘ballpark estimate’, Planning staff would suggest that planners would save approximately 1/3 of
the time normally spent processing a subdivision or condominium application (or possibly
slightly more on certain files). Staff would estimate that Transportation Services staff time would
be nearly identical regardless of the approval authority.
Staff would however note that County Planning staff are involved in many other roles, which
would not be directly impacted by less subdivision or condominium development file review and
processing time. These roles include updates to the County Official Plan, responding to
inquiries, special project such as the Climate Change Action Plan or the Age-Friendly
Community Action Plan, forestry and trails initiatives, and supporting other departments in land
acquisition or other needs. Should time be saved here, staff would propose allocating that time
to strategic projects such as policy updates, special projects, forestry, trails, and continuing to
support other County initiatives. This may also assist with helping to reduce staff overtime.

Potential for Conflict between the County and Member
Municipalities
One of the reasons cited in the past for exploring this topic, by County or municipal politicians,
or residents, has been the potential for conflict between the County and a member municipality
on planning applications. In some cases, residents have questioned whether the County would
approve or refuse a development against the will of a local council. While there certainly is
potential for this to happen in the current approvals system, it happens very infrequently. County
staff and Council always seek input or endorsement from the host municipality before approving
a subdivision or condominium. In nearly all cases, County and municipal staff process the
County and municipal applications simultaneously and are of ‘like-minds’ on the applications.
Where there are disagreements, these would normally be discussed and sorted out ahead of
the matter proceeding to local or County Council. There have been cases where staff support
was given at the local level, but municipal council did not agree with the staff recommendation
and took an opposing viewpoint. If the County Committee of the Whole were to approve a
subdivision or condominium, the municipality would have the option to appeal the approval to
the OLT. In the past 15 years, staff cannot recall one instance of a municipality appealing the
County’s approval of a subdivision or condominium in their own municipality.
There was one incident recently where the County Committee of the Whole supported the draft
plan extension of a plan of condominium which the municipal council did not support. That
extension request was however supported by municipal staff. In this case, the development was
already mostly constructed and there were complex legal ramifications for the County if the
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extension was not granted. In this past 15 years, this is the only instance County staff are aware
of where an extension was granted against the desires of a municipal council.
There have been instances where municipal and County Councils took opposite positions on
policy approvals or on other planning applications, such as OPAs, ZBLAs, or consent
applications. Even these situations have been quite rare, but there has been the occasional
instance of either a municipality appealing the County’s approval or vice versa. Staff would
however note that these other approvals such as OPAs, ZBLAs, and consent applications are
not the subject of this report or of the delegation request before Council.
Delegating approval authority may not necessarily change the potential for conflict, it may just
reverse the roles, e.g., a municipality approving a subdivision application, which the County
could then appeal. Staff do not anticipate that this would happen very frequently, however
cannot rule out the possibility that it could happen in the future. This ‘possibility’ could happen
regardless of who the approval authority is for the approval of subdivisions or condominiums.

Planning Process Efficiencies
Over the years, improvements have been made at the County and municipal levels to increase
efficiency in the planning process. Some examples of such improvements include;











municipal development review committees,
the County’s ‘one window’ internal commenting and circulation process,
moving to more paperless application processes,
more information, including development applications and related technical studies being
posted on County and municipal websites,
the County offers abbreviated comments for more standard or minor applications which
are generally limited to commenting on County interests or infrastructure,
improvements in planning application tracking software,
streamlining peer review needs at the County and municipal levels,
the creation of technical guides outlining what is needed for each study or background
report,
delegating some approvals to staff, and
delegating the hosting of public meetings for subdivisions and condominiums to
municipalities.

Recent changes to the Planning Act through Bill 13, have also given municipalities additional
authority to delegate some planning approvals to committees or to staff. Staff would note that
none of the Bill 13 changes directly impact County approvals, or any of the approvals being
considered for delegation to member municipalities in this report (e.g. subdivisions,
condominiums, etc.). That said, should municipalities consider implementing the Bill 13
changes, it may create additional process efficiencies at the municipal level such as allowing
staff the ability to lift a holding symbol or approve a temporary use by-law.
Additional consideration for further planning efficiencies at the County and local levels could
include;


streamlining the development inquiry process, regardless of whether the inquiry is first
received at the County or local level,
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streamlining the pre-submission consultation process into a formalized development
review committee type approach,
ensuring memorandums of understanding are in place with conservation authorities with
respect to their role in the development application process,
ensuring municipal and County staffing levels are sufficient to meet demand,
maintaining up-to-date official plans and zoning by-laws which provide suitable densities,
protections, and as-of-right permitted uses (pre-zoning),
ensuring County and municipal official plans are streamlined so as not to duplicate policy
efforts, including continuing to encourage local municipalities to defer to the County’s
Official Plan for areas outside of settlement/growth areas and to have local official plans
focus on policies for settlement/growth areas,
explore options for streamlining the payment process for application fees (e.g. online
payment options),
ensuring all involved in the development process, including staff (in planning and in other
departments) and council are properly informed and educated on their role,
coordinating public meeting minutes, such that if it is a joint public meeting, only one set
of minutes is required,
increasing the use of online meetings, even following the pandemic, to limit the travel
time needed by County or municipal staff,
retaining consultant(s) for regular peer review services, this could come through either
having a list of pre-qualified bidders, or having a multi-year contract with a given
consulting firm to use them for peer review during that timeframe,
considering further delegation to staff of procedural approvals, such as those now listed
in Bill 13, or undisputed consent applications, as per the Huron County model,
reducing the scope of the comments the County provides on municipal planning
applications, as per the demands of the municipality i.e. those that want full planning
comments could still receive them, versus those that only want comments related to
County services or infrastructure could see the planning comments reduced in scope,
continuing improvements to planning application tracking and GIS software to (a) create
efficiencies for staff, and (b) provide better customer service to developers and the
public,
exploring opportunities for common planning application tracking software, including
possibly sharing the County’s GIN [Grey Information Network] 2.0 with municipalities
interested in using it for their own tracking purposes,
investigating greater opportunity for shared legal services where planning decisions are
appealed and the County and member municipality are of like-minds, or
conducting follow-up interviews or surveys with developers to get their impressions on
the process, including any bottlenecks, or areas for improvement.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Planning matters are governed by the Planning Act. Any delegation or planning approval will
need to meet the requirements of the Act as would the processing of future development
applications. Staff are satisfied that should County and individual member municipalities wish to
enter into a MOU for the delegation approvals of subdivisions, condominiums, condominium
exemptions, and part lot control, that County Council would have the legislated authority to
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delegate by by-law and MOU.
As noted in this report, additional delegations cannot be considered at this time, and would
require approvals from the province.

Financial and Resource Implications
A fulsome review of the financial and resource implications has not been conducted yet. In order
to answer these questions staff will need to know;
a) how many municipalities are requesting delegation of approvals,
b) the extent of the delegations i.e. is it subdivisions, condominiums, condominium
exemptions, and part lot control, and
c) the method and timeframe for delegation i.e. is it on a go-forward basis only, or would it
be go-forward and retroactive.
Depending on the answers to (a) – (c) above, it will have an impact on financial and resource
needs at both the County and municipal levels. Staff have tried to provide some analysis on this
topic in the Time Savings section of this report, but would note that a more fulsome analysis
could come forward as part of future discussions on a MOU, should Council opt to proceed with
that route. Should staff be directed to first determine a strategy for older subdivision and
condominium approvals, prior to delegating any approvals to municipalities, it may require
additional planning or legal staff resources.
With respect to item (c) above, another difficult matter to sort out would be fees and deposits
paid on existing applications, should Council opt for a retroactive delegation as per the staff
recommendation.
Staff would further note that should there be multiple requests for delegation, staff may not have
the ability to act on each of those requests immediately. It will take some time from a physical
and digital records transfer perspective. Staff would suggest that it may be best just to handle
one such municipal request initially, before moving onto any others.
Depending on the level of delegation contemplated, there would be less revenue coming into
the County. An exact figure is not known at this stage and would depend on the number of
municipalities seeking delegation of approvals. County staff would note that County application
fees are not a profit generator, but rather are meant to recover the cost of staff’s review and
processing of the applications. If staff were still reviewing the applications, but no longer
collecting a fee (the County has not charged fees for reviewing municipal applications in the
past), then it could mean some staff time still being allocated to such applications with no
opportunity for cost recovery (unless County Council directed staff to collect fees for that
service).

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal: Legal Services, CAO, Economic Development, Transportation Services, Clerks
☒ External: Municipalities, Developers, Planners, Engineers, Neighbouring Counties, and
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
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Appendices and Attachments
Correspondence from Town of The Blue Mountains
Sample Simcoe County Delegation Memorandum of Understanding.
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Appendix 1: Survey Result Summary
As noted in the background section to this report, in late 2020 and early 2021 County staff
issued four separate surveys with questions about planning services and possible delegation of
planning approval authority responsibilities. Surveys were originally completed in 2020 and a
follow-up opportunity to participate was sent out in 2021 to try to boost the number of survey
responses. Survey results were varied and a summary of each of the four surveys has been
included below.

1. Municipal Staff Survey
Survey responses were received from five of the nine member municipalities in Grey. One
municipality had two staff respond, while each of the others had one staff response. Four of the
six responses were from planners, while two of the six were from non-planners who regularly
interact with planning. County staff did not expect a response from City of Owen Sound staff
who already have delegated approval authority for the responsibilities in question. A summary of
the responses has been provided below.
All of the survey respondents rated themselves as ‘very familiar’ with the County planning
department.
Is your Council seeking delegation of approval authority for plans of subdivision,
condominium, condominium exemption, and part lot control?
 Yes – 1 respondent
 No – 2 respondents
 Unsure – 3 respondents
Do staff want to see the delegation of approval authority for plans of subdivision,
condominium, condominium exemption, and part lot control?
 Yes – 1 respondent
 No – 4 respondents
 Unsure – 1 respondents
For municipalities that have both a County and Municipal official plan in effect, do you
think both plans should cover the entire municipality, or should municipal official plans
focus on growth and settlement areas, while deferring to the County plan for
rural/agricultural areas?
 Both County and Municipal Official Plans should cover the entire municipality – 3
respondents
 Municipal official plans should focus on growth and settlement areas, while deferring to
the County plan for rural/agricultural areas – 3 respondents
In your opinion how timely and pleasant (or difficult) to deal with is the current County
planning process for processing plans of subdivision, condominium, condominium
exemptions, and part lot control?
 Very timely and pleasant – no issues – 3 respondents
 Somewhat timely and pleasant – some improvements could be made – 2 respondents
 Somewhat untimely and unpleasant – 1 respondent
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Other survey questions were short answer rather than multiple choice. The questions and
responses have been included below. The answers have been provided verbatim, except where
an identifying detail may have been included.
Do you have any suggested improvements to the subdivision, condominium,
condominium exemptions, or part lot control processes?
 It should be a bottom-up regulatory process for policies on the development, and the
Province should allow for this in the PPS, needs some discussion.
 Some lower tiers may wish to process part lot control applications only.
 No improvements. Staff do a great job.
 It is not related to poor County staff performance, more related to process
efficiency/reduction of duplication. I also believe there is an overall policy leadership role
the County can take on, particularly in areas that cross municipal boundaries such as
natural heritage planning, agricultural / rural issues, etc.
 Yes - A more coordinated initial approach that involves the provision of notice and the
discussion of timing and deadlines for the project.
 Keep it with the County Planners for consistency
Are there any ‘bottlenecks’ in the subdivision, condominium, condominium exemption,
or part lot control process at the County level?
 No – four respondents
 Local Municipal Council does not understand their role in the process nor does the
public.
 The double engineering requirements for certain standards. One example would be
storm water management, once a professional engineer has designed and sealed the
system to good engineering standards, why are we requesting further engineering on the
system? This could happen once in a while but why all the time. There needs to be a
better systematic process for evaluating endangered species, woodland, etc. and it
should be developed by the Province so that subdivisions are not held up for many
years.
Are there any ‘bottlenecks’ in the subdivision, condominium, condominium exemption,
or part lot control process at the Municipal level?
 Municipal council and/or staff lack knowledge of process – two respondents
 Lack of qualified staff
 Any bottlenecks are only related to volume of applications
 The coordinated approach is not always clear from Municipality to Municipality.
Circulation and provision of comments is confusing to the Public, the Developer and
local Council.
 The only bottle neck is staff availability. Right now, the County of Grey Planning staff
provide good advice with regard to the above items. If the Municipal level took it on it
would likely require the provision of additional staff to accommodate the increased
workload.
Are there any processes or approvals that currently require a report to council or
committees at either the County or Municipal level that you think should instead be
delegated to staff?
 None – 2 respondents
 Except for official plan and zoning amendments, all other approvals should be delegated
to staff
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Part lot control
Site plans and agreements
Reports at the County level should be provided for correspondence and information at
the local level to avoid local Council requiring a duplicate report.

Are there any planning approvals that should be reassigned from the Municipality to the
County?
 No – two respondents
 Consents in agriculturally designated lands
 Approval of tree-cutting permits outside of growth and settlement areas
 This is a question for the lower tier municipal Councils and staff, certainly could be a
hybrid system within the County that could work.
Are there any planning services the County does not currently offer that should be
offered by the County?
 No – four respondents
 Daily planning operations for under-resourced municipalities (for a fee). Similar to Bruce
County.
 Broad policy documents from the Province should always come from the County and not
require duplication from local staff. Local staff should be consulted as part of the County
Report preparation.
Are there any planning services the County currently offers that should be discontinued
by the County?
 No – three respondents
 Part lot control
 Commenting on site plans
 Approval authority for draft plan of subdivision/condominium, condo exemptions, and
part lot controls in municipalities that have adequate staff resources/expertise where
official plans and zoning by-laws that are reasonably up to date
Are there any skillsets or areas of expertise that the County should consider adding to
their planning departmental roster?
 Biologists / natural heritage – 3 respondents
 No – 2 respondents
 Provincial policy liaison officer
 Growth management / data analysis
Is there anything further you would like to tell us about the County planning department
or its processes?
 No – 1 respondent
 Always a pleasure to work with.
 Staff are very friendly and easy to work with. Policy refinement from a process
perspective would be beneficial, particularly to local Council.
 The interactions and division of responsibilities between the County and the municipality
is functioning very well.
 County staff do a fantastic job. Delegation of approval authority would allow the existing
staff compliment to devote more of their skills to inter-municipal, County-level policy
issues and growth management analysis.
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You come a long way baby, and we're loving it!

2. Municipal and County Councillors Survey
Survey responses were received from all nine member municipalities in Grey. The number of
survey respondents from each municipality has been summarized in the below table.
Municipality

Number of Councillor Respondents

Township of Chatsworth

3

Township of Georgian Bluffs

1

Municipality of Grey Highlands

1

Town of Hanover

1

Municipality of Meaford

3

City of Owen Sound

1

Township of Southgate

2

Town of The Blue Mountains

2

Municipality of West Grey

2

Of the 16 responses received, 6 people identified as a County/Municipal Councillor, while 10
people identified as a Municipal Councillor.
How would you rate your familiarity with the County planning department?
 Very familiar – 1 respondent
 Somewhat familiar – 12 respondents
 Not familiar – 3 respondents
What do you hear from the public about planning processes in the County?
 Not much, no complaints, or rarely hear about the County – 7 respondents
 The process is lengthy – 3 respondents, including one who expanded on their comments
(see below)
o Generally good at the County level, although overall a slow process, having
multiple approving agencies (County / Municipal) could be a contributor, but not
the entire reason
 Staff are approachable / generally positive – 3 respondents
 It’s transparent
 Not a lot, but as development ramps up ratepayers are taking a greater interest including
concerns that, in some cases, our notifications are inadequate and many people affected
by a development do not learn of it in time to make their views known.
 General public is not overly aware of planning processes till immersed in it or reasoned
to.
 It is unnecessary duplication with the lower tier. Most County councillors aren't aware
enough of planning issues, particularly outside their own municipality to have an
informed opinion about projects.
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Planning issues are dealt with thoroughly and in a brisk manner, ensuring the official
plan(s) involved are followed

What do you hear from businesses or developers about planning processes in the
County?
 Process is lengthy and/or costly – 7 respondents, including two who expanded on their
comments (see below)
o A few say the process is too slow, but usually this is due to developers not
following the rules, or not supplying pertinent info, or disliking any requirements
that are deemed necessary for them to fulfill
o When it takes almost 6 years to get approvals to proceed, and the developer /
builder is the one pushing (delivering promptly) this has to be unacceptable,
except in the rarest of circumstances. Also, as somewhat expected, they indicate
fees are too high and / or inconsistent in the County, between municipalities.
 Very little – 3 respondents
 Transparent
 I hear developers are very pleased working with Don Tedford
 Unnecessary duplication
 Staff are helpful and professional
 They seem fairly satisfied
 Too much red tape
Who do you feel should be the appropriate approval authority for plans of subdivision,
condominium, condominium exemption, and part lot control?
 Municipal Council – 8 respondents
 County Council – 7 respondents
 Skipped Question – 1 respondent
Do you have any suggested improvements to the subdivision, condominium,
condominium exemption, or part lot control processes?
 No – 8 respondents
 Don’t develop on farmland and green space
 I don’t know the rationale for and therefore the merit of the proposed change. If cost and
length of process are factors, I believe that efficiencies can be found and streamlining is
possible. Conservation Ontario and conservation authorities have done this very
effectively.
 Typically the county and first tier processes mirror each other so that it seems like a total
duplication of expense and resources.
 There should be follow-up. Condominiums are approved, but who follows up to make
sure they comply with the rules and regulations re: Reserve funds etc.
 Try to cut down chances of short term or Air BnB rentals. More fully accessible units in
all residential construction
 I do not know these processes in enough detail to make suggestions. However, if the
County had a similar role as a commenting agency for single or lot control, this would
allow the municipality to confirm adherence to the County Official Plan or other County
controls or guidelines. My hope is it would lead to less time and cost to the County. In
addition, the County could also serve as an "appeal avenue" if a municipality was
"misbehaving".
 Somehow to speed up the process
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Delegated to the authority closest to the public impacted
Skipped question – 1 respondent

Are there any processes or approvals that currently require a report to council or
committees at either the County or Municipal level that you think should instead be
delegated to staff?
 No / Unsure – 12 respondents
 If it were appropriate to have policies for some specific situations, approvals could be
fast-tracked in this way.
 Yes, for each Asset Management Type I'd suggest a process should be in place that
allows the Budget by Asset Type to be approved by Council, and staff determines which
assets get managed, when so risk is managed to support the municipality's fiduciary
responsibility, and there's no "political" aspect to the decision-making process. Reports
to Council would then be Status Reports only, to keep Council informed.
 Should delegation occur, the public/agency requirements of the act are to be followed
 Skipped question – 1 respondent
Are there any further planning responsibilities that should be delegated from the County
to the Municipality? Please note that the County is required to have a County Official
Plan, and certain matters such as the approval of County Official Plan Amendments
cannot be delegated.
 No / content with the current system – 6 respondents
 I would like to have subdivision approval at the local level, but I'm not sure we have the
staff expertise that county does.
 The municipalities don’t have the finances or expertise to handle any more.
 Making turn around time faster. Yet make sure the rules are the same though out the
county
 Is there a difference between municipal needs? Municipalities with actual Planning
Departments have the resources to assume more responsibility; smaller municipalities
do not and benefit from County Planning expertise.
 The second sentence is certainly acknowledged. I was disappointed, however, when the
County Planning Department expressed such enthusiasm for the TCE Pumped Storage
project...a project over which the first-tier municipality has no control and which flies in
the face of its Official Plan.
 The county commenting on Owen Sound developments is nonsensical. Either our
planning is qualified to overlay the county framework on a submission or they are not in
which case the county would assess the matter. I cannot find any argument to make
sense to have both. It is just unnecessary bureaucracy.
 The County should step back from everything except its legislated requirements, and
become a commenting agency much like the Conservation Authorities.
 Special agriculture designations can be a hindrance for certain development....i.e,
severances, residential when the lands are no longer used for ag purposes but still have
special agriculture zoning
 Since planning is a complex matter, governed by Provincial legislation as well as other
Agencies, I'd suggest this question is best answered by the Planning folks throughout
Grey County (all levels) directly.
 The local municipality is best suited to circulate to and obtain public comments being
closest to the public. This does not limit the County on County matters but may actually
enhance the public comment returns on a County matter
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Skipped question – 1 respondent

Are there any planning approvals that should be reassigned from the Municipality to the
County?
 No or unsure – 13 respondents
 I don’t think one size fits all
 The City was better able to reduce duplication and bureaucracy by having one tier of
planning.
 Since planning is a complex matter, governed by Provincial legislation as well as other
Agencies, I'd suggest this question is best answered by the Planning folks throughout
Grey County (all levels) directly.
 Skipped question – 1 respondent
Is there anything further you would like to tell us about the County planning department
or its processes?
 No – 6 respondents
 We have excellent employees handling the process
 Personally, I have great respect for the professionalism of County Planning Staff and I
value the work they do. It is important that there be the overarching planning framework
that the County provides.
 I am one of very few local politicians who sees merit in a single (unified tier) system. But
I am not holding my breath and am therefore in favour of first tier municipalities having
authority over plans of subdivision, condominium, condominium exemption, and part lot
control?
 Having a two-level approval process provides additional checks and balances to ensure
oversight where development in one municipality could impact another.
 It is highly professional and does a good job, but its needless duplication. Our lower tier
is capable of taking over all functions. There are some that aren't, but these should be
merged with others until there is enough capability and good governance at the Council
level that they can do their jobs properly.
 County Planners do a good job. Always fair and thorough with their studies. Perhaps
more actual 'on site' visitations could be practiced.
 Just one comment. When dealing with planning issues requiring County input or support,
I find the County planning staff open, friendly, very experienced and more than ready to
provide excellent, timely support and level of support in the areas and activities our
municipality needs it! Thank you!
 Current processes are in compliance with legislation and even with delegation, are
expected to remain. Clearer understanding of proposed processes, along with better
explanation of the intent and direction/impact of the various changes associated with
various applications would be helpful.
 I have a lot of faith in our planning dept. They depict a lot of knowledge
 Skipped question – 1 respondent

3. Developers, Private Planners, and Consulting Engineers Survey
There were 12 respondents to this survey with the make-up of respondents being as follows:
 Developer / landowner – 5 respondents
 Planner – 5 respondents
 Engineer – 1 respondent
 Other – 1 respondent (land development consultant)
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When asked where the respondents work within, the following answers were shared.
Respondents were allowed to select all municipalities that they work within.
Municipality

Number of Respondents

Township of Chatsworth

3

Township of Georgian Bluffs

4

Municipality of Grey Highlands

5

Town of Hanover

1

Municipality of Meaford

8

City of Owen Sound

3

Township of Southgate

5

Town of The Blue Mountains

9

Municipality of West Grey

3

Work outside of Grey County too

6

The respondents rated their familiarity with the Grey County planning department as follows:
 Familiar – 11 respondents
 Somewhat familiar – 1 respondent
Who do you feel should be the appropriate approval authority for plans of subdivision,
condominium, condominium exemptions, and part lot control?
 Municipal Council – 2 respondents
 County Council – 9 respondents
In your opinion how timely and pleasant (or difficult) to deal with is the current County
planning process for processing plans of subdivision, condominium, condominium
exemptions, and part lot control?
 Very timely and pleasant – no issues – 8 respondents
 Somewhat timely and pleasant – some improvements could be made – 3 respondents
 Uncertain – prefer not to answer – 1 respondent
Do you have any suggested improvements to the subdivision, condominium,
condominium exemption, or part lot control processes?
 No – 5 respondents
 Lower tier is very difficult / impossible
 We have not completed any process which would result in us having suggestions.
 The County Planners, and all planners within the Province of Ontario, are restricted by
the Provincial Policy Statement. Those planners operating under the Greater Golden
Horseshoe planning policies and the Provincial Growth Plan are further restricted in the
timing of draft plan of subdivision approvals. The MMAH must remove the restrictions on
planning approvals to expedite the planning process.
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Delegate to municipalities (with no further qualifying comments) – 2 respondents. Two
others had delegation comments with caveats or additional comments (further
comments included below).
o I would support the downward delegation to the Municipality of Meaford
immediately however the Town of The Blue Mountains MUST get their act
together prior to the downward delegation occurring. The delays and cost of
approvals at The Blue Mountains are totally out of whack with other jurisdictions.
o It will be more efficient if the local municipality can approve the draft plans of
subdivisions, condominium plans and part lot control. This will also provide more
time to the County to work on the big picture / plan for the County.
Less duplication – 2 respondents (further comments included below)
o Duplication could be reduced, especially in fees such as peer reviews
o Minimize duplication when multiple approval authorities are at play- often
competing comments and different objectives

Are there any ‘bottlenecks’ in the subdivision, condominium, condominium exemption,
or part lot control process at the County level?
 No – 7 respondents
 Lower tier is very difficult / impossible
 Bottlenecks seem to be at the local level
 Comment turnaround time can sometimes take a while
 One winder approach with MOE on developments on private services
 The bottlenecks at the County level are caused by the MMAH policies, not by the County
Planners who have to follow the MMAH policies.
 The County's staff is very knowledgeable and efficient.
 we have not completed any process which would result in this occurrence
Are there any ‘bottlenecks’ in the subdivision, condominium, condominium exemption,
or part lot control process at the Municipal level?
 No / no comment – 6 respondents with three providing additional comments (see further
responses below)
o No the municipal staff is very knowledgeable and efficient.
o No, other than the lack of available staff time to deal with the process.
o Other than some delays in responses on the engineering side, no others to date.
 Yes, almost every subdivision in Town of Blue Mountains ends up at the OMB to get
approval because of the difficulties with the Municipality. An OMB case cited is the
precedent used to award cost for damages for bad faith at the OMB.
 Delays as they try to duplicate the county role
 Council lack of decision Engineering review GSCA clearance Subdivision agreement
preparation
 Yes, The Blue Mountains delays in terms of scheduling the pre-consultation, determining
completeness, scheduling a public meeting, writing reports and Committee and Council
consideration are not at all acceptable nor in keeping with the direction of the Planning
Act and related Regulations. Further, the fees charged by The Blue Mountains are in
many instances 300 - 500% greater than other similar jurisdictions (Collingwood,
Wasaga Beach, Innisfil) with a significantly lower level of service.
 Yes in certain municipalities. TBM being notoriously the longest in terms of timing and
often lack of decision or voting against staff recommendations.
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Always. Town of Blue Mountains take the longest of any municipality I work in to provide
review comments and make decisions. I often feel like we are going in circular motions
addressing comments only to have a change of heart reverting back to initial designs.
Staff are also very unresponsive and disconnected on critical information regarding
servicing and regulations.

Are there any processes or approvals that currently require a report to council or
committees at either the County or Municipal level that you think should instead be
delegated to staff?
 No / no comment / unknown – 5 respondents with one providing additional comments
(see further response below)
o No, municipal review should be further limits and turn around times should be
mandated to avoid games.
 We would hope the lifting of H symbols should be delegated to staff.
 Part Lot Control should be delegated to staff and should be a very simple and fast
process
 If consents were at the County level approval (not refusal) should be delegated to staff.
Site plan approval should be at the staff level and council involved only as an arbitrator
when there is a disagreement. Any approval delegated needs a safeguard as per the
suggestion on consents
 Grey County has a relatively uncomplicated process. The quality of staff knowledge and
ambition is the key to moving a development project forward.
 Draft plan approval should be local Site plan should be delegated to local director of
planning Draft plan extensions should be delegated to director up to 3 years
 County - no Municipal - The Blue Mountains require that operational matters/decisions
be referred to Council for determination. In addition, over the past number of years I
have witnessed the removal of delegated approvals from Town staff (versus greater
delegated approvals).
 Reports required to move to a public meeting stage should be staff approved. If the
applications are deemed complete that should be brought to move to a public meeting. I
understand that keeping councils up to speed is important, but this could be completed
by an update.
For municipalities that have both a County and Municipal official plan in effect, do you
think both plans should cover the entire municipality, or should municipal official plans
focus on growth and settlement areas, while deferring to the County plan for
rural/agricultural areas?
 Both County and Municipal Official Plans should cover the entire municipality – 4
respondents
 Municipal official plans should focus on growth and settlement areas, while deferring to
the County plan for rural/agricultural areas – 7 respondents
 Skipped question – 1 respondent
Are there any further planning responsibilities that should be delegated from the County
to the Municipality? Please note that the County is required to have a County Official
Plan, and certain matters, such as the approval of County Official Plan Amendments,
cannot be delegated.
 No / No comment – 8 respondents with three providing additional comments (see further
responses below)
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No, remove more municipal authority and default to the county.
Not at this time. The Town has 7 full time planners for a population of under
7,000 people.
o None to date as we have not completed any process which would result in us
suggesting same
Draft plan of subdivision Draft plan of condominium Part lot control
I would certainly support the delegation of all local planning matters to the local
municipality where the municipality has the capacity and service level commitment (i.e.
sense of urgency) that the County has and has demonstrated that they have mitigated
their costs and have established fair and reasonable fees.
Settlement Boundary expansion should be decided and approved by the local
municipality.
Delegation leads to inconsistency. Local governments are too small to have the range of
expertise required to be an approval authority. The county should add a biologist and a
hydrologist to its staff and rely less on peer reviews

Are there any planning approvals that should be reassigned from the Municipality to the
County?
 No / No comment – 9 respondents with one providing additional comments (see further
response below)
o None to date as we have not completed any process which would result in us
suggesting same
 Urban Boundary Expansion should be delegated to the local municipality.
 All plans of subdivision, consents etc. should be at the county level including Owen
Sound
 Yes, this municipality has proven to be difficult to work with, ineffective at making any
decisions and often causes more issues in simple development projects. If basic
standards are met all approvals should be reassigned to the county to eliminate the
duplication that currently exists.
Are there any planning services the County does not currently offer that should be
offered by the County?
 No / No comment – 8 respondents with one providing additional comments (see further
response below)
o None to date as we have not completed any process which would result in us
suggesting same
 Natural heritage expertise / biologist – 4 respondents with three providing additional
comments (see further responses below)
o Natural heritage review should be done by county not CA
o The County should consider what the new changes to the Conservation Authority
Act will mean to planning process. 1) Natural Heritage Planning - should this be
in house? 2) GSCA Floodplain Decisions are now appealable through LPAT.
What does this mean for the County?
o Natural heritage peer review services
 Hydrologist
Are there any planning services the County currently offers that should be discontinued
by the County?

PDR-CW-07-22

69
31

Date: February 24, 2022






No / No comment – 10 respondents with one providing additional comments (see further
response below)
o None to date as we have not completed any process which would result in us
suggesting same
Tree Clearing is duplicative with the lower tier municipalities.
Draft Plan approval Final draft approval Condo as well Part lot control

Are there any skillsets or areas of expertise that the County should consider adding to
their planning departmental roster?
 No / No comment / see above – 5 respondents with one providing additional comments
(see further response below)
o None to date as we have not completed any process which would result in us
suggesting same
 Heritage
 Economic Development Department should be there and transportation services like bus
service should be provided for the residents.
 See item 11. The biologist is a good fit with planning and the hydrologist with the
engineering department. Upgrade "Highways " to an Engineering Department.
 The Grey County Planning staff are well organized compared with other jurisdictions.
 Natural heritage consultant
 A further planner would be of assistance so that the Director could focus on his
leadership role in County Government and within the Department.
 Developer driven Environmental assessments that follow the planning act parallel
process.
Is there anything further you would like to tell us about the County planning department
or its processes?
 No – 3 respondents
 For many years I have worked with the staff of the Grey County planning department on
official plans and county by-laws. The staff have been pleasant and timely with
responses to our issues. It is my opinion that if any responsibility for planning approvals
mentioned in the survey were downloaded to a member municipality their planning
department staff would need to be well qualified. Overall I think the status quo is working
very well, however the county planning department may need extra staff to meet the
surging desire for the urban residents to move to the county.
 The County Department is excellent to deal with. Our experiences have been positive.
 County Planning staff are excellent to deal with. They are helpful, friendly, informed and
get things done in a time manner. Much better to deal with than most municipalities.
 The process has been very good to date, but we would like to update our thoughts once
we have registered the first phase of a plan of subdivision in either municipality we are
working in.
 County is doing a great job and the above comments should be considered to make
Grey County even more better.
 There should be less emphasis on the position of local councils and more on a
consistent regional approach to planning policy
 The municipality that has requested the transfer of approval authority from Grey County
Planning staff to the municipal staff will regret their decision.
 Friendly, professional, relaxed staff!
 County staff are helpful, considerate, appreciate the cost of time and professional.
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4. Neighbouring Counties Survey
Three neighbouring counties responded to the survey, which were Simcoe, Dufferin and Huron
counties. One County had two staff members respond.
What services is your County (including Council, Planning Committee,
Committees of Adjustment, or staff) currently the approval authority for (either whole or
in part)? For example, if your County has delegated subdivision approvals to some
municipalities, but not all municipalities, please check this off as a County approval still
being offered. Check all that apply.
 Consents / Minor Variances – 1 respondent
 Zoning By-laws and Amendments – 0 respondents
 Site Plan Control – 0 respondents
 Municipal Official Plans and Amendments – 3 respondents
 County Official Plan Amendments – 2 respondents
 Plans of Subdivision and Condominium (including red-line revisions and condominium
exemptions) – 3 respondents
 Part Lot Control – 3 respondents
All four respondents noted that some of the above approvals had been delegated to some
municipalities and not others.
If you have delegated approvals to member municipalities, does the County have criteria
that must be met before delegation could be granted?
 Yes – 3 respondents
 No – 1 respondent
All four respondents noted that all delegation requests have supported by County Council, and
therefore none were denied delegation.
Does your County have any process for measuring efficiency or customer satisfaction? If
yes, please explain.
 Nothing formal
 N/A
 Follow up Planning Satisfaction survey to all applicants that have completed a planning
application using Survey Monkey
 One respondent skipped this question
Have any of the below approvals been delegated to staff (either whole or in part)? Check
all that apply.
 Consents / Minor Variances – 1 respondent
 Site Plan Control – 0 respondents
 Municipal Official Plans and Amendments – 1 respondent
 County Official Plan Amendments – 0 respondents
 Plans of Subdivision and Condominium (including red-line revisions and condominium
exemptions) – 2 respondents
 Part Lot Control – 3 respondents
 One respondent skipped this question
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For those delegated municipal approvals, does the County still provide detailed review
and comments on each application?
 Yes – 2 respondents
 Only where it impacts a County service, interest, or infrastructure – 2 respondents
Where there are delegated municipal approvals, does the County still
participate in pre-submission consultation meetings or discussions for the following?
Check all that apply
 Consents / Minor Variances – 1 respondent
 Zoning By-laws and Amendments – 1 respondent
 Site Plan Control – 0 respondents
 Municipal Official Plans and Amendments – 3 respondents
 Plans of Subdivision and Condominium (including red-line revisions and condominium
exemptions) – 2 respondents
 Part Lot Control – 0 respondents
How many planners (not including technicians or administrative staff) do you currently
have on staff at the County?
 1 or 2 – 1 respondent
 3 or 4 – 0 respondents
 5 or 6 – 0 respondents
 7 or 8 – 1 respondent
 9 or more – 2 respondents
Do all of your member municipalities have at least one full-time planner on staff?
 Yes – 3 respondents
 No – 1 respondent
Do all of your member municipalities have a municipal official plan in
force and effect?
 Yes – 4 respondents
 No – 0 respondents
Where there are county and municipal official plans in place, do they both cover the
entire municipality, or do municipal plans only cover certain areas (e.g. settlement
areas)?
 Yes, both cover the entire municipality – 4 respondents
 No, municipal official plans only cover certain portions of the municipality – 0
respondents
Is there anything further you would like to tell us about your planning processes at the
county or municipal levels?
 There is only one delegation from the County to a local municipality and that is for
Consent applications in the Town of Goderich. This delegation happened many years
ago and continues. We have had no recent delegations of approval authority to local
municipalities.
 County of Simcoe has delegated subdivision and condominium approval authority to 14
of its 16 lower-tier municipalities. The County is a commenting agency for ZBA, Site Plan
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Control, Consent and Minor Variance applications for which the lower-tier municipalities
are the approval authority.
County is looking into ways to improve the service delivery of planning in the County. We
will be releasing an RFP [Request for Proposal] for this review to be completed by lake
spring
One respondent skipped this question
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

February 24, 2022

Subject / Report No:

FR-CW-05-22

Title:

2021 Year-End Transfers

Prepared by:

Sue Murray, Manager of Budgets and Accounting

Reviewed by:

Mary Lou Spicer, Director of Finance
Kim Wingrove, CAO

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

None

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Council receive Report FR-CW-05-22 titled 2021 Year-End Transfers and
approve the recommendations, as contained and estimated in Report FR-CW-0522, regarding transfers to and from Reserve; and
2. That Council approve any surplus/deficit arising in the 2021 budget be transferred
to/(from) the respective departmental reserves.

Executive Summary
The purpose of this report is to provide information to Council regarding the estimated year-end
surplus/deficit amounts per functional area and to provide staff with the authority to make the
following adjustments necessary to finalize the County’s 2021 year-end financials:





Year-end surplus and deficit transfers – Identifies surplus and/or deficit and
recommends on how to allocate surplus or fund deficits.
Year-end transfers for purchases that were budgeted to occur in 2021 and need to be
carried forward to 2022 – Recommends the transferring of taxation and/or the allocation
of reserve funding that projects can be undertaken in 2022.
Year-end transfers for donations for specific purposes – Donations received for specific
purposes are recommended transferred to reserve to be utilized for these purposes
when undertaken.

Background and Discussion
In April 2021 staff presented a Reserve and Reserve Fund Policy which was adopted as
presented by the Committee of the Whole through Resolution CW79-21. A link to this policy is
included in the Appendices and Attachments section of this report.
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Each Department has reviewed its actual to budget figures as of mid-February 2022 and has
projected a year-end position by estimating results still to happen. These projections have been
used to recommend 2021 transfers to and from reserves. These transfers are estimates and
will be finalized once all 2021 budgeted and endorsed transactions have been completed.
Council will receive the final year-end figures when the audited financial statements are
presented in May 2022.
In addition to year-end surplus and deficit transfers, this report deals with transfers for
purchases that were budgeted to occur in 2021 but that have been delayed until 2022. The
County’s auditors require a Council resolution authorizing staff to transfer unspent funds to
reserve for use in the 2022 budget.
Where COVID-19 departmental specific funding is projected to not be sufficient to fund these
2021 COVID-19 costs, the allocation of funding from the Federal-Provincial Safe Restart
Reserve is being allocated to these budgets to assist with these expenditures. Various sources
of COVID-19 funding requires reporting requirements with timelines established by the
province. Staff have allocated costs to COVID-19 cost centres based on what staff believe are
eligible criteria based on information provided by the province.
The County has also received donations to be used for specific purposes. These funds are
required to be transferred to reserve to be used for these specific purposes.
The non-budgeted transfers included in this report are estimates at this time and the actual
transfers to and from reserves may vary once all 2021 budgeted and endorsed transactions
have been completed.

Summary
The following table summarizes the projected year-end surplus or deficits by functional area
that have been estimated by each Department. The 2021 year-end financial review projects a
year-end surplus of $363,100. As reported previously, savings continue to occur as a result of
the pandemic, with reduced expenditures in materials and supply lines, maintenance activities,
staff training, travel and meals, etc. It should be noted that the impact of COVID-19 on two
budget years has resulted in delays to a number of projects, deferral of annual maintenance
work and supply chain shortages. While this has in some cases created surplus funds for 2021,
it will also create challenges in undertaking work in 2022.
Summary of Projected Year-End Surplus / (Deficit) by Function
2021 Budget by Function

Projected Year-End Surplus/(Deficit)

Corporate Services

$9,700

Planning and Community Development

$180,400

Human Services

$(474,800)

Transportation and Public Safety

$647,800

Total

$363,100

Surplus / (Deficit) Transfers To / From Reserve
FR-CW-05-22
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The following table lists the functional area surplus/deficit amounts and the transfers to/from reserve
to fund any surplus / (deficits).
Department/Function
Reserve / Notes
Projected
Estimated
Surplus/
To/From
(Deficit)
Reserve
Amount
Corporate Services

Portfolio Projected Surplus/(Deficit)

$9,700

One-Time Funding Reserve
Planning & Community
Development

Portfolio Projected Surplus/(Deficit)

$9,700

$180,400

Planning – General Reserve

$16,300

Agriculture – One Time Funding Reserve

$4,200

Economic Development – One-Time Funding
Reserve

($18,300)

Tourism – One-Time Funding Reserve

$30,000

Grey Roots – Capital Renewal and
Replacements (General)
Human Services

Portfolio Projected Surplus/(Deficit)

$148,200
$(474,800)

Social Services – One Time Funding Reserve

$369,300

Housing Operating and Capital – One-Time
Funding Reserve

($175,000)

LTC – Grey Gables – Grey Gables Reserve

$14,800

LTC – Lee Manor – One-Time Funding Reserve

($405,700)

LTC – Rockwood Terrace – Rockwood Terrace
Reserve

($88,200)

LTC – Redevelopment – LTC Redevelopment
Reserve

($200,000)

Paramedic Services – One-Time Funding
Reserve
Transportation Services

Portfolio Projected Surplus/(Deficit)
Transportation Services - General Capital
Reserve
Transportation Services – Facilities, Depots &
Domes Reserve
Transportation Services – Land Acquisition
Reserve
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Department/Function

Reserve / Notes

Total Surplus/(Deficit)

FR-CW-05-22

Projected
Surplus/
(Deficit)
$363,100
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Non-Budgeted Transfers to/from Reserve for Use in 2022
The following table lists purchases that were budgeted or endorsed to occur in 2021, but due to various
factors have been delayed until 2022. Where projects were funded from taxation in 2021, these funds
are being recommended to be transferred to reserve for use in 2022. Projects budgeted from reserves
in 2021 that were delayed are being recommended to be funded from reserve in 2022. Staff is
recommending the transfer of these projects to/from reserve for use in the 2022 budget. It was
anticipated that the Grey Roots Store would be completed in 2021 and was therefore not carried
forward in the 2022 budget. As a result, the remainder of the $248,200 project has been included in
this report and funded from reserve. Similarly, it was also anticipated that the fire alarm project at Lee
Manor would be completed in 2021, $196,000 from reserve is shown below in order to complete this
project.
Departmental
Budget

Human Resources

Communications

Project

Reserve

2021 Tax Levy
Projects
Included in
2022 Budget*

2021 Projects
Not Included in
2022 Budget**

Staff Service Awards

One Time Funding Reserve

$13,000

Corporate Management
Training

One Time Funding Reserve

$15,000

Corporate Communications
Strategy

One Time Funding Reserve

$11,000

Climate Change Action Plan

Energy Audit Reserve

$9,700

Development Charges Update

Development Charges –
General Government
Reserve

$9,100

CP Rail Trail Stone Dusting

Trails – General Reserve

Forest Festival

Forestry – General Reserve

Leonardo da Vinci: Machines
in Motion Exhibit

Grey Roots – General
Reserve

General Store Construction

Grey Roots – Donation
Reserve

$104,700

General Store Construction

Grey Roots – Heritage
Building Reserve

$143,500

Planning

$40,000

Forestry & Trails

Grey Roots

Tourism

FR-CW-05-22

$5,000
$46,800

Outdoor Infrastructure and
Investment Priorities and
Plans

One Time Funding Reserve

$46,500

Waterfall Brochures

One Time Funding Reserve

$6,600
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$6,600

Housing

Departmental
Budget

Housing
(continued)

Paramedic
Services

Grey Gables

Lee Manor

FR-CW-05-22

Exterior Window and Door
Replacements Hanover Family
Units

Housing Reserve

$80,000

Garage Door Replacement,
Alpha Street Apartments

Housing Reserve

$2,200

Retaining Wall, 40 Artemesia
St, Dundalk

Housing Reserve

$20,000

Project

Reserve

2021 Tax Levy
Projects
Included in
2022 Budget*

Roof Replacement and
Eavestrough 50 McNab Street
Chatsworth

Housing Reserve

$37,400

Roof Replacement and
Eavestrough 100 Margaret
Elizabeth Avenue Markdale

Housing Reserve

$100,000

$2,200

2021 Projects
Not Included in
2022 Budget**

$4,000

Air Conditioner 130 Albert
Street Meaford

Housing Reserve

Shed Door Replacement 248
7th Avenue East, Owen Sound

Housing Reserve

Patient Care Equipment

Paramedic Reserve

$7,600

$7,600

Station Furniture

Paramedic Reserve

$4,700

$4,700

Premise Backflow Protection

Grey Gables Reserve

25,000

Retaining Wall

Grey Gables Reserve

20,000

Surface Drainage and
Eavestrough

Grey Gables Reserve

35.000

Dietary Equipment

Grey Gables Reserve

10,000

Doors (entrance doors)

Grey Gables Reserve

30,000

Replacement of Fire Alarm
System

Lee Manor Reserve

Driveway & Sidewalk Repair

Lee Manor Reserve

6,400

Furniture Resident Lounges

Lee Manor Reserve

50,000
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34,800

Departmental
Budget

Transportation
Services

Rockwood
Terrace

Project

Reserve

2021 Tax Levy
Projects
Included in
2022 Budget*

2021 Projects
Not Included in
2022 Budget**

Fleet Review

Transportation General Reserve

$11,000

Grey Road 119
Stormwater Diversion

Transportation General Reserve

$50,000

Grey Road 15 - 3rd Ave.
East to 600m north of
32nd Street East (Part
15033 & 15036)

Transportation General Reserve

$2,061,800

Grey Road 19 and Grey
Road 21 Intersection
Upgrades (Utilities and
Booster Station)

Transportation General Reserve

$183,300

Structure 009-354 Grey
Road 9

Transportation General Reserve

$612,000

Home enhancements

Lee Manor Reserve

21,000

Sanitary Waste Removal
System

Lee Manor Reserve

15,300

Elevators

Rockwood Terrace Reserve

11,000

Replacement of fire pumps

Rockwood Terrace Reserve

15,000

* Projects funded from taxation in 2021 with funds being recommended to be transferred to reserve for use in 2022.
**Projects budgeted in 2021, that have been delayed and being recommended to be funded from reserve in 2022 and/or were
not included in the 2022 budget.

Donation Transfers to Reserve
The following table lists the unbudgeted transfers to reserve that have been donated to be used for a
specific purpose.
Department/Function
Reserve / Notes
Estimated
Amount
Grey Gables

Grey Gables Donations Reserve

$6,403

Lee Manor

Lee Manor Donations Reserve

$2,935

Rockwood Terrace

Rockwood Terrace Donations Reserve

$3,900
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Legal and Legislated Requirements
The Treasurer appointed by the municipality is responsible for providing council with information
with respect to the financial affairs of the municipality. This report gives staff the authority to
transfer surplus funds into reserve, or fund shortfalls out of reserve, as required by the 2022
budget.

Financial and Resource Implications
The information contained in this report details the non-budgeted transfers to/from reserves and
the carryover of these and other sources of funding that is being recommended for use in the
2022 budget or for future potential expenses.

Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal: Departmental Managers, Senior Management Team and CAO

☐

External

Appendices and Attachments
FR-CW-27-21 Corporate Financial Update and Year-End Projection as of September 30, 2021
Reserve and Reserve Fund Policy
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