Agenda
Committee of the Whole
August 8, 2019 – Following Council
Ground Effects Landscapes, Hanover
1. Call to Order
2. Declaration of Pecuniary Interest
3. Business Arising from the Minutes
a. Notice of Motion provided by Councillor Soever on June 13, 2019 deferred on June
27, 2019 pending staff report FR-CW-21-19 – Withdrawn at the Request of
Councillor Soever
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. Association of Ontario Road Supervisors Correspondence dated June 19, 2019
That the Association of Ontario Road Supervisors correspondence dated June
19, 2019 regarding Jeff McCormick’s Certified Road Supervisor Intermediate
certification be received for information.
b. Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs Correspondence dated June 29, 2019
That the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs correspondence dated
June 29, 2019 regarding the Rural Economic Development (RED) program be
received for information.
c. FR-CW-22-19 Proposal Award for Asset Management Consultant
That Report FR-CW-22-19 containing the proposal results for the Asset
Management Consultant RFP-CS-04-19 be received; and
That Public Sector Digest Inc. be awarded the proposal for a total amount of
$220,800.00 (excluding HST); and
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That the scope of work included in the proposal for the 2020 fiscal year be
authorized prior to the 2020 budget approval and be funded from the Federal
Gas Tax Reserve.
d. Tourism Advisory Committee Minutes dated July 24, 2019
That the Tourism Advisory Committee meeting minutes dated July 24, 2019 be
adopted as presented; and
That the following resolutions contained therein be endorsed:
i. That Report CAOR-TAC-09-19 regarding Sustainable Tourism be received
for information; and
That staff proceed with recommended actions as amended.
ii. That Report CAOR-TAC-10-19 Federal Tourism Growth Strategy be
received for information.
6. Items For Direction and Discussion
a. PDR-CW-35-19 Centre Point South Redline Revisions – Grey Highlands
That PDR-CW-35-19 be received, and that in consideration of the draft plan of
subdivision 42T-2017-06 and all written and oral submissions received, and
the matters to have regard for under Subsection 51(24) of the Planning Act,
the County of Grey Committee of the Whole hereby approves the revised plan
of subdivision on lands described as Part of Lots 102 and 103, Concession 1
North and East of the Toronto and Sydenham Road (NETSR), (geographic
Township of Artemesia) in the Municipality of Grey Highlands.
b. PDR-CW-37-19 Endorse Enrollment in the Partners for Climate Protection Program
(PCP)
That Report PDR-CW-37-19 be received for information;
That Council adopts and supports the Partners for Climate Protection
Program; and
That the Warden and Clerk be authorized to endorse the Federation of
Canadian Municipalities (FCM) Council Resolution for Partners for Climate
Protection Program.
c. Addendum to PDR-CW-24-19 Grey County Comments on Proposed Regulations for
Bill 108
That the Addendum to Report PDR-CW-24-19 regarding an overview of the
proposed regulation changes for ‘Bill 108: More Homes, More Choices Act’ be
received; and
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That Addendum to Report PDR-CW-24-19 be forwarded to the Province of
Ontario and confirmed as the County of Grey’s comments on the proposed
regulation changes posted on the Environmental Registry through postings #
019-0181, 019-0183, and 019-0184 as well as the proposed regulation changes
under the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal Act; and
That the County request that the Province allow additional time for comment,
once the draft regulations themselves have been released, including the
regulations associated with other components of Bill 108, not yet covered by
the proposed regulations; and
That the Report be shared with member municipalities having jurisdiction
within Grey County; and
That staff be authorized to proceed prior to County Council approval as per
Section 25.6(b) of Procedural By-law 5003-18.
d. PSR-CW-03-19 Grey County Paramedic Services Response Time Performance
Plan for 2020
That Report PSR-CW-03-19 be received and that the 2020 Response Time
Performance Plan outlined in the report be approved by October 01, 2019 and
submitted to the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care by October 31, 2019.
e. FR-CW-23-19 Auditor Appointment
That Report FR-CW-23-19 regarding Auditor Appointment be received and that
Council direct staff to enter into pricing negotiations with the firm of BDO
Canada LLP of Owen Sound to award a single source five-year contract for
external audit services for the County of Grey based on the existing terms and
conditions of RFP-FIN-03-13; and
That upon finalizing pricing negotiations with the firm of BDO Canada LLP of
Owen Sound, that a by-law to appoint the firm of BDO Canada LLP of Owen
Sound as auditors for the County of Grey for a period of five (5) years
beginning with the 2019 fiscal year and running through and including the
audit for the 2023 fiscal year, be presented to Council for consideration.
f.

SSR-CW-10-19 School-Based Capital Child Care Projects - Bruce Grey Catholic
District School Board Update
That SSR-CW-10-19 regarding School-Based Child Care Capital Projects
Bruce Grey Catholic District School Board Update be received; and
That Council endorse the staff recommendation to proceed with the schoolbased capital build child care projects with the Bruce Grey Catholic District
School Board; and
That the Director of Social Services be authorized to execute and sign the
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Joint Confirmation form with the Bruce Grey Catholic District School Board
before August 31, 2019.
7. Other Business
8. Notice of Motion
9. Adjournment
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Ministry of Agriculture,
Food and Rural Affairs

Ministère de l’Agriculture, de
l'Alimentation et des Affaires rurales

Office of the Minister

Bureau du ministre

77 Grenville Street, 11th Floor
Toronto, Ontario M7A 1B3
Tel: 416-326-3074
www.ontario.ca/OMAFRA

77, rue Grenville, 11e étage
Toronto (Ontario) M7A 1B3
Tél. : 416 326-3074
www.ontario.ca/MAAARO

July 29, 2019
Mr. Selwyn Hicks
Warden
County of Grey
warden@grey.ca
Dear Warden Hicks:
On behalf of the Ontario Government, I am pleased to announce the launch of the
revitalized Rural Economic Development (RED) program.
Our government is committed to supporting economic growth in rural communities and
ensuring that Ontario is open for business. That’s why we’ve updated the RED program
– to focus on projects that will bring real benefits to communities and help attract
investment and create jobs, while also providing greater value for taxpayer dollars.
The updated program will continue to support projects that diversify and grow local
economies and will now target more impactful projects with tangible community
benefits. It will also reduce the burden for applicants, create efficiencies in program
delivery, and better align with the government’s priorities of creating jobs and removing
barriers to investment and growth in Ontario’s rural communities.
The program will offer two new project categories:


Economic Diversification and Competitiveness Stream: will support projects that
remove barriers to business and job growth, attract investment, attract or retain a
skilled workforce or strengthen sector and regional partnerships and diversify
regional economies.



Strategic Economic Infrastructure Stream: will support minor capital projects that
advance economic development and investment opportunities.
…/2

Good things grow in Ontario
À bonne terre, bons produits

Ministry Headquarters: 1 Stone Road West, Guelph, Ontario N1G 4Y2
Bureau principal du ministère: 1 Stone Road West, Guelph (Ontario) N1G 4Y2
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-2The first application intake for eligible applicants will take place from July 29 to
September 9, 2019. All program details including the program guide and application
form will be available online on July 29, 2019, on the ministry website.
Sincerely,

Ernie Hardeman
Minister of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

August 8, 2019

Subject / Report No:

FR-CW-22-19

Title:

Proposal Award for Asset Management Consultant

Prepared by:

Amanda Brooks, Asset Management Coordinator and
Sharon Melville, Buyer

Reviewed by:

Kevin Weppler, Director of Corporate Services

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

N/A

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report FR-CW-22-19 containing the proposal results for the Asset
Management Consultant RFP-CS-04-19 be received; and
2. That Public Sector Digest Inc. be awarded the proposal for a total amount of
$220,800.00 (excluding HST); and
3. That the scope of work included in the proposal for the 2020 fiscal year be
authorized prior to the 2020 budget approval and be funded from the Federal Gas
Tax Reserve.

Executive Summary
Grey County issued a request for proposal, RFP-CS-04-19, on April 26, 2019, closing on May
30, 2019. Seven compliant responses were received and evaluated individually by members of
the Asset Management Steering Committee.
The RFP outlined the requirement for a consultant to assess the current state of the County’s
asset management initiatives, identify the process and documentation gaps, provide
suggestions on how to overcome those gaps, and develop a long-term plan for asset
management including financial and lifecycle strategies based on industry best practices. This
was requested to be completed along with a project management plan including a timeline and
FR-CW-22-19
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work plan providing attainable steps for the County to follow to successfully fully implement
asset management for all County-owned assets.
Staff recommend award of these consulting services related to Asset Management Planning
and Implementation to Public Sector Digest Inc (PSD). Their proposal demonstrated that PSD
had the most relevant experience in this type of work, strong references, a suitable timeline, and
a detailed workplan that demonstrated their understanding of the requested work to meet the
County’s requirements for an Asset Management Consultant.

Background and Discussion
Ontario Regulation 588/17 Municipal Asset Management Planning for Municipal Infrastructure
came into effect in January of 2018. This regulation requires all municipalities in Ontario to
have specified asset management documents completed and publicly available by the following
deadlines:
Requirement

Date

Strategic Asset Management Policy*

July 1, 2019

Asset Management Plan for CORE Infrastructure Assets

July 1, 2021

Asset Management Plan for ALL Assets

July 1, 2023

Proposed Levels of Service and Lifecycle Strategies added to Plans

July 1, 2024

*Available on grey.ca
Asset management is a new discipline to most municipalities in Ontario. Grey County, along
with many other municipalities, has recently hired staff dedicated to this practice. Several
consultants have been working in this field for many years and have developed best practices
and processes currently unknown by County staff. Staff hope to obtain this knowledge and
expertise through the procurement of a consultant to set up a strong base upon which to grow
the County’s asset management practices internally going forward.
It was clearly outlined in the RFP that the intention is for the consultant to provide County staff
with the knowledge and resources in time for staff to complete an asset management plan for
core infrastructure to meet the O. Reg 588/17 deadline in 2021. As well, it was specified that the
consultant must lay out a clearly defined plan to asset management organizational maturity, in
order for staff to be able to independently gather the information to meet the 2023 and 2024
deadlines and continue the County’s asset management progress after the consultant’s
departure.

FR-CW-22-19
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The following submissions were received:
#

Name of Bidder

Status

1.

Green PI Inc

Received on time

2.

WSP Canada Group Limited

Received on time

3.

AECOM Canada Ltd.

Received on time

4.

GHD Limited

Received on time

5.

The Greer Galloway Group

Received on time

6.

Dillon Consulting Limited

Received on time

7.

The Public Sector Digest Inc.

Received on time

The evaluation criteria and scoring used for this RFP is outlined in the table below:
Weight

Evaluation Criteria
Company Overview and Experience with Similar Projects
Clearly identify the prime firm submitting the proposal. Identify any other firms
that may be involved (sub-contracted) on your behalf and their legal/contractual
relationship with the prime firm along with the expertise and respective
projected costs of their involvement. Outline the legal structure and ownership
of the firms. Provide an overview of the firm’s office locations, staffing (number
of professional/technical disciplines) and technical resources drawn from each
of the respective office locations for this project. Describe the approach to the
project that allows for the integrated servicing of the Corporation’s needs for this
project.
Provide a brief resume of the Project Manager and Support Staff, including all
staff that would be directly involved in the project. Please indicate experience,
credentials and notable achievements in the area of this work. Evaluation of the
Project Manager and Project Support Staff will include an assessment of the
firm’s overall ability to provide adequate resources to this project.

20

Municipal References
Respondents shall include a brief summary of other municipalities for
which they have performed or are currently performing similar work.
Ideally, at least three (3) Project Abstracts that outline previous
completed projects of a similar scope and magnitude that have been
successfully completed by the members of the proposed project team.

FR-CW-22-19
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Weight

Evaluation Criteria
Timeline
A timeline (Gantt chart) showing the key milestones of the project proposal,
including estimates of time commitments for each staff member for each
component of the proposal and a breakdown of the total project cost allocated
to each key part of the project. This timeline must include a minimum of 3 in
person meetings including the initial kick-off meeting with the Asset
Management Steering Committee (AMSC), the final report presentation to the
AMSC, and the final report presentation to County Council.

25

As an Addendum to the submitted timeline, a funding timeline showing
the cost breakdown relating to each phase of the project shall be
provided.

Work Plan





Demonstrated understanding of project goals and objectives
Full description of major tasks and subtasks to complete the service that
satisfy the County of Grey’s objectives and requirements
Clear outline of deliverables and a final plan that is action-oriented and
achievable
Sample reports of all deliverables:
o Gap Analysis Report
o State of the Infrastructure Report
o Asset Management Strategy and Asset Management Maturity
Level Targets Report
o Project Management Plan
o Final Report

40

Value added services proposed
Bid Price – total Bid amount to complete the project

15

Total

100

All proposals were evaluated individually by members of the Asset Management Steering
Committee, which consists of 5 staff members. When the evaluative criteria were applied to
each submission and reviewed by each member of the team, Public Sector Digest Inc. (PSD)
received the highest score. PSD had the most relevant experience in this type of work, strong
references, a suitable timeline, and they provided a detailed work plan that thoroughly
demonstrated their understanding of the requested work and their ability to meet Grey County’s
needs. Therefore, it is recommended that the Proposal be awarded to Public Sector Digest Inc.
for a price of $220,800.00 (excluding taxes).

FR-CW-22-19
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Legal and Legislated Requirements
Grey County is obligated to meet the requirements of Ontario Regulation 588/17 by the
regulated deadlines, as mentioned above under “Background and Discussion”.

Financial and Resource Implications
This project will be funded from the Federal Gas Tax Reserve for the first phase in 2019 of
$98,800. The second phase will be budgeted in 2020 for $122,000. The 2020-2029 Capital
Forecast had proposed a cost of $100,000 for this project to be funded from the Federal Gas
Tax Reserve in 2020. Since the 2020 budget has not yet been approved, staff is requesting
Council’s authorization to contract these services for 2020, as per Section 10.1 (f) of Grey
County’s Purchasing Procedures, “any acquisition of goods or services that is not already
approved in the current year’s budget, such as items requiring pre-budget approval, must be
reported to Council in order to have the expenditure authorized via resolution”. Please see the
summary tables below for the proposed funding and costing structures.
Proposed Funding†

Proposed Source

Net HST

Approved 2019 Budget – Corporate Asset Management
Plan Policies, Strategies and Long-Term Financial
Planning

Federal Gas Tax
Reserve Funding

$100,000.00

Projected 2020-2029 Capital Forecast – Corporate Asset
Management Plan Policies, Strategies and Long-Term
Financial Planning

Federal Gas Tax
Reserve Funding

$100,000.00

Proposed Additional 2020 Funding

Federal Gas Tax
Reserve Funding

$24,686.08

Total Proposed Funding

Federal Gas Tax
Reserve Funding

$224,686.08

Proposed Costs†

Excl. HST

Net HST

Total 2019 Projected Costs

$98,800.00

$100,538.88

Total 2020 Projected Costs

$122,000.00

$124,147.20

Total Proposal Cost

$220,800.00

$224,686.08

†

Timing based upon recommended consultant’s proposed timelines

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal
Finance Department, Transportation Services Department
☒ External
FR-CW-22-19
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County of Bruce and City of Richmond Hill staff as municipal references for consultants

Appendices and Attachments
Ontario Regulation 588/17: Asset Management Planning for Municipal Infrastructure
RFP-CS-04-19 Asset Management Planning & Implementation Consulting Services

FR-CW-22-19
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Committee Minutes
Tourism Advisory Committee
July 24, 2019 – 9:00 AM
The Tourism Advisory Committee met on the above date at the County Administration
Building with the following members in attendance:
Present:

Andrew Siegwart, Jim Halliday, Joel Dawson, Andrea O’Reilly, Jim Diebel,
and Councillor Shirley Keaveney

Regrets:

Councillor Sue Carleton

Staff
Present:

Bryan Plumstead, Tourism Manager; Heather Aljoe, Tourism Marketing
and Communications Specialist; Alison Theodore, Tourism Partner and
Media Relations Specialist; Stephanie Stewart, Manager of Community
Transportation; Olivia Yale, Summer Student; and Jacquelyn Morrison,
Deputy Clerk/Legislative Coordinator

Call to Order
The Chair called the meeting to order at 9:03 AM.

Declaration of Pecuniary Interest
There were no declarations of pecuniary interest.
The tourism summer students, Mae Fernandes and Beth Walpole, introduced
themselves to the Committee and then left the meeting. Olivia Yale, tourism and
communications summer student, introduced herself. Stephanie Stewart, Manager of
Community Transportation, introduced herself and described her role to the Committee.

Destination Development Action Plan (DDAP) – 2019
Quarter 2 Scorecard
Alison Theodore reviewed Pillar 1, Community Engagement, including the tourism
stakeholder database, stakeholder communications, the industry website, and the
tourism talks events. She provided further information on the experience development
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workshop. The Committee discussed the familiarization tours and how to encourage
greater involvement by creating and sharing a summary document.
Heather Aljoe reviewed Pillar 2, Destination Management, including the marketing
campaign and tactical plan, the planned revamp of www.visitgrey.ca, and using
Crowdriff Digital Assets as a user generated content platform. Bryan Plumstead will
investigate if Crowdiff Digit Assets content can be shared with municipal partners and
Destination Marketing Organizations (“DMOs”).
Scott Taylor, Senior Planner, entered the meeting.
Ms. Aljoe discussed Social Media Metrics and noted that the number of Instagram
followers has increased. Ms. Theodore noted that some media influencers have been
taking over the County’s Instagram account when they are visiting. Ms. Aljoe also
reviewed the Twitter followers, the visitgrey.ca metrics, and the newsletter
subscriptions.
Ms. Theodore discussed media relations. Five social media influencers visited Grey
County: Yashy Murphy, Andrea Traynor, Maya Fitzpatrick, Sonya Kerr, and Tammy
Mitchell. There were two television and radio features, being CTV Your Morning and
Global News Radio.
Bryan Plumstead reviewed Pillar 3, Market Research and Tracking. Mr. Plumstead has
visited each local municipal council to discuss tourism and metrics. Discussion occurred
on whether businesses or communities could access these figures. Discussion occurred
on the opportunities available to operators to provide a positive and inclusive
experience for visitors. The Committee suggested creating content on emerging
markets and communication plans that can be shared with tourism operators. Market
readiness for new and changing demographics is important for the success of
businesses. The Committee will explore having a full day learning session with
Business Improvement Areas, Chambers of Commerce, economic development teams,
and DMOs.

Reports
CAOR-TAC-09-19 Sustainable Tourism in Grey County
Bryan Plumstead discussed the above report. He noted the definition and the principles
of sustainable tourism.
Scott Taylor discussed the consultation process for the new Official Plan. He noted the
balance between encouraging tourism while protecting private property rights.
Mr. Siegwart discussed the potential role of municipalities in sustainability: recycling,
composting, water filling systems. Jim Diebel noted that sustainability is an ongoing
process. Mr. Siegwart suggested multi-sector collaboration between municipalities and
2
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companies. Joel Dawson commented on the importance of providing sustainable
alternatives for operators. Jim Diebel suggested providing examples that the County
has done and what local municipalities can do.
Scott Taylor noted that the County is also starting a Climate Change Action Plan.
Mr. Siegwart suggested hosting discussions about desires and frameworks for the
operators where businesses can voice concerns and struggles in a safe environment.
Mr. Siegwart suggested talking to businesses and determining what the challenges and
opportunities regarding sustainability are.
Bryan Plumstead noted the actions coming out of the report, being the inventory and
engagement of natural areas with tourism visitation, continued work in active
transportation, and investigation of sustainable tourism resources for businesses. The
Committee directed that the third action item, being sustainable tourism resources for
businesses, be a broader investigation with operators of sustainable tourism. Mr.
Plumstead will start with one-on-ones with businesses across the County and then that
can lead to future conversations on sustainability.
TAC05-19

Moved by: Andrea O’Reilly

Seconded by: Shirley Keaveney

That Report CAOR-TAC-09-19 regarding Sustainable Tourism be
received for information; and
That staff proceed with recommended actions as amended.
Carried
Scott Taylor left the meeting.

CAOR-TAC-10-19 Federal Tourism Growth Strategy
Bryan Plumstead highlighted the benefits of the Federal Tourism Growth Strategy.
TAC06-19

Moved by: Andrea O’Reilly

Seconded by: Shirley Keaveney

That Report CAOR-TAC-10-19 Federal Tourism Growth Strategy be
received for information.
Carried

Grey County Transportation Project Verbal Update
Stephanie Stewart provided an update on the community transportation project. She
has been meeting with all local municipalities and is creating a list of stakeholders to
speak with to gather information on transportation opportunities. The County has
received funding for a community transportation project, which will be used to create
transportation options across the County including from Owen Sound to Hanover and
along highways 10 and 26.
3
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Ms. Stewart will be presenting to County Council on August 8th. She discussed the
benefits of transportation and having accessible transportation methods that everyone
can use. She is seeking innovative options to make transportation as robust as possible
and has been working with GIS to map out points of interest. The project is scheduled to
begin in the fall of 2019.
Andrew Siegwart noted that transportation is an employment opportunity. The
Committee discussed possible challenges for the project. The Committee suggested
speaking with Gemma Mendez-Smith, Martin Rydlo, and Driver’s Seat.

Staff Updates
Alison Theodore provided information on the RTO7 (BruceGreySimcoe) T3 Accelerator
Program. Two local businesses have been accepted into the program. Ms. Theodore
discussed the Tourism Matters in Grey campaign. She shared the press release, radio
advertisements, Council and staff photographs, and social media posts. She discussed
the tourism industry familiarization tour. The Committee discussed opportunities for next
year’s Tourism Matters campaign, such as business open houses, having operators
attend Council presentations, or having a mini conference.
Heather Aljoe shared the 2019 Marketing Strategy and discussed the priorities and
goals. She provided information on the brand platform, tourism market trends, target
markets, strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats. She provided an overview
of the marketing strategy and the tactical plan. The Strategy will be refreshed next year.
Bryan Plumstead discussed his tourism delegations to local municipalities. He noted
that there was engagement and interest from all municipalities, including comments on
signage, trails, internet access, and garbage. Mr. Plumstead will continue to build on the
momentum for presentations next year.
Mr. Plumstead discussed the Cycling and Trails Master Plan and advised there is a
draft plan for Grey County. Many routes include County Roads with paved shoulders.
The plan will be reviewed internally and then sent out to municipal partners. A draft will
then be brought to Council and shared with the public. Mr. Plumstead noted balancing
the plan with what is achievable by municipalities. Councillor Keaveney suggested
bringing municipalities options for how the plan could be implemented, such as bike
lanes or paved shoulders. Discussion occurred on active transportation and cycling
seasonality.
Mr. Plumstead shared the Tourism Industry Association of Ontario (“TIAO”) annual
report. The TIAO Tourism Summit is being held at Blue Mountain Resort on October
29th and 30th and Committee members are encouraged to attend.

Other Business
4
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There was no other business.

Next Meeting Dates
The next meetings will be held September 6th at 9:00 a.m. and November 6th at 9:00
a.m.
On motion by Councillors Joel Dawson and Jim Halliday, the meeting adjourned at
12:12PM.
Andrew Siegwart, Chair

5
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

August 8, 2019

Subject / Report No:

PDR-CW-35-19

Title:

Centre Point South – Redline Revisions – 42T-2017-06

Prepared by:

Scott Taylor

Reviewed by:

Randy Scherzer

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Municipality of Grey Highlands

Status:

Recommendation
1. That PDR-CW-35-19 be received, and that in consideration of the draft plan of
subdivision 42T-2017-06 and all written and oral submissions received, and the
matters to have regard for under Subsection 51(24) of the Planning Act, the
County of Grey Committee of the Whole hereby approves the revised plan of
subdivision on lands described as Part of Lots 102 and 103, Concession 1 North
and East of the Toronto and Sydenham Road (NETSR), (geographic Township of
Artemesia) in the Municipality of Grey Highlands.

Executive Summary
The report considers proposed revisions to draft plan of subdivision 42T-2017-06 known as the
Centre Point South subdivision. The current draft plan consists of a total of 380 residential units
(280 detached dwellings and 100 townhouses). The revisions propose to shift the lot
boundaries in the northwest corner of the subdivision to better align the street connection
between this subdivision and the draft approved Dimakos subdivision to the northwest. This
shift in lot boundaries would result in the loss of one detached dwelling, such that the
subdivision would now be a total of 379 units. All written and verbal comments regarding the
proposed revisions have been considered and it is recommended that Committee approve the
revisions to the draft plan.

Background and Discussion
The County has received a redline revision application that proposes minor changes to draft
plan of subdivision 42T-2017-06 known as Centre Point South. The current draft plan consists
of a total of 380 residential units (280 detached dwellings and 100 townhouses). The proposed
redline revision would reduce the total number of lots to 379 units (losing one single detached

PDR-CW-35-19
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dwelling) and slightly shift the boundaries of some of the lots in the northwest of the subject
lands to better align the street network with the abutting Dimakos subdivision, which is also draft
approved. Map 2 shows the proposed revised draft plan of subdivision.
The subject lands are located at Part of Lots 102 and 103, Concession 1, geographic Township
of Artemesia, in the Municipality of Grey Highlands. The property is approximately 35.7
hectares in size and are located southeast of the Grey Road 12 and Highway 10 intersection
(see Map 1 – Airphoto of Subject Lands). The lots will be serviced with municipal water and
sewer, which will be allocated to each phase of development as they are registered.

Map 1: Subject Lands – Airphoto
The proposed lots would front onto a series of internal roads that have connections to Victoria
Street, Herbert Avenue, and the Uplands Drive Extension through the draft approved Dimakos
subdivision to the north. Access to the development will also be provided at the Toronto Street
(Highway 10) and Victoria Street intersection, abutting

PDR-CW-35-19
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Map 2: Revised Draft Plan of Subdivision (Courtesy of Georgian Planning Solutions)

PDR-CW-35-19
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the recently approved grocery store. This intersection will be signalized in the future.
The applicant has submitted a Planning, Engineering, and Environmental Update Letters, and a
Revised Draft Plan. More details on the subdivision and the initial draft approval can be found
in the County staff report at this link.

Public and Agency Comments Received
Public Comments
As part of the planning application process, there were no public comments received.

Agency Comments
As part of the planning application process comments were received by the following groups,
agencies and public bodies.

Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority (SVCA)
In a letter dated July 3, 2019, the SVCA notes that they have no objections to the proposed
revisions.

Bluewater District School Board (BWDSB)
In an email dated June 20, 2019, the Simcoe County District School Board, on behalf of the
BWDSB indicated that they have no concerns with the revisions.

Municipality of Grey Highlands
In a letter dated July 25, 2019, Grey Highlands staff noted that they have no objections with the
proposed revisions.

Analysis of Planning Issues
When rendering a land use planning decision, planning authorities must have regard to matters
of Provincial Interest under the Planning Act, be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement
(PPS) 2014, and conform to any official plans or provincial plans that govern the subject lands.
There are no provincial plans in place for this section of Grey Highlands. In this case, the
County of Grey Official Plan and the Municipality of Grey Highlands Official Plan have
jurisdiction over the subject property.

The Planning Act
Section 1.1 of the Planning Act outlines the purposes of the Act. The purposes of the Act
promote sustainable economic development, in a healthy natural environment, within a land use
planning system led by provincial policy and matters of provincial interest. Section 2 of the
Planning Act outlines matters of Provincial Interest, which decision makers must be consistent
with when carrying out their responsibilities under the Act. The proposed revisions are minor in
nature and result in improvements to the overall design to better connect the two draft approved

PDR-CW-35-19
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subdivisions (i.e. such that the Uplands Drive Extension aligns properly). The subject redline
revision application, with the attached revised conditions of draft approval, have regard for
matters of Provincial Interest under the Planning Act including Section 51(24).

Provincial Policy Statement (PPS)
A key goal of the PPS is directing new growth to serviced settlement areas, and promoting the
vitality of such settlement areas through re-development, infill and intensification. The subject
lands have been designated for residential growth and are within a settlement area. For a
development of this scale, the reduction of one lot does little to impact the density and land use
efficiency of the development.
Section 1.6.6.1 of the PPS outlines the servicing hierarchy to be utilized in the Province of
Ontario. At the top of the hierarchy are municipal water and sewer services. The proposed
development will be serviced by municipal water and sewer services.
It can be concluded that the proposed redline revision application, with the attached revised
conditions of draft approval, is consistent with the PPS.

County Official Plan
The proposed plan of subdivision is designated as ‘Primary Settlement Area’ and ‘Hazard
Lands’ within the County Official Plan.
Similar to the provincial documents, the County Plan speaks to connected communities which
maintain efficient vehicular and pedestrian connections. The proposed redline revision is the
result of a minor oversight which resulted in the Centre Point South and Dimakos subdivisions
not correctly aligning at the Uplands Drive extension (i.e. the two roads were slightly skewed,
rather than being a ‘straight through road’). This redline revision would shift some of the lot
boundaries to correctly align the Uplands Drive Extension in this regard. To facilitate this
alignment, one development lot had to be removed. There will be no other significant changes
to the proposed plan of subdivision.
Subject to the revised conditions of draft approval attached to this report, the applications
conform to the goals and objectives of the County of Grey Official Plan.

Grey Highlands Official Plan
Grey Highlands staff have not flagged any conformity issues to the Municipal Official Plan.
Based on the minor nature of the revisions no further official plan or zoning changes are
needed.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
The application has been processed in accordance with the Planning Act.

Financial and Resource Implications
There are no anticipated financial, staffing or legal considerations associated with the proposed

PDR-CW-35-19

23

Date: August 8, 2019

redline revisions, beyond those normally encountered in processing the application. The
County has collected the requisite fee for this application.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal: Planning Staff, Transportation Services
☒ External: Municipality of Grey Highlands, agencies under the Planning Act.

Appendices and Attachments
Revised Conditions of Draft Approval (attached)
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Applicant: Rayville Developments (Markdale) Inc.
File No.: 42T-2017-06
Municipality: Municipality of Grey Highlands
Location: Part of Lots 102 and 103, Concession 1 NETSR (geographic Township of Artemesia)
Date of Decision:
Date of Notice:
Last Date of Appeal:

NOTICE OF DECISION
On Application for Revision to Approval of Draft Plan of Subdivision
under Subsection 51(45) of the Planning Act
Draft Plan Approval was originally given by the County to Plan of Subdivision 42T-2017-06 on
September 27, 2018. Revised Draft Plan Approval is hereby given by the County of Grey for the
application regarding the above noted lands. A copy of the Decision is attached.
PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE FILE
All written and oral submissions received on the application were considered; the effect of which helped
to make an informed recommendation and decision.
WHEN AND HOW TO FILE A NOTICE OF APPEAL
Notice to appeal the decision to the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal must be filed with the County of
Grey no later than 20 days from the date of this notice, as shown above.
The notice of appeal should be sent to the attention of the Director of Planning and Development of the
County, at the address shown below and it must,
(1)
set out the reasons for the appeal,
(2)
be accompanied by the fee prescribed under the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal Act, and
(3)
Include the completed appeal form from the LPAT’s website.
WHO CAN FILE A NOTICE OF APPEAL
Only individuals, corporations or public bodies may appeal decisions in respect of applications for
approval of draft plans of subdivision to the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal. A Notice of Appeal may
not be filed by an unincorporated association or group. However, a Notice of Appeal may be filed in the
name of an individual who is a member of the association or group.
RIGHT OF APPLICANT OR PUBLIC BODY TO APPEAL CONDITIONS
The applicant or any public body may, at any time before the final plan of subdivision is approved, appeal
any of the conditions imposed by the County of Grey to the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal by filing
with the Director of Planning and Development of the County, or her delegate, a Notice of Appeal.
HOW TO RECEIVE NOTICE OF CHANGED CONDITIONS
The conditions of an approval of draft plan of subdivision may be changed at any time before the final
approval is given.
You will be entitled to receive notice of any changes to the conditions of the approval of draft plan of
subdivision if you have either,
(1)
made a written request to be notified of the decision to give or refuse to give approval of draft
plan of subdivision, or
(2)
make a written request to be notified of changes to the conditions of approval of the draft plan of
subdivision.
GETTING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
Additional information about the application is available for public inspection during regular office hours
in the Planning & Development Office at the address noted below or by calling 519-376-2205 or 1-800567-GREY.
PDR-CW-35-19
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Applicant: Rayville Developments (Markdale) Inc.
File No.: 42T-2017-06
Municipality: Municipality of Grey Highlands
Location: Part of Lots 102 and 103, Concession 1 NETSR (geographic Township of Artemesia)
Date of Decision:
Date of Notice:
Last Date of Appeal:

ADDRESS FOR NOTICE OF APPEAL
County of Grey
595-9th Avenue East
OWEN SOUND, Ontario N4K 3E3
Attention: Mr. Randy Scherzer, MCIP RPP
Director of Planning & Development
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Applicant: Rayville Developments (Markdale) Inc.
File No.: 42T-2017-06
Municipality: Municipality of Grey Highlands
Location: Part of Lots 102 and 103, Concession 1 NETSR (geographic Township of Artemesia)
Date of Decision:
Date of Notice:
Last Date of Appeal:

Plan of Subdivision File No. 42T-2017-06 has been revised and granted draft approval. The
draft plan is hereby revised. The County’s conditions of final plan approval for this draft Plan of
Subdivision are amended as follows:
No.

Conditions
1. Condition 1 of the draft plan conditions approved on September 27, 2018 and revised on
August 8, 2019 is hereby deleted and replaced with the following:
That this approval applies to the draft Plan of Subdivision for the lands being
Part Lots 102 & 103, Concession 1, Geographic Village of Markdale,
Municipality of Grey Highlands, County of Grey, prepared by Georgian Planning
Solutions (DWG-1758-27) revision dated May 29, 2019, showing the following:
a. Two hundred seventy-nine (279) single detached residential lots (Lots
1 to 279);
b. Nineteen (19) townhouse blocks (Blocks 280 to 299); for one hundred
(100) on street townhouses;
c. Eleven (11) future road allowances (Street A thru Street J, Uplands
Drive Extension and Herbert Avenue Extension);
d. One (1) institutional block (Block 300);
e. Four (4) municipal park blocks (Block 301, 302, 303 and 305);
f. One (1) walkway block (Block 304);
g. Three (3) open space/hazard blocks (Blocks 307, 308 and 309);
h. One (1) landscape feature block (Block 306); and
i. One (1) storm water management block (Block 310).
2. That all other conditions of draft approval as granted on September 27, 2018 remain in
effect.
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

August 8th, 2019

Subject / Report No:

PDR-CW-37-19

Title:

Endorse Enrollment in the Partners for Climate Protection
Program (PCP)

Prepared by:

Hiba Hussain

Reviewed by:

Randy Scherzer

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

All Municipalities in Grey County

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report PDR-CW-37-19 be received for information;
2. That Council adopts and supports the Partners for Climate Protection Program;
and
3. That the Warden and Clerk be authorized to endorse the Federation of Canadian
Municipalities (FCM) Council Resolution for Partners for Climate Protection
Program.

Executive Summary
This report provides an overview of the Partners for Climate Protection Program (PCP) and
requests Council’s support to enroll in the program. PCP has been established by the
Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) and Local Governments for Sustainability (ICLEI
Canada). This program provides local governments access to resources, tools, and financial
support as they work to develop a climate action plan or other policies related to the
environment. As County staff work to develop a Climate Change Action Plan (CCAP), the PCP
program will support the County as we move through the Milestone Framework and provide
resources that otherwise would not be available without the PCP program.

Background
The Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) and ICLEI – Local Governments for
Sustainability (ICLEI Canada) have established the Partners for Climate Protection (PCP)
program to provide a forum for municipal governments to share their knowledge and experience
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with other municipal governments on how to reduce Green House Gas (GHG) emissions. The
PCP program began in 1994 with the goal of empowering municipalities to come together to act
against climate change. More information about the PCP Program can be found here - FCM Partners for Climate Protection Website.
Currently, there are over 350 participating municipalities across Canada, several of which are
Counties including Oxford County, Dufferin County, County of Simcoe, and the County of
Peterborough. Participation in the program is dependent on the completion of a five (5)
milestone framework, which is intended to guide the municipality towards the development of a
Climate Action Plan. The five (5) milestones include:






Creating a baseline emissions inventory and forecast;
Setting emissions reduction targets;
Developing a local action plan;
Implementing the local action plan, and;
Monitoring progress and reporting results.

Discussion
County staff are in the process of developing a Climate Change Action Plan (CCAP) for the
corporation and for the region. Staff are currently in the process of developing an RFP and hope
to hire a qualified consultant to gather data and information to help staff understand the effects
of climate change in Grey County. The RFP and the CCAP will be based on the principles of the
five (5) milestones framework.
Participating in the PCP program will offer the County a wide range of resources and support
through the development of our CCAP. Being actively engaged in the PCP program gives the
County the opportunity to have a systematic and organized approach to climate change by
utilising the tested framework that has been developed. Listed below are the some of the
benefits of joining this program:








Support and guidance, through the PCP Milestone Framework, to help members reduce
GHG emissions.
Access via the PCP Hub to a network of over 350 local governments across Canada that
are acting on climate change and can help your community succeed by offering their
experience and examples.
Technical support tools, including the PCP Milestone Tool and PCP Protocol.
Information and access to funding opportunities, such as those offered by FCM's Green
Municipal Fund.
Capacity-building resources, including workshops, case studies and training
opportunities.
Awards and recognition for milestone achievements and for reported measures.

The County will gain access to tools and resources, including case studies, funding
opportunities, information sharing, and computer software that will assist in the development of
a GHG inventory. Gathering data sources and developing a GHG inventory will be an important
component of the CCAP, and the FCM resources can help the County reduce time and financial
resources required to access these resources. The FCM through the PCP programs also offers

Addendum to PDR-CW-37-19

29

Date: August 8th, 2019

grants for local government environmental projects. Loans are also available to local
governments at competitive rates, and most recipients receive an additional grant of up to 15
percent of their loan amount.
The PCP program is free for the County to join and it is not legally binding, meaning that there
will be no consequences if the County does not meet the commitments set out in the program.
The County has the option to cancel their membership at anytime.
Voluntarily joining the program would give the County access to several resources that would be
beneficial in advancing the County’s environmental strategic goals and action items, particularly
as it pertains to preparing for climate change. It would also be valuable for the County to take
advantage of this opportunity now, as the five (5) milestone framework will be used to complete
the work of the County’s Climate Change Action Plan. Further, these resources can also be
utilised for other corporate initiatives such as the Energy Conservation and Demand
Management Plan.

Next Steps
If County Council chooses to join as a member to the PCP program, members of the PCP
program have the following responsibilities:





Move through the Milestone Framework within 10 years of joining the program;
Report on progress at least once every two years, with the support of FCM;
Email FCM if your contact information changes;
Actively participate in program activities and share our experience of developing the
CCAP with other network members.

The County would need to appoint an elected official and a corporate staff person to oversee
the implementation of the PCP milestones and be the points of contact for the PCP program
within the County. It is recommended that this be the Warden and the Director of Planning and
Development.
If the County is not able to meet the PCP program requirements, we can leave the program and
rejoin later.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
There are no legal or legislative considerations at this time.

Financial and Resource Implications
There are no financial considerations at this time.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal: Planning, Transportation Services, Housing, Long Term Care, Information
Technology, Paramedic Services, Tourism, Grey Roots, Finance, Corporate Services, and
Economic Development staff were consulted as part of this study. These same County
departments will be consulted as part of the County’s eventual Climate Change Action Plan.
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☒ External: Municipal and public consultation will be required as part of the County’s eventual
Climate Change Action Plan. Other external partners to consult on this project may include; the
Conservation Authorities within Grey, the Grey Bruce Health Unit, the Province, the Niagara
Escarpment Commission, industry sectors, and conservation groups.

Appendices and Attachments
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

August 8, 2019

Subject / Report No:

Proposed Regulation Changes - Bill 108 More Homes, More
Choice Act / Addendum to PDR-CW-24-19

Title:

Grey County Comments on Proposed Regulations for Bill 108

Prepared by:

Grey County Staff

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

All Municipalities within Grey County

Status:

Recommendation
1. That the Addendum to Report PDR-CW-24-19 regarding an overview of the
proposed regulation changes for ‘Bill 108: More Homes, More Choices Act’ be
received; and
2. That Addendum to Report PDR-CW-24-19 be forwarded to the Province of Ontario
and confirmed as the County of Grey’s comments on the proposed regulation
changes posted on the Environmental Registry through postings # 019-0181, 0190183, and 019-0184 as well as the proposed regulation changes under the Local
Planning Appeal Tribunal Act; and
3. That the County request that the Province allow additional time for comment, once
the draft regulations themselves have been released, including the regulations
associated with other components of Bill 108, not yet covered by the proposed
regulations; and
4. That the Report be shared with member municipalities having jurisdiction within
Grey County; and
5. That staff be authorized to proceed prior to County Council approval as per
Section 25.6(b) of Procedural By-law 5003-18.

Executive Summary
The Province recently released proposed regulation changes associated with ‘Bill 108: More
Homes, More Choices Act’ and they are seeking comments by August 5, 6, and 21, 2019. Bill
108 amended several pieces of Provincial legislation, including the Planning Act, the Local
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Planning Appeal Tribunal Act, Development Charges Act, as well as other pieces of legislation.
County comments were provided to the Province prior to the passing of Bill 108. The posted
proposed regulations relate to the Development Charges Act, the Planning Act, and the Local
Planning Appeal Tribunal Act. County staff are supportive of some of the proposed regulations
but have some concerns and questions with other planned changes which are highlighted in the
report.

Background and Discussion
Bill 108 – More Homes, More Choices Act received Royal Assent on June 6, 2019. The County
provided comments to the Province prior to Bill 108 being passed and those comments can be
found in Report PDR-CW-24-19. Although Bill 108 received Royal Assent, most of the
legislation changes required changes to regulations before being proclaimed. The Province has
released proposed regulation changes associated with Bill 108. The proposed regulation
changes relate to the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal Act, the Planning Act (including the
Community Benefit Charges), and the Development Charges Act. The Province is seeking
comments by August 5, 6, and 21, 2019, respectively. The actual regulations have not been
released at this stage, rather just a summary of the proposed regulation changes.
In order to meet the comment deadline for the Planning Act regulation changes, staff provided
comments to the Province with the caveat that these have not been approved by Council and
that staff would confirm with the Province following the August 8th meeting. The proposed
regulation changes can be found at the following links:





Proposed regulation changes to the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal
Proposed new regulation pertaining to the community benefits authority
Proposed regulation changes to the Development Charges Act
Proposed regulation changes to the Planning Act.

What follows are some summaries and comments on the proposed regulation changes.

Local Planning Appeals Tribunal Act Regulation Changes and
Staff Response
The proposed regulation changes to the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal (LPAT) Act primarily
relate to transition rules for major land use planning appeals before the LPAT. The amended
LPAT Act applies to the following based on the proposed regulations:




A major land use planning appeal that was commenced or continued under the former
Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) Act, except for the requirement to hold a case
management conference;
A major land use planning appeal that was commenced under the old OMB Act and
continued under the existing LPAT Act, or a major land use planning appeal that was
commenced under the existing LPAT Act, except where a hearing on the merits of the
appeal has been scheduled before the amendments come into force. If the hearing on
the merits of the appeal has been scheduled before that day, the existing LPAT Act will
continue to apply to the appeal;
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The amended LPAT Act applies to a major land use planning appeal commenced on or
after the day the amendments of the LPAT Act come into force.
The existing ‘Planning Act Appeals’ regulation under the LPAT Act that prescribes
timelines, time limits, practices and procedures for Planning Act appeals is proposed to
be revoked.

Staff Response – The term ‘Major Land Use Planning Appeal’ has not been defined. It would
be beneficial to have this term defined to fully comment on the proposed regulations. However,
staff believe this will likely apply to appeals of official plans, zoning by-laws and subdivisions
that were made prior to the previous changes from the OMB Act to the LPAT Act under Bill 139.
Further information is required to determine what implications this may have for existing appeals
and to determine what rules and procedures will apply. This will need to be reviewed on a caseby-case once the regulations have been approved and following a proclamation date by the
Province.

Planning Act Regulation Changes and Staff Response
The proposed regulation changes to the Planning Act can be summarized as follows, along with
a staff response for each section.
1. Transition Provisions
The proposed transition provisions outline how Bill 108 will apply to existing planning policy
decisions (e.g. new or amended official plans) or development application (e.g. a subdivision
application) matters currently in process. These provisions apply to;
a) Matters currently under appeal or where a decision has yet to be rendered as
they pertain to expanding the grounds for appeal,
b) Matters for which the reduced application processing timeframes apply, and
c) Matters for which new limitations on appeal rights apply.
With respect to item (a) above, in most instances the ‘new rules’ will apply for any matter where
a LPAT hearing has yet to be scheduled. The new rules being referred to are very similar to the
former OMB criteria for the grounds under which a matter can be appealed. The change ‘back
to’ the OMB-style criteria expands the grounds for which an appeal can be lodged.
For item (b), complete applications which were submitted after Royal Assent of Bill 108 (June 6,
2019) are now required to be processed under the new reduced timeframes i.e. 120 days for
official plan amendment and subdivision decisions, and 90 days for zoning amendment
decisions.
For item (c), members of the public will no longer be able to appeal plans of subdivision, or the
change of conditions on a subdivision, after Bill 108 is proclaimed in force.
Staff Response – staff generally have no concerns with the transition provisions for item (a)
above.
With regards to item (b), there will be an impact on the County and member municipalities. In
some cases, the application processing timeframes have been roughly cut in half. In order to
meet legislative requirements for giving notice, deeming applications complete, and getting on
Council/Committee agendas at the County and Municipal levels, it will require a ‘re-think’ of
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some of our current systems. Depending on the volume of applications received, additional
staffing levels may be needed at the municipal or county level. County Planning staff recently
met with municipal planners to start to look at further areas for collaboration, and areas where
we can ‘cut time’ out of our existing processes, without sacrificing public process or ‘shortchanging’ the review of applications. In order to give municipalities more time to adjust to these
reduced timeframes, staff recommend this proposed regulation be updated to push this
timeframe back to when Bill 108 is proclaimed in force, or preferably to January 1, 2020. This
would effectively change the ‘switch-over’ date from June 6, 2019 to later in 2019 or the
beginning of 2020 for new complete applications received after those dates.
Item (c) is problematic as proposed, because it means that existing subdivision applications
which are in process could suddenly have their appeal rights ‘stripped’ from them, after Bill 108
is in force. For example, if a subdivision application was submitted in mid-2019, and the County
gave notice of the application, and the member municipality held a public meeting; then the
notice and meeting would have informed the public that if they participate in the process, that
they then have the right to appeal the application. However, if that application is approved in
late 2019, after Bill 108 is in force then the appeal rights have been removed for the public, even
though they had participated in the process to date believing they would have the ability to
appeal. In order to protect members of the public that are participating in current subdivision
planning processes, staff recommend this proposed regulation be updated to push this
timeframe back to when Bill 108 is proclaimed in force (i.e. any new subdivision application
deemed complete after Bill 108 is proclaimed in force would be under the new more restrictive
public appeal provisions).
2. Community Planning Permit System
A community planning permit system would work very similarly to the development permit
system in place for large portions of the Niagara Escarpment. Zoning, site plan, and minor
variance processes would be replaced by the community planning permit system. For those
communities that choose to implement such a system, or for whom the province requires to
implement this system, there would be limited abilities to appeal the implementing policy or bylaw.
Staff Response – staff generally have no concerns with the proposed regulations, with the
exception of seeking more information for the criteria on when the province would require the
implementation of a community planning permit system. At this stage, staff do not believe that
many municipalities in Grey will seek to implement a community planning permit system, though
there may be some. Staff speculate that the province is seeking to implement community
planning permit systems in higher growth areas, and around major transit infrastructure, and
therefore it generally does not apply to Grey. That said, with no criteria having been released,
this is speculation only, and more clarification is requested through the proposed regulations.
3. Second Unit Requirements and Standards
Through Bill 108 the province is attempting to make it easier to develop secondary suites.
Municipalities are required to permit such suites in detached, semi-detached, and townhouses
and in an ancillary building or structure (e.g. above garages or coach houses). Prior to Bill 108
many municipalities would allow for a secondary suite in either the primary dwelling, or in an
ancillary structure, but not in both. The proposed regulations to Bill 108 are prescriptive and
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leave little ‘leeway’ for municipal-specific standards, unless they are more permissive. Below
are the criteria in the proposed regulations:









“One parking space for each of the additional residential units which may be provided
through tandem parking
Where a municipal zoning by-law requires no parking spaces for the primary residential
unit, no parking spaces would be required for the additional residential units
Where a municipal zoning by-law is passed that sets a parking standard lower than a
standard of one parking space for each of the additional residential units, the municipal
zoning by-law parking standard would prevail
‘Tandem parking’ would be defined as a parking space that is only accessed by passing
through another parking space from a street, lane or driveway
An additional residential unit, where permitted in the zoning by-law, may be occupied by
any person in accordance with s. 35(2) of the Planning Act, and, for greater clarity,
regardless of whether the primary unit is occupied by the owner of the property, and
An additional residential unit, where permitted in the zoning by-law, would be permitted
without regard to the date of construction of the primary or ancillary building.”

Staff Response – staff support the creation of more secondary suites across the province.
County staff generally have no concerns with the proposed regulations. However, in stating as
such, County staff would note that the proposed regulations more directly impact municipal
requirements such as parking standards in zoning by-laws. As such, staff would be interested
to hear what member municipalities within Grey think of the proposed regulations, for those
comments to be forwarded to the province. At this time this report was written, County staff had
spoken briefly with municipal planners about the proposed regulations but had not yet had time
to receive any feedback.
Staff would further note that for rural or small-town Ontario, the province may wish to consider
servicing criteria for those secondary suites proposed on private wells and/or septic systems.
For example, prior to allowing three units on a site (the primary dwelling, the secondary suite in
the dwelling, and the secondary suite above the garage) municipalities would first need
confirmation that the well and septic system can handle the water and septic needs.
4. Housekeeping Changes
The proposed regulations also include some ‘housekeeping’ changes around giving of
duplicative notices for subdivisions, the implementation of inclusionary zoning, and the
replacement of bonusing with the new Community Benefit Charge (CBC).
Staff Response – Staff have no concerns at this time based on the information available in the
proposed regulations. That said, based on the limited information available, it would be nice to
have more detail to provide constructive comments.

Community Benefit Charge Regulation Changes and Staff
Response
The More Homes, More Choices Act, 2019 deleted the Section 37 density and bonusing
provisions under the Planning Act and replaced it with a new Community Benefit Charge (CBC).
This new CBC also replaces some of the soft services that municipalities were able to collect
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under the Development Charges Act. The following is a summary of the proposed regulation
pertaining to the Community Benefits Authority under the Planning Act.
1. Transition Provisions
The proposed date for municipalities to transition to community benefits is January 1,
2021. What this means is that municipalities would generally no longer be able to collect
development charges for discounted services past January 1, 2021 and municipalities
would generally no longer able to pass by-laws to collect funds under Section 37 of the
Planning Act.
Staff response – Additional information is required in order to better understand the transition
provisions. Are municipalities required to update their DC By-laws prior to January 1, 2021?
Based on the summary of the proposed regulations, it is not clear as to whether in fact the DC
By-law would expire after January 1, 2021 or if it only applies to any provisions/costs related to
the discounted services? If the Province decides to move ahead with these regulation changes,
County staff hope that the County DC By-law will still be in effect past January 1, 2021 but that
any charges related to discounted services would be removed from the application of a County
Development Charge. Further details are required to understand the implications of the
proposed regulation changes. County staff would have preferred to see a copy of the draft
regulations in order to fully comment on the proposed regulations. Staff will continue to monitor.
2. Reporting on Community Benefits
Under the proposed regulations, municipalities will be required to prepare a report for the
preceding year that would provide information about the amounts in the community benefit
charge special account. This would include such items as:






opening and closing balances
a description of the services funded through CBC’s
details on amounts allocated during the year
the amount and purpose of the money borrowed from the CBC account, and
the amount of interest accrued on money borrowed.

These are similar to the reporting requirements for development charges and parkland.
Staff Response – If the proposed reporting requirements are similar to the existing reporting
requirements for development charges and parkland, County staff still wonder what the purpose
is of introducing a new charge system?
3. Reporting on Parkland
The amendments to the Planning Act provide that municipalities may continue to use the
parkland provisions of the Planning Act if they are not collecting a community benefit charge
(i.e. municipalities chose either CBC or parkland, not both). Municipalities with parkland special
accounts will be required to provide the reports and information that is very similar to the
proposed reporting requirements for CBC noted above.
Staff Response – It is still not clear as to whether upper-tier municipalities will be able to collect
a CBC for upper-tier soft services/facilities (e.g. child care facilities) if the local municipality
decides to collect parkland under Section 42. As noted previously, if the reporting requirements
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are similar to the existing development charges reporting requirements, staff question the
purpose of introducing a new charge system? Municipalities will be required to report on both
CBC accounts and development charge accounts potentially resulting in twice the amount of
work.
4. Exemptions from Community Benefit Charges
The proposed regulations would exempt long-term care homes, retirement homes, universities
and colleges, memorial homes, clubhouses or athletic grounds of the Royal Canadian Legion,
hospices, and non-profit housing, from charges for community benefits.
Staff Response – The above exemptions are very similar to exemptions that exist under the
Development Charges Act and are similar to the exemptions under the County’s current DC Bylaws. Staff generally have no concerns with the proposed exemptions from CBC’s. It does
reinforce the question as to why introduce a new charge system that has similar exemptions
under the DC Act? One option is to keep the soft and hard services under the DC Act and
update the exemptions under the DC Act. If the previous Section 37 bonusing provisions were
causing a concern, then maybe there is an opportunity to improve this process without
impacting the development charges system.
5. Community Benefits Formula
For any development, the CBC payable cannot exceed the amount determined by a formula
involving the application of a prescribed percentage to the value of the development land. The
value of the land to be used is the value on the day before the building permit is issued in order
to account for the necessary zoning to accommodate the development. The Province is in the
process of developing the formula and is asking for feedback. The Province has noted two
goals:



to ensure that municipal revenues historically collected from DC’s for ‘soft services’,
parkland dedication and density bonusing are maintained, and
to make costs of development more predictable.

Staff Response – It is difficult for staff to comment on the proposed CBC formula without
knowing what the formula will be. We know that it will be a percentage of the value of the land
on the day before the building permit is issued. Who determines the initial value of the land? If
the assessed value of the land is used it may not reflect the actual value of the land prior to the
building permit issued as it may not be updated to reflect any recent zoning changes to the
property. Based on that, will municipalities be required to have an initial appraisal done of the
property prior to building permit issuance? Will this slow down the process of issuing building
permits until an initial appraisal has been completed? If one of the goals is to maintain
municipal revenues historically collected from DC’s for ‘soft services’, then again why change to
this new system? County staff feel that the new CBC could make the costs of development
more unpredictable because the CBC will be calculated based on a percent of the value of the
property the day before building permit is issued which could change right up to building permit
issuance. Further detail needs to be provided on the formula and how the initial land value will
be calculated before staff can fully comment on the proposed regulations. The province has
indicated that there will be further consultation on the proposed formula in late summer. Staff
will continue to monitor.
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6. Appraisals for Community Benefits
The proposed regulations would allow the owner of the land to submit an appraisal of the
property within 30 days of the CBC payment if the owner disagrees with the amount of CBC.
The owner would have to pay under protest and submit the land appraisal within 30 days. If the
municipality disputes the value of the land in the appraisal provided by the owner, the
municipality has 45 days to provide another appraisal of the value of the land. If the
municipality’s appraisal differs by more than 5 percent from the appraisal provided by the owner
of the land, the owner can select an appraiser from a municipal list of appraisers, and that
appraisers’ s appraisal must be provided within 60 days.
Staff Response – staff are concerned with the administrative burden, the additional time added
to the overall development process, as well as the additional expense put on both the developer
and the municipalities to determine the value of the land to calculate the CBC. What is not clear
is whether the third appraisal is final or if this could go through arbitration if there was a
disagreement on the value of the land. As noted above, who determines the initial value of the
land in order to calculate the CBC? If the initial value of the land needs to be determined
through an appraisal, does that mean there could actually be four separate appraisals to
determine the actual value of the land? This creates too much red-tape and will add further time
and expense to both the developer and municipalities thereby potentially negating any
community benefit that may come from a CBC. It is recommended that the Province take a step
back and review the merits of the CBC. The Province may want to instead look for opportunities
to enhance any reporting requirements or creating more cost certainty through the development
charges system, the previous Section 37 bonusing provisions, and the parkland system rather
than introduce an additional charge system that could add considerable time and expense to
developers and municipalities.
7. Excluded Services for Community Benefits
The proposed regulations would exclude the following facilities, services or matters from
community benefits: cultural or entertainment facilities, tourism facilities, hospitals, landfill sites
and services, facilities for the thermal treatment of waste, and the headquarters for the general
administration of municipalities and local boards. The Province notes that this would be
consistent with the ineligible services list currently found under the Development Charges Act.
Staff Response – The proposed ineligible services for community benefits is consistent with the
ineligible services under the DC Act which is good but again reinforces the question as to why
introduce an additional charge system that is identical to the current DC system but will add
further administrative costs and time to developers and municipalities?
8. Community Planning Permit System
The Community Planning Permit System allows conditions requiring the provision of specified
community facilities or services. Therefore, the Province is proposing that a community benefits
charge by-law would not be available for use in areas within a municipality where a community
planning permit system is in effect.
Staff Response – County staff have no specific comments other than to indicate that this will
introduce another charge system which could provide further uncertainty to developers on the
cost of development.
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Development Charges Act Regulation Changes and Staff
Response
Most of the the proposed regulation changes to the Development Charges Act relate to the
proposed changes to the Community Benefits Charge as well as other changes under the
Planning Act. Below is a summary of the proposed DC Act regulation changes and a staff
response for each.
1. Transition Provisions
As noted under the Community Benefit Charges section above, municipalities are to transition to
community benefits by January 1, 2021. For DC by-laws that are currently in effect governing
soft services, the by-law will be deemed expired on the earlier of the passage of a Community
Benefits By-law by the municipality, or January 1, 2021. If municipalities have not transitioned
to CBC’s by January 1, 2021, municipalities will generally no longer be able to collect
development charges for soft services.
Staff response – The County’s current DC By-laws are set to expire on January 1, 2022. The
County was planning to start the development charges review process in 2021. Based on a
summary of the proposed regulations, it indicates that the DC By-law would expire on either the
passage of a CBC by-law or January 1, 2021 whichever comes earlier. It also indicates that
municipalities will generally no longer be able to collect charges for soft services if the
municipalities have not transitioned to CBC’s by January 1, 2021. Based on this wording it is
not clear as to whether the current DC By-law could still be in effect past January 1, 2021 save
and except for any charges related to discounted services or whether the DC By-laws need to
be updated prior to Januiary 1, 2021.
Discounted services represent approximately 6% of the County’s current development charge.
If in fact the County DC By-law will expire on January 1, 2021, one option is to bump up the
Development Charges review to 2020. However, we anticipate that consultants who assist
municipalities with development charge reviews will be extremely busy over the next two years
and therefore it may be difficult to contract a consultant to assist with the DC review before
2021. Once the full regulation has been released, staff will review in further detail and will
recommend if we should stay the course or recommend bumping up the DC review by a year.
Staff will be bringing forward the proposed changes to the current DC by-laws to encourage
more rental based housing and second units; however, staff wanted to ensure that the proposed
regulations would not impact the proposed updates to the DC By-laws. This has caused a slight
delay in bringing the draft updated DC by-laws forward. The plan is to bring these forward in
September and then proceed to a public meeting.
2. Types of Development Subject to Development Charges Deferral
The More Homes, More Choices Act, 2019 introduced mandatory deferrals of development
charges for rental housing developments, non-profit housing development; institutional
development; industrial development; and commercial development until occupancy. The
proposed regulations provide definitions for the types of developments noted above.
Staff response – Staff generally have no concerns with the proposed definitions of the types of
developments noted above. The County was already considering providing development
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charge exemptions for rental housing developments and non-profit housing developments and
therefore the proposed changes will not impact the changes to the DC By-laws that Council has
supported in principle. Staff still have concerns with the administrative pressures that these
changes will have on entering into deferral agreements with these types of developments, as
well as concerns with tracking the collection of DC’s over the six year timeframe and
determining when the time of occupancy begins. For developments requiring occupancy
permits, this will be easier to track but for those developments where an occupancy permit is not
required, it will be much more difficult to track and enforce. The proposed regulations do not
provide any additional tools or mechanisms that would assist municipalities in being able to
track the timing of payments of these mandatory deferrals.
3. Duration of Development Charge Freeze
The More Homes, More Choices Act, 2019 introduced the freezing of development charge rates
at the time council receives a site plan application for a development or if a site plan is not
submitted, at the time council receives the application for a zoning amendment. The status quo
would apply for developments that don’t require a site plan or a zoning application.
Staff response – Staff generally have no concerns with the proposed regulations other than to
reiterate the comments provided previously that the freezing of DC rates will add further
administrative burden for municipalities to be able to track the different DC rates for different
developments.
4. Interest Rate During Deferral and Freeze of Development Charges
The proposed regulations indicate that the Minister is not proposing to prescribe a maximum
interest rate that may be charged on development charge amounts that are deferred or frozen.
Staff response – Staff generally have no concerns as this will allow municipalities to determine
the interest rate to be charged for development charges that are deferred or frozen. This is
consistent with the County comments provided on Bill 108.
5. Additional Dwelling Units
The proposed regulations would allow additional dwelling units to be created within ancillary
structures to existing dwellings without triggering a development charge. It is also proposed that
one additional unit in a new single detached dwelling; semi-detached dwelling; and row
dwelling, including in a structure ancillary to one of these dwellings, would be exempt from
development charges. This is in support of the Planning Act changes which requires
municipalities to permit second units within or attached to an existing dwelling as well as within
an ancillary structure. It is also proposed that within other existing residential buildings, the
creation of additional units comprising 1% of existing units would be exempt from development
charges.
Staff response – Staff support the proposed regulation changes regarding exempting
secondary suites from development charges within, attached or detached to a new or existing
dwelling as these are consistent with the proposed changes to the current County DC By-law
that council has supported in principle.
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Other Bill 108 Regulations
At this time there have been no draft regulations released to implement other elements of Bill
108, such as the changes to the Endangered Species Act, the Conservation Authorities Act and
others. Staff would request the ability to comment on these future draft regulations before they
are finalized, as they have the ability to impact County operations and services. Staff will
continue to monitor the Environmental Registry for draft regulations in this regard, and update
Council accordingly.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Some of the proposed regulation changes are welcomed by the County, however there are
changes that cause concern, or are difficult to interpret at this stage. Until we see the full
regulations it is difficult to fully comment on the proposed changes. It is recommended that a
draft of the regulations be posted for review and that additional time is provided to review the
proposed regulations.

Financial and Resource Implications
At this stage there are no immediate financial or resource implications to these regulations, as
the full details of its implementation are not known. Some of the proposed regulation changes
will create more administrative burden to municipalities and developers. It is recommended that
the Province reconsider some of the changes introduced through Bill 108 to ensure that
additional time and expense is not added to the development process.
Staff will continue to monitor Bill 108 and keep County Council aware of any other regulatory
changes.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal: Planning, Transportation Services, Housing, Legal Services, Corporate

Services and CAO.
☒ External: Member Municipalities within Grey (to be circulated following Committee of the
Whole)

Appendices and Attachments
Staff Report PDR-CW-24-19
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

August 08, 2019

Subject / Report No:

PSR-CW-03-19

Title:

Grey County Paramedic Services Response Time Performance
Plan for 2020

Prepared by:

Kevin McNab

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove, Kevin Weppler

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

All

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report PSR-CW-03-19 be received and that the 2020 Response Time
Performance Plan outlined in the report be approved by October 01, 2019 and
submitted to the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care by October 31, 2019.

Executive Summary
Grey County Paramedic Services (GCPS) is required under current legislation to submit
annually a Response Time Performance Plan to the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care
(MOHLTC) related to ambulance response time targets within the County. The 2019
submission will cover the 2020 operational year.
There are six set criteria that will be measured under the Response Time Target Plans. Five of
the performance targets are measured by response times related to patient presentation as
indicated by the Canadian Triage and Acuity Scale (CTAS) however, one of the six criteria is
based on community response to patients in cardiac arrest.
Based on the 2018 response time performance and the 2019 response time performance to
July 10th, the same targets continue to be recommended for the 2020 year with a review of
deployment modelling to improve the CTAS 2 response time target.

Background and Discussion
Grey County Paramedic Services (GCPS) is required under current legislation to submit
annually a Response Time Performance Plan to the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care
(MOHLTC) related to ambulance response time targets within the County. The 2019
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submission will cover the 2020 operational year.

CTAS is described as:
CTAS Level: The ‘Canadian Triage & Acuity Scale’ is used to assign a level of acuity to a
patient. Acuity refers to the gravity of the situation – the potential for death and/or irreversible
illness. CTAS is a tool that more accurately defines the patient’s need for care. Assignment of
the CTAS level is to be based upon not only the presenting complaint identified on the initial
assessment made by the paramedic, but also on their examination findings, and response to
treatment.
CTAS I: requires resuscitation and includes conditions that are threats to life or imminent risk of
deterioration, requiring immediate aggressive interventions (for example, cardiac arrest, and
major trauma or shock states).
CTAS II: requires emergent care and includes conditions that are a potential threat to life or limb
functions, requiring rapid medical intervention or delegated acts (for example, head injury, chest
pain or internal bleeding).
CTAS III: requires urgent care and includes conditions that could potentially progress to a
serious problem requiring emergency intervention, such as mild to moderate breathing
problems, resolved seizure with normal level of alertness, moderate anxiety/agitation.
CTAS IV: requires less-urgent care and includes conditions related to patient age, distress or
potential for deterioration or complications that would benefit from intervention or reassurance,
such as urinary symptoms, laceration requiring stitches, upper extremity injury.
CTAS V: requires non-urgent care and includes conditions in which investigations or
interventions could be delayed or referred to other areas of the hospital or health care system,
such as sore throat, minor bites, dressing change.

Response Time Targets
There are six set criteria that will be measured under the Response Time Target Plans. Five of
the performance targets are measured by response times related to patient presentation as
indicated by the Canadian Triage and Acuity Scale (CTAS) however, one of the six criteria is
based on community response to patients in cardiac arrest.
The response time targets and criteria are described below:
1. The percentage of times that a person equipped to provide any type of defibrillation has
arrived on-scene to provide defibrillation to sudden cardiac arrest patients within six (6)
minutes of the time notice is received.
2. The percentage of times that an ambulance crew has arrived on-scene to provide
ambulance services to sudden cardiac arrest patients or other patients categorized as
CTAS 1 within eight (8) minutes of the time notice is received respecting such services.
3. The percentage of times that an ambulance crew has arrived on-scene to provide
ambulance services to patients categorized as CTAS 2, 3, 4 and 5 within the response
time targets set by the upper-tier municipality or delivery agent under its plan established
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under subsection (2). O. Reg. 267/08, s. 1 (2); O. Reg. 368/10, s. 1 (2).

Percentile Response Time Measurement:
An important measurement of how a paramedic system is performing is indicated in the time in
which it responds to highest priority emergency code 4 calls. The response time is measured
from the time the crew is first notified until the paramedic radios that they arrived at the scene of
the emergency. A percentile response time measurement is the percentage of calls where
paramedics arrive at the scene of an emergency in a specified time frame. For example, if the
response time performance plan was to arrive on scene within 15 minutes 90 percent of the
time and it was measured against 1,000 calls, 900 calls would have to be under 15 minutes to
meet the target.

Grey County Response Time Performance By CTAS
The following chart reflects the set service response time targets, service performance for the
2018 calendar year, service performance for 2019 to July 10th as well as a 5-year average.
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Call Type

Response Time
Target

2019
Target

2018
Results

2019
Results
To July
10th

5 Year
Average

Sudden
Cardiac
Arrest

Six (6) minutes or less

40%

38.24%

50.00%

44.03%

CTAS 1

Eight (8) minutes or
less

60%

61.21%

69.57%

64.14%

CTAS 2

Fifteen (15) minutes or
less

90%

89.39%

89.03%

89.68%

CTAS 3

Twenty (20) minutes
or less

90%

96.87%

97.07%

97.12% (20
min)
99.85%
(30 min)

CTAS 4

Twenty (20) minutes
or less

90%

96.90%

97.39%

96.93% (20
min)
99.40%
(30 min)

CTAS 5

Twenty (20) minutes
or less

90%

97.16%

97.35%

96.42% (20
min)
99.55%
(30 min)

In 2015 due to the previous above target performance the County improved the response time
targets for arrival at CTAS 1 calls in 8 minutes from 50% to 60%. For CTAS 3 to 5 the response
time commitment was also improved by reducing the time to respond from 30 minutes to 20
minutes 90% of the time. All aspects of services response time performance for 2019 are
currently exceeding the targets set except for the paramedic response to CTAS 2 calls.

Percentile Response Time - Highest Priority All Code 4 Calls
2019 – 15:00 minutes
2018 – 15:12 minutes
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Average Response Time - Highest Priority All Code 4 Calls
2019 – 7:41 minutes
2018 – 7:42 minutes

Response Time Performance Recommendation for 2020
Based on the 2018 response time performance and the 2019 response time performance to
July 10th, the same targets continue to be recommended for the 2020 year with a review of
deployment modelling to improve the CTAS 2 response time target.
The following table provides the 2020 response time targets recommended for Grey County
Paramedic Services:
Target

Call Type

Provider

Response Time Target

Percentage
of Time
Achieved

1.

Sudden
Cardiac Arrest

Community Defibrillator
Response

Six (6) minutes or less

40%

2.

CTAS 1

Paramedic Response

Eight (8) minutes or less

60%

3.

CTAS 2

Paramedic Response

Fifteen (15) minutes or
less

90%

4.

CTAS 3

Paramedic Response

Twenty (20) minutes or
less

90%

5.

CTAS 4

Paramedic Response

Twenty (20) minutes or
less

90%

6.

CTAS 5

Paramedic Response

Twenty (20) minutes or
less

90%

Detailed Description of Response Time Targets
Sudden Cardiac Arrest
The Community Defibrillator Response to sudden cardiac arrest targets the percentage of times
that a defibrillator will be at a patient’s side in a cardiac arrest call situation within a six (6)
minute timeframe as set by the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care. This percentage of calls
and how the clock stops is determined not only when an ambulance arrives to the patient’s side
but also includes any time a first responder also arrives (fire fighters and/or civilians at sites
equipped with defibrillators). This patient is also determined to be part of the CTAS 1 Target.
The target of 40 percent is representative of the rural nature of paramedic services delivery in
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Grey County with difficult driving conditions during inclement weather and increased driving
distances. Grey County has implemented the Public Access Program to assist with meeting this
target and currently has over 150 automated external defibrillators located throughout the
County.

CTAS 1
Paramedic response to CTAS 1 calls target the percentage of times that an ambulance
responds to patients presenting with life threatening injuries or illnesses in eight (8) minutes or
less as set by the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care. This is an ambulance only target but
does include ambulance response to patients suffering from sudden cardiac arrest.

CTAS 2
Paramedic response to CTAS 2 calls target the ambulance responds to patients presenting with
serious injuries or illnesses in fifteen (15) minutes or less measured as a 90th percentile. This
target has been set by the County based on the historical data related to emergency call
response in Grey County.

CTAS 3
Paramedic response to CTAS 3 calls target the ambulance responds to patients presenting with
moderate injuries or illnesses in twenty (20) minutes or less measured as a 90th percentile. This
target has been set by the County based on the historical data related to emergency call
response in Grey County.

CTAS 4
Paramedic response to CTAS 4 calls target the ambulance responds to patients presenting with
non-serious injuries or illnesses in twenty (20) minutes or less measured as a 90th percentile.
This target has been set by the County based on the historical data related to emergency call
response in Grey County.

CTAS 5
Paramedic response to CTAS 5 calls target the ambulance responds to patients presenting with
very minor injuries or illnesses in twenty (20) minutes or less measured as a 90th percentile.
This target has been set by the County based on the historical data related to emergency call
response in Grey County.

Variables Affecting Performance
There are a number of variables that affect the County’s ability to meet the response time
targets set above. Some are in the control of the County and some are outside of the control of
the County. The following list identifies those factors:

Accuracy of Data
The accuracy of the data utilized in setting the targets and then measuring performance against
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those targets is reliant on the Ministry of Health Ambulance Dispatch Data Access Services
(ADDAS) dispatch data. The accuracy of this data has been called into question in the past and
although attempts to correct the data are ongoing, the long term viability of a reliable data set
has not been established. Logging the time of arrival at scene is a manual process which could
lead to errors in the data. More technology and automation with GPS and computer aided
dispatching will improve data reliability.

Community Response to Sudden Cardiac Arrest Data Capture
The ability to capture Community Response to patients suffering from sudden cardiac arrest is
limited to obtaining response time data from allied agencies or locations where Public Access
Defibrillators are located. Logging of this data is a manual process which could lead to errors in
recording the accurate time of arrival.

Challenge of Meeting Targets in Rural Ontario
Across the Province call volumes for high priority life threatening calls (CTAS 1) make up a
small portion of the overall call activity for paramedic services. Response to Sudden Cardiac
Arrest and CTAS 1 calls make up less than 2 % of the total call volumes performed by Grey
County Paramedic Services. Provincial targets are designed for a 4 to 5 minute travel time to a
sudden cardiac arrest call and a 6 to 7 minute travel time to a CTAS 1 call. The low population
density and large geography makes it difficult to meet response time target criteria outside of
the urban areas where the ambulances are located.

Increasing Emergency Call Volumes
Call volume for the 2019 year to July 10th has seen an overall decrease of 3.1%. In 2019 to
July 10th there have been 6,184 calls for service compared to 6,382 in 2018. There has been
an increase of 23 code 4 calls, a decrease of 162 code 3 calls and a decrease of 59 code 1
transfers.
It is important to recognize that call volumes have been increasing at an average of 6.6% for
code 3 and 4.9% for code 4 calls annually over the past 10 years. In 2012 the total volume for
non-emergency and emergency calls was at a total of 10,934. Non-emergency call volumes at
that time were 2,726. Since 2012 paramedic services has concentrated its ability to respond to
emergency calls while reducing its ability to respond to non-emergency calls. In 2018 the nonemergency call volume was 345 while the emergency call volume was 11,369 for a total of
11,743 calls. In 2018 the total patient call volume increased 7.35%. The previous 3 years
patient call volume has increased 24.8%. The 2018 service call volume now surpasses the
number of calls when the original response time targets were developed for the County in 2012.
To meet response time targets in the setting of continual yearly increases in call volumes will
require additional resources, changes in targets or system service delivery.
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Addressing Increasing Call Volumes and Response Time
Performance
Enhancing Emergency Services Ontario
The Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care (MOHLTC) is embarking on a journey to enhance
and modernize the province’s emergency health services (EHS) system. The purpose is to
improve and sustain quality coordinated care across the patient’s journey to accessing care.
The province is investing in a new medical dispatch system that will help triage and prioritize
911 calls for paramedic services. This system will better prioritize calls based on patient need
and redirect low acuity patients to locations other than emergency departments in instances
where it would be safe and appropriate to do so. There is not a determined time at present of
the first implementation.
Recent updates to the Ambulance Act will allow paramedics to assess patients and make
decisions to manage those patients in new ways, under appropriate medical delegations and
where deemed safe and appropriate to do so. Options include providing some forms of treating
and referring the patient to continuing care (e.g., primary, home and/or community-based) or
releasing the patient, without the need for transport to the emergency department.
Consideration can also be given in the use of vehicles other than ambulances, for instance
“emergency response vehicles”, for use by services to respond to low acuity calls in a Treat &
Refer/Treat & Release model where patient transport is not deemed required. Previously,
paramedics were bound by law to transport patients to hospital facilities only. Providing more
flexibility will allow patients to receive the most appropriate care while reducing unnecessary
trips to emergency departments. This approach will also assist in having ambulances available
to respond to emergencies by not having their services tied up on low acuity calls.

Chatsworth Response Time
On January 19, 2019 the Chatsworth base officially went operational. Permanent staffing for
the base was accomplished by relocating the 12:00 – 00:00 unit from Owen Sound as well as
the Community Paramedics 07:00 -19:00, 5 days per week. Each morning from 07:00 to 12:00
when available an ambulance or first response unit from Owen Sound is stationed at
Chatsworth to provide additional coverage. Due to the call volume in Owen Sound and the
surrounding area the additional coverage is not always available as well the Chatsworth staffed
car is often pulled into Owen Sound for emergency coverage or calls.
In 2019 to July 10th there have been 210 code 4 calls and 75 code 3 calls in the Township of
Chatsworth. The response times from January 19th have shown mixed results which are based
upon a low number of calls. The overall 90th percentile of 20:05 minutes for code 4 calls
increased by 20 seconds over 2018. The average response time of 12:59 in 2019 has been
reduced by 1:12 minutes from 2018. During staffed hours at Chatsworth the average response
time was 12:04 and when not staffed it was 13:56. Since the change in deployment in January
2019 the Chatsworth area is meeting the CTAS 3 Response Time Standard.
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Grey Highlands Response Time
In 2019 to July 10th there have been 329 code 4 calls and 228 code 3 calls in the Municipality of
Grey Highlands. The response times for 2019 have shown some improvements over 2018
which are based upon a low number of calls. The overall 90th percentile of 19:17 minutes for
code 4 calls decreased by 1:13 minutes from 2018. The average response time of 12:04 in
2019 has increased by 9 seconds from 2018. Since the change in deployment in January 2019
the Grey Highlands area is meeting the CTAS 3 and CTAS 5 Response Time Standard.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Land Ambulance Response Time Standard Reg 257/00 Part VIII

Financial and Resource Implications
The implementation of the Response Time Performance Plans will have no immediate effect on
budgets, staffing, legal or information technology issues.

Relevant Consultation
☐ External:
☒ Internal: CAO, Finance

Appendices and Attachments
None
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Committee Report
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Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

August 8, 2019

Subject / Report No:

FR-CW-23-19

Title:

Auditor Appointment

Prepared by:

Kevin Weppler, Director of Corporate Services

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove, CAO

Lower Tier(s) Affected:
Status:

Recommendation
1.

That Report FR-CW-23-19 regarding Auditor Appointment be received
and that Council direct staff to enter into pricing negotiations with the
firm of BDO Canada LLP of Owen Sound to award a single source fiveyear contract for external audit services for the County of Grey based
on the existing terms and conditions of RFP-FIN-03-13; and

2.

That upon finalizing pricing negotiations with the firm of BDO Canada
LLP of Owen Sound, that a by-law to appoint the firm of BDO Canada
LLP of Owen Sound as auditors for the County of Grey for a period of
five (5) years beginning with the 2019 fiscal year and running through
and including the audit for the 2023 fiscal year, be presented to Council
for consideration.

Executive Summary




A municipality is required to appoint an auditor licensed under the Public
Accounting Act, 2004
An auditor of a municipality shall not be appointed for a term exceeding five
years
The use of sole or single sourcing with a particular vendor exceeding $25,000
must be reported to Council.
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Background and Discussion
The purpose of this report is to seek direction from Council on the appointment of
auditors for the County of Grey for the 2019 through to 2023 fiscal years.
Section 296 (1) of the Municipal Act requires that a municipality appoint an auditor
licensed under the Public Accounting Act, 2004 who is responsible for:
a) annually auditing the accounts and transactions of the municipality and its local
boards and expressing an opinion on the financial statements of these bodies
based on the audit; and
b) performing duties required by the board or local board
In addition, the Act also states that an auditor of a municipality shall not be appointed for
a term exceeding five years.
The role of the Auditor is to conduct an audit(s) in accordance with Canadian generally
accepted auditing standards. Those standards require the Auditor to comply with
ethical requirements and to plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance
the consolidated financial statements are prepared in accordance with Canadian public
sector accounting standards and are free from material misstatement.
An audit involves performing procedures to obtain audit evidence about the amounts
and disclosures in the financial statements. The procedures selected depend on the
auditor’s judgement, include the assessment of risks of material misstatement of the
financial statements, whether due to fraud or error. The auditor will also evaluate the
appropriateness of accounting policies used and reasonableness of accounting
estimates made by the County, as well as evaluating the overall financial statement
presentation.
The auditor will consider internal controls relevant to the preparation and fair
presentation of the financial statements in order to design audit procedures that are
appropriate to the municipality’s circumstances and will communicate any concerns
regarding significant deficiencies in internal controls relevant to the audit of the financial
statements.
The auditor will communicate matters required by professional standards, to matters
that they identify, to Council and management. The Canadian Auditing Standard (CAS)
700 sets out the independent auditor’s report. If the auditor is unable to issue or
declines to issue an audit report, the auditor will discuss the reasons with management
and/or Council to seek to resolve any differences of view that may exist.
BDO has been the County’s auditor for over 40 years. Over these years the County has
been served by various engagement partners, senior managers, senior accountants,
and audit team staff members. This has provided the County with a variation of audit
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professionals reviewing the County’s financials to ensure compliance with regulatory
and statutory requirements, and accuracy of the County’s financial information. As well,
the profession is governed through the Charted Professional Accountants (CPA) of
Ontario and the CPA Code of Professional Conduct, which stresses the importance of
independence.
The County issued an RFP in 2005 for audit services for the fiscal years 2005 to 2009,
where BDO was the only respondent. In 2013, the County procured this service and
based on the four responses received and the evaluation criteria, BDO was selected as
the successful proponent and appointed for a further five-year period for the fiscal years
2013 to 2017.
Staff recommended in 2018 that for the services required for the audit of the 2018 fiscal
year, that the method of procurement be to single source this service. The reasoning at
this time was that there were challenges for Finance staff to properly scope the audit
services required in the future with the changes that were being considered with
management of the County’s long term care operations.
With the possibility of moving to a management contract, this may have resulted in
recommended corporate changes to processes, policies and procedures. Until these
processes, policies and procedures were finalized and documented, it would have been
difficult for County staff to document in a request for proposal the scope of work that
would be required for the provision of external audit services and therefore difficult for
proponents to respond to such a request for proposal.
BDO has worked with County staff to deliver a full range of audit and accounting
services for the County. Their expertise in this area is well respected, including
appointment as auditor for approximately 90 municipalities in Ontario.
As stated previously, BDO has a long-standing experience with auditing the County’s
financial activities and has worked with the County’s Finance staff in order that the
annual audit is undertaken in a professional and efficient manner. This has resulted, in
what Finance staff perceives to be a process that has reduced the County’s staff audit
work once the on-site audit has been undertaken, as the documentation required for the
audit has been prepared and accumulated in advance of the auditors’ arrival.
Staff believe that BDO’s municipal experience with the County’s operations have been
an asset to the County in providing an opinion on the County’s annual consolidated
financial statements and in recommending practices and/or controls to improve the
County’s financial processes. Staff also have an appreciation for having a local
municipal auditor with municipal county experience that can meet with staff without
extra costs for travel, etc. being incurred.
As a result of the Finance staff’s opinion of the value of the services received from BDO,
it is recommended that Council direct staff to enter into pricing negotiations with the firm
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of BDO Canada LLP of Owen Sound to award a single source five-year contract for
external audit services for the County of Grey based on the terms and conditions of
RFP-FIN-03-13.
Upon finalizing pricing negotiations with the firm of BDO Canada LLP of Owen Sound,
that a by-law will be prepared to appoint the firm of BDO Canada LLP of Owen Sound
as auditors for the for the County of Grey for a period of five (5) years beginning with the
2019 fiscal year and running through and including the audit for the 2023 fiscal year and
be presented to Council for consideration.
If County Council does not support the single sourcing of external audit services, staff
will develop a request for proposal for procuring external audit services.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Section 296 (1) of the Municipal Act requires that a municipality appoint an auditor
licensed under the Public Accounting Act, 2004.

Financial and Resource Implications
The recommendation to negotiate and appoint BDO Canada LLP could possibly have
an impact on the 2019 budget as the negotiated pricing is unknown at this time, as no
quoted pricing has been received from BDO Canada LLP. The pricing proposal
negotiated would be based on the 2018 scope of work and would not include a material
organizational change of the County, or material regulatory changes made impacting
accounting or auditing standards.
If Council directs staff to develop a competitive process for audit services for 2019
through to the 2023 fiscal years, the issuing of a request for proposal will require
Purchasing and Finance staff resources to undertake and evaluate.
There is the possibility that if a competitive process was undertaken for external audit
services that a successful proponent to a request for proposal may provide lower costs,
however given the previous RFP-FIN-03-13, any significant savings seems unlikely.

Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal – Finance and Purchasing staff

☐

External (list)

Appendices and Attachments
None
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Recommendation
1.

That SSR-CW-10-19 regarding School-Based Child Care Capital Projects
Bruce Grey Catholic District School Board Update be received; and

2.

That Council endorse the staff recommendation to proceed with the
school-based capital build child care projects with the Bruce Grey
Catholic District School Board; and

3.

That the Director of Social Services be authorized to execute and sign
the Joint Confirmation form with the Bruce Grey Catholic District School
Board before August 31, 2019.

Executive Summary
The Ministry of Education’s 2017 Early Years Capital Program has approved capital
construction proposals to retrofit existing childcare spaces and create additional
childcare spaces at two school locations. A decision is required on whether the County
wishes to execute the joint confirmation with the Bruce Grey Catholic District School
Board (BGCDSB).
Grey County provides fee subsidy for eligible families and operating funds for licensed
childcare providers from an envelope of funds provided by the province.

SSR-CW-10-19

1

56

Date: August 08, 2019

Background and Discussion
The 2017-2018 Early Years Capital Program (EYCP) is an investment of $1.6 billion in
capital funding for school boards across Ontario to support school-based “stand-alone”
child care capital builds and retrofits to create new licensed child care spaces for
children aged 0 to 4 years. The EYCP supports the MEDU vision for child care and
early years under the Renewed Early Years and Child Care Policy Framework, as well
as the commitments made in Ontario’s Action Plan under the Canada-Ontario Early
Learning and Child Care Agreement (ELCC).
Further to the province’s request for capital funding applications, Children’s Services
supported local school boards by reviewing each submission to ensure alignment with
the local and provincial priorities, resulting in three school board submissions for EYCP
funding.
In December 2017, the MEDU announced that three (3) local school boards were
approved for a total of five (5) school-based child care capital build projects. Further to
report SSR-CW-09-19, which reviewed the capital projects with the Bluewater District
School Board and the Conseil Scolaire Catholique Providence, this report is specific to
the projects being undertaken by Bruce Grey Catholic District School Board (BGCDSB).
Bruce Grey Catholic District School Board (BGCDSB)
Site
Age
Current Proposed
Net
Group
Spaces
Spaces
Change
St
Basil
Notre
Dame

Infant
Toddler

0
0

20
30

20
30

Pre School

0

48

48

Infant
Toddler

0
10

20
30

20
20

Pre School

24

48

24

34

196

162

Total Spaces

Notes

98 space increase (significant).
Inquiry had been submitted to
MEDU regarding adjusting the
net new spaces.
64 space increase (significant).
Inquiry has been submitted to
MEDU regarding adjusting the
net new spaces

In April 2019 Grey County Children’s Services was asked by MEDU to confirm support
for ongoing operating funding within the existing child care allocation, for the additional
licensed child care spaces being created as part of school-based capital builds.
Each Consolidated Municipal Service Manager (CMSM) determines how to distribute a
fixed allocation of funds between the General Operating Grant (GOG) and Child Care
Fee Subsidy. Child Care Fee Subsidy is intended to assist individual families that meet
the income testing with their licensed child care costs. The GOG is intended to assist
with increased access and affordability to licensed child care for all families. Operators
are encouraged to use the GOG to help keep the cost of their licensed spaces low.
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Grey County child care operators have kept the cost of licensed spaces on the lower
end of the provincial averages.
Increasing the allocation to GOG so that each operator maintains their per space
funding at current levels with the addition of 162 new spaces, would reduce the funds
available for Child Care Fee Subsidy. A reduction in GOG may result in child care
operators increasing rates to defray daily operating costs.
Presently, Grey County does not have a waiting list for fee subsidy, however demand is
stable and reducing the available subsidy funds would change this. An increase in
operating costs could increase subsidy demand or require the CMSM to implement a
cap on daily per diems paid to the operator for subsidy eligible families.
Joint Confirmation
Grey County has received a Joint Confirmation Form listing the school-based capital
projects that Grey County Children’s Services has been working on with the three local
school boards. The “Joint Confirmation – Previously-Approved School-based Child
Care Capital Projects” forms must be signed by both Grey County and school board,
then submitted to MEDU by August 30, 2019.
On July 11, 2019, Grey County Council approved proceeding with the additional spaces
for projects at the Bluewater District School Board and Conseil Scolaire Catholique
Providence. Approval from Council is required to meet the Ministry of Education
submission deadline to confirm that Grey County supports proceeding with the two
capital projects at the Bruce Grey Catholic District School Board.
On the Joint Confirmation Form, the County can choose one of the three following
Confirmation Status/Decision:
1. Defer – Grey County and the school board choose to wait to confirm whether this
project will proceed. Any required operating funding the new child care capital
spaces will be managed from within Grey County’s existing operating budget.
2. Proceed – Yes, Grey County and the school board confirm that this project will
proceed. Any required operating funding for the new child care capital spaces
will be managed from within Grey County’s existing operating budget.
3. Not Proceed – No, Grey County and the school board confirm that this project
will not proceed. The required operating funding for the new child care capital
spaces cannot be managed from within Grey County’s existing operating budget.
In June 2019 the MEDU advised that those school-based capital projects that are
selected to “not proceed”, cannot expect the capital funds to become available in future
years.
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Legal and Legislated Requirements
Child Care and Early Years Act, 2014 requires the Consolidated Municipal Service
Manager (CMSM) to provide strategic leadership for its local child care and early years
services. Under the Act, Grey County is a CMSM. This includes forecasting long range
child care and early years needs, both operationally and capital builds, and plan
accordingly.

Financial and Resource Implications
The Children’s Services 2019 child care budget will not be impacted as the capital
builds have not yet started. The construction of the school-based child care capital
build projects is managed and paid for through funding flowed by the Ministry of
Education directly to that school board. No Grey County levy is used for the capital
build project.
The potential impact will occur upon completion of the capital build projects and Ministry
licensing expected between 2020-2022. As the new spaces associated with these new
capital builds become active, it is understood that general operating grant funding may
be reduced to all operators. This may result in an increase in local child care fees.
With the new provincial approach to child care, announced in the 2019 provincial
budget, families may benefit from the new CARE tax credit as a method to offset some
of the increased child care costs. Further details as to the scope of the CARE tax credit
are pending release from the Province.
County staff resources will be required as a project team member in partnership with the
operator and school board.
Children’s Services will continue to monitor and analyze impacts from forthcoming
provincial policy announcements, and, as needed, develop strategies to minimize any
negative impacts to the system to maintain access to quality child care for Grey County
residents.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal (list)



☒

Grey County Clerk’s Office
Grey County Finance Department
Grey County Planning Department (Planning Data Analysis Coordinator)
External
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Bruce Grey Catholic District School Board

Appendices and Attachments
EYCC Memo 26 April 2019 - Previously Approved School Based Child Care Capital
Projects
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