Agenda
Committee of the Whole
April 8, 2021 – Following Council
Electronic Participation, Grey County Administration Building
1.

Call to Order

2.

Declaration of Interest

3.

Delegations
10:00 AM

Courtney Miller, Business Enterprise Centre Manager; Taylor Corfield,
Business Enterprise Coordinator
Business Enterprise Centre Update and Program Launch

10:15 AM

Peter Friese-Vice President, Corporate and Client Services, MTE Tax
Policy Updates

11:00 AM

Israr Ahmed, Senior Consultant and Project Lead; Jordan Gonda, P. EngConsultant Asset Management and John Murray, General Manager,
Asset Management Strategy and Performance-Public Sector Digest
Asset Management Strategy

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. Agricultural Advisory Committee minutes dated March 18, 2021
That the minutes of the Agricultural Advisory Committee dated March 18, 2021
be adopted as presented.
b. Letter from NeighbourWoods North
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That the letter from the NeighbourWoods North group dated March 18, 2021
regarding tree-planting at the Grey County Administration Building be
received for information
c. PDR-CW-12-21 Clarksbury Subdivision Redline Revision
That all written and oral submissions received on the proposed redline
revisions to plan of subdivision 42T-2017-01 were considered which helped to
make an informed recommendation and decision; and
That PDR-CW-12-21 be received, and that in consideration of the draft plan of
subdivision 42T-2017-01, 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 Lot 28,
Concession 7 (geographic Township of Collingwood) in the Town of The Blue
Mountains, subject to the revised conditions set out in the Notice of Decision.
d. HDR-CW-07-21 Social Services Relief Fund Phase 3
That Report HDR-CW-07-21 be received; and
That the additional $1,770,258 in unbudgeted Social Services Relief Fund
Phase 3 funds be approved for use in 2021, including grants to be made to
outside organizations, in accordance with the SSRF Phase 3 program
guidelines.
e. TR-CW-12-21 Award of RFT-TS-03-21 Grey Road 40 Resurfacing
That Report TR-CW-12-21 containing the tender results for RFT-TS-03-21 Grey
Road 40 Resurfacing be received; and
That Harold Sutherland Construction Ltd. be awarded the Tender for a total
amount of $627,605.80 excluding HST.
6.

Items For Direction and Discussion
a. FR-CW-12-21 2021 Tax Policy
That Report FR-CW-12-21 regarding 2021 property tax policies be received;
and
That County Council eliminate the Commercial and Industrial vacant and
excess subclass discounts with corresponding tax ratio reductions to the
Commercial and Industrial class to maintain the class-by-class balance as
outlined in Report FR-CW-12-21; and
That County Council adopt the remaining current 2020 tax ratios and the tax
reductions for 2021 taxation year; and
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That in the absence of Provincial Regulations for the new Small Business
Property Subclass, and the financial impact analysis required, that the new
Small Business Property Subclass be consider in a future budget year; and
That the necessary By-laws be drafted for Council’s consideration and
approval.
b. FR-CW-11-21 Grey County Asset Management Strategy
That That Report FR-CW-11-21 regarding the Grey County Asset Management
Strategy be received for information; and
That the Grey County Asset Management Strategy be approved as presented;
and
That staff be directed to implement the recommendations/action items
identified in the Strategy within the timeframes indicated, subject to annual
budget approval.
c. EDTC-CW-10-21 Local Immigration Partnership Strategy
That That Report EDTC-CW-10-21 regarding the Local Immigration
Partnership Strategy be received; and
That the Settlement Strategy be endorsed and the action plan be developed
through the Partnership Council and brought back to Council annually for
information.
d. TR-CW-01-21 Grey County Urban Road/Connecting Link Options
That Report TR-CW-01-21 regarding urban road/connecting link options be
received; and
That staff prepare for a workshop with municipal staff and councillors to be
completed before the summer of 2021 to discuss strategies and timelines for
potential transfers and road exchanges; and
That staff continue to develop various financial assessments and potential
action plans should transferring become the recommended option.
e. SSR-CW-01-21 Association of Municipalities of Ontario and Ontario Federation of
Indigenous Friendship Centres Declaration of Mutual Commitment and Friendship
That Report That Report SSR-CW-01-21 be received; and
That Grey County Council authorize the Warden and the Clerk to sign, along
with the M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre, the joint Association of
Municipalities of Ontario and the Ontario Federation of Indigenous Friendship
Centres’ Declaration of Mutual Commitment and Friends and Addendum, as
adapted, on behalf of Grey County; and
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That staff be directed to work with the M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship
Centre for the signing of the declaration and all actions contained within the
declaration itself; and
That Grey County and the M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre work
together to advance the commitments of the joint Declaration of Mutual
Commitment and Friendship.
7.

Closed Meeting Matters
That Committee of the Whole does now go into closed session to discuss:
i. Personal matters about an identifiable individual, including municipal or local
board employees pursuant to Section 239 (2) of the Municipal Act, 2001,
regarding appointment of a Treasurer.

8.

Other Business

9.

Notice of Motion

10. Adjournment
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Committee Minutes
Agricultural Advisory Committee
March 18, 2021 – 9:30 AM
The Agricultural Advisory Committee met on the above date through electronic means
with the following members in attendance:
Present:

Councillors Soever, Keaveney, Robinson and Woodbury and Warden
Selwyn Hicks; Amy Kitchen, Brenda Hsueh, John Dejong, Lorie Smith,
and Kathy Eckenswiller

Regrets:

RJ Taylor

Staff
Present:

Kim Wingrove, Chief Administrative Officer; Heather Morrison, Clerk;
Savanna Myers, Director of Economic Development, Tourism and Culture;
Philly Markowitz, Economic Development Officer; Scott Taylor, Senior
Planner; Katrina Peredun, Communications Officer and Kathie Nunno,
Deputy Clerk / Legislative Coordinator

Call to Order
Chair Dejong called the meeting to order at 9:30 AM.

Declaration of Interest
There were no declarations.

ConnectON Verbal Update
Philly Markowitz spoke about Connect ON, a provincial program that has been in
existence for approximately five years mapping agri-food value chain and manufacturing
sectors across Ontario. Founding member Golden Horseshoe Food and Farming
Alliance partnered with OMAFRA and Western Ontario Warden’s Caucus for this
initiative. Municipalities are now participating.
The objective is for economic developers and planning staff, under the terms of the data
sharing agreement, to use the data to build connections, identify gaps and
opportunities, and measure economic impacts.
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Chesley Ag Program
Philly Markowitz provided an update on the specialist high skills major program, often
referred to as the Chesley Ag Program. It is a high school program for grades 11 and 12
where students learn everything related to agriculture: livestock, veterinary, marketing
crops, soil sciences, agricultural business planning, etc. The program has been offered
for the last 16 years with the demonstration farm located in Chesley. Students from any
school in the Bluewater District School Boards can participate.
Grey County economic development, culture and planning staff met recently with school
board and agricultural representatives to discuss the possibility of a future program relocation to Grey Roots and proposed Regional Agriculture Demonstration Site. There
are no timelines for this project currently, as it is currently in early stages of research
and data collection.
This initiative supports retention of youth in agriculture.
Members discussed past and present participation in the program and tracking what
happens post-secondary.
Ontario Soil and Crop Improvement Association supports this program through
scholarships.
There is opportunity to contribute to this initiative and the program is welcoming input.
The Committee agreed to keep the Chesley Ag Program as a standing agenda item to
gather comments and prepare a future report for consideration of the initiative by
County Council.

Upcoming Agri-food Workshop Partnerships
Philly Markowitz spoke about online workshops during the pandemic and provided a list
of both upcoming and previously held workshops.

Notice of Open House for Forest Management by-law
Update
Scott Taylor advised that Grey County is reviewing the forest management by-law which
was passed in 2006 looking specifically at woodlands that are one hectare in size or
greater. The objective is to integrate with provincial and other legislation and Grey
County and local municipal by-laws.
The public process starts with a virtual open house on March 24, 2021 from 5:00 – 6:30
PM. This open house will be a joint open house with the Town of The Blue Mountains.
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More information, including registration details for the open house can be found on the
County website. There will be other opportunities for feedback and other approaches
such as phone interviews if virtual participation is a challenge.
The draft by-law will be included on a future agenda for feedback from the Committee.

Other Business
Sector Representatives – Information Sharing on Important
issues/Challenges or Opportunities


Legislation
o Bill C156
 Concern that animal rights organizations are challenging this legislation
 Benefits include family privacy, security, animal welfare, commodity group
regulations
 Education opportunity to share the benefits
 There are resources available on the Federation of Agriculture website
including universal signage
o Pesticide
 Pesticide regulation changes – producers will have to get licensed to buy
the products that were previously available with professional designation
or an OFA card.
 There are courses available through the Ontario Pesticide Education
Program website



Livestock Health
o There is a highly contagious respiratory illness in chickens that is new to this
area. Risk is increased with people attending farms
o Philly Markowitz will present a report on this to this Committee at a future
meeting



Climate Change
o What can we do in agriculture to address climate change?
o Removals of hedgerows/wind breaks on farms
 Landscape doesn’t look as nice
 Clear cutting turns land to sand dunes
 Blowing snow is terrible on winter roadways near open farm fields
 Affected by land prices (environment and agriculture)
 Drainage, flooding, erosion, run-off, loss of nutrients on fields
 Resilient landscape
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Local Meat Processing
o There is a need for more local abattoirs/local processing capacity
o Find ways for new abattoir start-up, help existing to continue, create succession
strategies, and provide apprenticeships for abattoir and butchering
o How do we have mobile and safe local abattoirs (safer than transporting the
animals)
o Legally have animals slaughtered on farm (by choice).
o Regulation is a barrier
o Meat & Poultry Ontario has circulated a survey about needs of across-province
abattoirs
o Grey County staff are working with an abattoir interested in doing business here.



Development and Real Estate
o How many applications are being received for new farm buildings/on-farm
stores?
o How many farming development applications are municipalities receiving?
o What are the various tax rates?
o Increase in farmland value: how are new farmers going to be able to afford land
and how are existing farmers going to be able to expand their farm base?
o Farmland rental is also increasing and more expensive
o Inputs into the community are tight and could lead to higher prices and reduced
availability
o Real estate affordability to support the community is becoming a challenge for
people living in town and farming offsite – housing affordability
o People buying homes close to farms are finding privacy issues with machinery
coming close to property
o New farm businesses
 Unique and small scale for this area
 Impact of land pricing
 Tracking change data
 More start-up inquiries throughout the Province
 How can we support new farm start-ups?
 Networking supports
 Impact of new farmers who buy farms and then decide not to continue
farming



Education and Awareness
o Agri Industry
 Webinars instead of in-person courses
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 Resources for those new to farming
 Seed saving practices to reduce vulnerability of local producers
o Public
 How can we work to help property owners understand Bill C156?
 New people dabbling in farming may have expertise issues – lack of
adequate fencing, learning about animal welfare,
 Real estate market is booming and new people moving to area.
 People new to farming don’t always understand what it takes to be a
farmer.
 People new to the area are unfamiliar with farming smells or farming
implements on the road.
 Farmers are challenged with people not having patience on the road.
 Option for education materials to be included in new homeowner package
 Share the same information on all municipal websites
 Real estate agents can help with information sharing


Marketing
o COVID prompted producers to move to direct market/on-line sales platform
 Demand and boom in local food
 On-line sales fronts available for farmers have done well
 There is a skill set involved with selling online. Not all farms are well
positioned to take advantage of that
 Work with promoting online business setup
 Importance of reliable internet
 Connection, mental health, online businesses
 Building capacity in rural internet continues to be a challenge



Supply
o Seeds:
 sourcing seeds for vegetable farms is a challenge
 producers are three months behind in packaging seeds
o Meat processing:
 due to, boom and demand for product, unable to book additional
processing so unable to take advantage of the demand to produce more
products
 Wide range of quality in processing available on a small-scale level.
Consumers are demanding a high-quality product. Example: sausages –
lack of consistency across the board for processing is a challenge for
consumer confidence
o Winter storage:

9

Agricultural Advisory Committee
March 18, 2021

 Grocery stores clear-out throughout the pandemic and food supplies
 Grey County is zone 4 and 5 for growing, but have capacity to grow and
store a lot of our own food through the winter, but there aren’t a lot of
farms doing that.
 Winter storage capacity and winter infrastructure


Mental Health
o Suicide rate among farmers is high compared to other occupations
o University of Guelph is conducting a survey which is open until May 8 for all
farmers across Canada. It takes 20 minutes and has comparative questions for
current mental health versus pre-pandemic
o Canadian Mental Health Grey Bruce is offering a new program called “In the
Know” this April focused on understanding and managing stressors https://ontario.cmha.ca/intheknow



Research
o Funding cuts of research dollars within federal and provincial agricultural
organizations.

This Committee can help with awareness and education on these topics. Those with
expertise can attend committee and speak as a delegation to issues such as mobile
abattoirs. Work at this Committee dovetails with work of other Grey County committees
such as the Climate Change Task Force.

Next Meeting Dates
To be determined.
On motion by Councillor Woodbury and Lorie Smith, the meeting adjourned at 11:04
AM.
John Dejong, Chair
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

April 8, 2021

Subject / Report No:

PDR-CW-12-21

Title:

Clarksbury Subdivision Redline Revision

Prepared by:

Randy Scherzer

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Town of The Blue Mountains

Status:

Recommendation
1. That all written and oral submissions received on the proposed redline revisions
to plan of subdivision 42T-2017-01 were considered which helped to make an
informed recommendation and decision; and
2. That PDR-CW-12-21 be received, and that in consideration of the draft plan of
subdivision 42T-2017-01, 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 Lot 28,
Concession 7 (geographic Township of Collingwood) in the Town of The Blue
Mountains, subject to the revised conditions set out in the Notice of Decision.

Executive Summary
The report considers proposed revisions to Phase 2 of draft plan of subdivision 42T-2017-01
known as Clarksbury. Phase 1 of the Clarksbury Subdivision has been approved and
registered. The proposed redline revisions would make some minor modifications to the
lot/block lines. There are no changes to the total number of proposed lots and there are no
changes to the overall developable area. 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 Phase 2
of draft plan of subdivision 42T-2017-01 known as Clarksbury. The subject lands are described
as Part of Lot 28, Concession 7 (geographic Township of Collingwood), Town of The Blue
Mountains (see Map 1 – Subject Lands).

PDR-CW-12-21
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Map 1 - Subject Lands

The proposed redline revisions would make some minor modifications to the lot lines between
Lots 44 and 60 and shifting the open space trail connection block (Block 61) slightly to the east
to create residential lots that are more consistent to the built form that is provided in Phase 1.
There are no changes to the total number of proposed lots and there are no changes to the
overall developable area as currently depicted in the draft approved plan (See Map 2 – Excerpt
of Proposed Revised Plan).
The Applicant has submitted a Planning Justification Report and a Revised Draft Plan. Copies
of all background reports and plans can be found at this link.

PDR-CW-12-21
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Map 2 – Excerpt of Proposed Revised Plan

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.

PDR-CW-12-21
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Grey Sauble Conservation Authority (GSCA)
In a letter dated February 23, 2021, the GSCA indicates that they have no objections to the
proposed revisions.

Hydro One
In correspondence dated February 10, 2021, Hydro One has indicated that they have no
comments or concerns at this time.

Bell Canada
In correspondence dated February 9, 2021, Bell Canada notes that they have no objections to
the application at this time. They advise the Owner to connect with Bell Canada during detailed
design to confirm the provision of communication and telecommunication infrastructure required
to service the development.

Town of The Blue Mountains
In a letter dated March 8, 2021, Town of The Blue Mountains staff note that they have no
objections to the proposed redline revisions. The Owner is advised that the proposed revisions
to the current Draft Plan will require a redesign of the preliminary engineering previously
accepted by the Town for Phase 2. The Phase 2 technical submission will need to address the
redesign. Town staff notes that existing draft plan conditions already capture this requirement.

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) 2020, and conform to any official plans or provincial plans that govern the subject lands.
In this case, the County of Grey Official Plan and the Town of The Blue Mountains Official Plan
have jurisdiction over the subject property. The subject lands are also located within the
Niagara Escarpment Plan Area; however, a development permit is not required from the
Niagara Escarpment Commission as development control has been lifted within this area.

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 sufficient justification has been provided in support of the proposed revisions. 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).

PDR-CW-12-21
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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. 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 ‘Recreational Resort Area’ within the County
Official Plan. Subject to the revised conditions of draft approval attached to this report, the
application conforms to the goals and objectives of the County of Grey Official Plan.

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

Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal: Planning

☒

External: Town of The Blue Mountains, prescribed agencies, public

Appendices and Attachments
PDR-CW-23-18 Clarksbury Subdivision Final Report
Draft Notice of Decision (revised conditions of draft approval) - attached

PDR-CW-12-21
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Applicant: Clarksbury Lands Corporation (c/o Scott Paris)
File No.: 42T-2017-01
Municipality: Town of The Blue Mountains
Location: Part of Lot 28, Concession 7 (geographic Township of Collingwood)
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-2017-01 on
June 14, 2018. Phase 1 of the development has been final approved. Revised Draft Plan
Approval for Phase 2 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 a proposed
plan of subdivision to the Local Planning Appeal 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 on its behalf.
No person* or public body shall be added as a party to the hearing of the appeal of the decision
of the approval authority, including the lapsing provisions of the conditions, unless the person
or public body, before the decision of the approval authority, made oral submissions at a public
meeting or written submissions to the council, or made a written request to be notified of
changes to the conditions or, in the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal’s opinion, there are
reasonable grounds to add the person or public body as a party.
*Notwithstanding the above, only a ‘person’ listed in subsection 51(48.3) of the Planning Act
may appeal the decision of the County of Grey to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT)
as it relates to the proposed plan of subdivision. Below is the prescribed list of ‘persons’
eligible to appeal a decision of the County of Grey related to the proposed plan of subdivision
as per subsection 51(48.3) of the Planning Act. These are recent changes that have been
made to the Planning Act by the province. A link to the revised Planning Act can be found
here - https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90p13. For more information about these recent
changes, please visit the LPAT website or contact LPAT https://elto.gov.on.ca/tribunals/lpat/about-lpat/.

PDR-CW-12-21
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Applicant: Clarksbury Lands Corporation (c/o Scott Paris)
File No.: 42T-2017-01
Municipality: Town of The Blue Mountains
Location: Part of Lot 28, Concession 7 (geographic Township of Collingwood)
Date of Decision:
Date of Notice:
Last Date of Appeal:

The prescribed list of ‘persons’ eligible to appeal a decision of the County on the proposed
plan of subdivision as per subsection 51(48.3) of the Planning Act is as follows:
1. A corporation operating an electric utility in the local municipality or planning area to
which the plan of subdivision would apply.
2. Ontario Power Generation Inc.
3. Hydro One Inc.
4. A company operating a natural gas utility in the local municipality or planning area to
which the plan of subdivision would apply.
5. A company operating an oil or natural gas pipeline in the local municipality or planning
area to which the plan of subdivision would apply.
6. A person required to prepare a risk and safety management plan in respect of an
operation under Ontario Regulation 211/01 (Propane Storage and Handling) made under
the Technical Standards and Safety Act, 2000, if any part of the distance established as
the hazard distance applicable to the operation and referenced in the risk and safety
management plan is within the area to which the plan of subdivision would apply.
7. A company operating a railway line any part of which is located within 300 metres of any
part of the area to which the plan of subdivision would apply.
8. A company operating as a telecommunication infrastructure provider in the area to which
the plan of subdivision would apply.
RIGHT OF APPLICANT OR PUBLIC BODY TO APPEAL CONDITIONS
The following may, at any time before the approval of the final plan of subdivision, appeal any of
the conditions imposed by the approval authority to the Tribunal by filing a notice of appeal with
the approval authority: the applicant; any public body that, before the approval authority made its
decision, made oral submissions at a public meeting or written submissions to the approval
authority; the Minister; or the municipality in which the subject land is located.
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 made a written request to be notified of changes to the conditions.
RELATED APPLICATIONS
None
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 519-3762205 or 1-800-567-GREY.
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

PDR-CW-12-21
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Applicant: Clarksbury Lands Corporation (c/o Scott Paris)
File No.: 42T-2017-01
Municipality: Town of The Blue Mountains
Location: Part of Lot 28, Concession 7 (geographic Township of Collingwood)
Date of Decision:
Date of Notice:
Last Date of Appeal:

Draft Plan Approval was originally given by the County to Plan of Subdivision 42T-2017-01 on
June 14, 2018. Phase 1 of the development has been final approved and registered. Revised
Draft Plan Approval for Phase 2 is hereby given by the County of Grey for the application
regarding the above noted lands. The County’s conditions of draft approval are amended as
follows:
No.

Conditions
1. Condition 1 of the draft plan conditions approved on June 14, 2018 is hereby deleted
and replaced with the following:
That the final plan for Phase 2 shall conform to the Draft Plan of Subdivision File No.
42T-2017-01 prepared by Innovative Planning Solutions and surveyed by Zubek,
Emo, Patten and Thomsen Ltd. dated December 11, 2020 showing a total of 17
single detached lots (Lots 44 to 60) and one open space block (Block 61).
2. Condition 26 of the draft plan conditions approved on June 14, 2018 is hereby deleted
and replaced with the following:
The Owner shall dedicate Block 61 of the Draft Plan for Phase 2 to the Town for Open
Space/Trail purposes.
3. That all other conditions of draft approval as granted on June 14, 2018 remain in effect.

PDR-CW-12-21
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

April 8, 2021

Subject / Report No:

HDR-CW-07-21

Title:

Social Services Relief Fund Phase 3

Prepared by:

Anne Marie Shaw, Director of Housing

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove, CAO

Lower Tier(s) Affected: All
Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report HDR-CW-07-21 be received; and
2. That the additional $1,770,258 in unbudgeted Social Services Relief Fund
Phase 3 funds be approved for use in 2021, including grants to be made to
outside organizations, in accordance with the SSRF Phase 3 program
guidelines.

Executive Summary
The Province has extended Social Service Relief Fund (SSRF) and added Phase 3 of
funding to assist agencies providing services to our most vulnerable populations to
navigate through Covid 19 to the end of December 2021. The funds will be used to
continue to fund current services and supports that address the negative impacts of
Covid 19. Previous funding ended March 31, 2021. An update on current Covid 19
initiatives is provided.

Background
The Province has extended SSRF funding past March 31, 2021 with additional SSRF
Phase 3 funding to be used by December 31, 2021. The funds will be used to continue
to fund current services and supports that address the negative impacts of Covid 19 on
vulnerable households and individuals. The funds will assist with rental arrears due to
Covid 19, short term emergency accommodations and provide assistance to community
agencies to provide extended or additional services and supplies. The funds will
HDR-CW-07-21
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maintain and improve on infection prevention and control measures in congregate care
settings and other non-profit settings.
The County received $1,770,258 in SSRF Phase 3 funding for operational expenses.
The funds cannot be used for capital expenses.

Funding Plan
Short Term Emergency Housing: continue to support emergency housing for people
experiencing homelessness. Due to Covid 19 and lack of vacancies, short term
emergency stays are longer in days and due to Covid 19 related practices and
precautions, nightly rental amounts are higher.
Community Supports: funds will allow extra staffing for Outreach Supports for mental
health and housing to continue. Extra staffing is required due to increase of people
seeking assistance in our communities. There is also an increase in the acuity of
assistance required. Funding is being provided for extra staffing at Canadian Mental
Health Association (CMHA), Y Housing and Safe n Sound.
Community agencies: will continue to support multiple community agencies that
provide supports to our residents such as food banks, food delivery to motels during
isolation, drop in centres for services, indigenous housing initiatives, 211 and the United
Way.
Rental Arrears Program: the County will continue to fund a rental arrears program to
assist residents behind in their rent due to Covid 19.
PPE and cleaning: the funds will continue to assist organizations and Grey County
Housing with required PPE and cleaning to meet Covid 19 related standards and best
practices.
Housing with Supports: funds will continue to assist congregate care settings to
ensure cleaning and best practices are being met. The funds will also be used to pay for
the overflow of clients at the centres from hospital. The funds will assist in paying the
per diem required above normal funding rates through our Community Homelessness
Prevention Initiative.
Community Initiatives: funds will allow the County to identify gaps in services and find
solutions to best serve resident needs through Covid 19 and the recovery phase.

HDR-CW-07-21
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COVID 19 Housing Initiatives 2021
Area of Need

Actions

Community and
Non-Profit
Housing

1. Enhanced cleaning of public high touch areas in Grey County Housing
Buildings. Information posted in buildings for social distancing, selfisolation, procedures for safely doing laundry. Common rooms open
with limited occupancy for physical distancing.
2. Phone reach out to residents of Grey County Housing to provide
information on how to access vaccine for those in priority groups. Grey
County has 90 residents over 80 years of age.
3. Short-term rental arrears program is available for those behind in rent
due to Covid 19.
4. Canada-Ontario Housing Benefit program year two is due to start in
April to assist households on the County’s subsidized housing wait list
living in private rental housing with a rent benefit.


Will provide a subsidy to approximately 20 households on the Grey
County waitlist.



The Canada-Ontario Housing Benefit is intended to help bridge the
gap between the rent a household can afford to pay and the
market rent of their unit

5. Provide funding for enhanced cleaning and PPE to non-profit housing
providers
6. Provide IPAC information and tools to congregate care living centres
supported by Grey County.
7. Provide additional subsidy to cover additional tenants over and above
annual allocations at congregate living settings through CHPI program
Services for
People
Experiencing
Homelessness

8. Increased funding through Social Services Relief Fund for emergency
short term housing. Rooms secured at motels and hotels throughout
Grey County.
9. Funding for Outreach Workers due to increase in residents accessing
emergency short term shelter.
10. Funding for an Outreach Mental Health Worker through CMHA
11. Established a By-Name list to assist those experiencing
homelessness, specifically chronic homelessness. A By Name List is a
list of people experiencing homelessness who would like to receive
assistance from the Service Manager and other community supports.
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Area of Need

Actions
12. In partnership with Bruce County provide funding to staff the Housing
Navigator position at CMHA for the by name list
13. Establish a Self-Isolation Centre for people who are experiencing
homelessness and need a place to live when they are confirmed to
have COVID-19 or pending results of their COVID-19 test. Centre
could be used as a relocation centre for supportive housing, if required
14. Funding to Safe n Sound to provide after-hours/evening services and
a additional outreach worker to support individuals experiencing
homelessness
15. Funding to local groups throughout Grey County providing food and
meals due to increased need
16. Funding to 211 Community Connections for staffing due to large
increase in volume of calls. Receive weekly reports of unmet needs
and find solutions to housing and homelessness related gaps.
17. Funds to local indigenous outreach services due to increase in need
18. Funding for three proponents to renovate existing buildings into
transitional/supportive housing.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
All funds must be spent by the Service Manager by December 31, 2021

Financial and Resource Implications
All funds are Provincial.

Relevant Consultation
☐ Internal:
☐ External:

Appendices and Attachments
Grey County SSRF Phase 3 Funding Letter
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

April 8, 2021

Subject / Report No:

TR-CW-12-21

Title:

Award of RFT-TS-03-21 Grey Roads 40 Resurfacing

Prepared by:

Matt Marck, Engineering Manager
Sharon Melville, Buyer

Reviewed by:

Pat Hoy, Director of Transportation Services

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Municipality of Chatsworth

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report TR-CW-12-21 containing the tender results for RFT-TS-03-21 Grey Road 40
Resurfacing be received; and
2. That Harold Sutherland Construction Ltd. be awarded the Tender for a total amount of
$627,605.80 excluding HST.

Executive Summary
This project consists of:
Grey Road 40 from Gore Crescent easterly to Veterans Road, for a total length of 3.588 kilometres of
road resurfacing. This project includes the following:






3.25 metre lanes with 1.25 metre paved shoulders;
Hot Mix Overlay;
400 m of platform widening;
The roadway will be open to traffic with intermittent alternating lane closures;
The anticipated project window falls between May 3, 2021 and
May 28, 2021.

It is recommended to award RFT-TS-03-21 to Harold Sutherland Construction Ltd for the bid amount of
$627,605.80 excluding HST.

Background and Discussion
The Tender was posted on the Grey County website from February 25, 2021 until March 16, 2021. The
bids received are shown below:
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RFT-TS-03-21 Tender Results
#

Name of Bidder

Bid Amount – (excl.
taxes)

1.

Cox Construction

$637,357.34

2.

EC King Contracting

$663,157.30

3.

Harold Sutherland Construction

$627,605.80

Legal and Legislated Requirements
None.

Financial and Resource Implications
Project Funding
Item

Excluding HST

Net HST

Approved Total Project Budget

$456,564.47

$464,600.00

Tender Award Amount

$627,605.80

$638,651.66

Construction Contingency (5%)

$31,380.29

$31,932.58

Total Tender Projected Costs

$670,584.24

The total project amount is over budget by $205,984.24
This deficit is largely due to the detailed design taking place post budget in the new year which included
unscoped work from the original estimate consisting of platform widening, granular sealing and
excavation for pavement widening. Additionally, the traffic control costs came in higher than estimated.
The 10 year plan estimate which was transferred to the 2021 budget in late 2020 was based on a
simple resurfacing that did not account for the above.
The five percent contingency is being applied to cover off any possible fluctuations in the Asphalt
Cement Index.
It is expected that the deficit will be covered off by any surplus generated from the capital construction
program, or failing an expected surplus, the Transportation General Reserves.

Relevant Consultation
☐

Internal

☐

External
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Appendices and Attachments
TR-CW-12-21 Location Map

Grey Road 40 Site Location Map
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

April 8, 2021

Subject / Report No:

FR-CW-12-21

Title:

2021 Tax Policy

Prepared by:

Kevin Weppler, Director of Corporate Services

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove, CAO

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

All Local Municipalities

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report FR-CW-12-21 regarding 2021 property tax policies be received; and
2. That County Council eliminate the Commercial and Industrial vacant and excess
subclass discounts with corresponding tax ratio reductions to the Commercial
and Industrial class to maintain the class-by-class balance as outlined in Report
FR-CW-12-21; and

3. That County Council adopt the remaining current 2020 tax ratios and the tax
reductions for 2021 taxation year; and

4. That in the absence of Provincial Regulations for the new Small Business
Property Subclass, and the financial impact analysis required, that the new Small
Business Property Subclass be considered in a future budget year; and

5. That the necessary By-laws be drafted for Council’s consideration and approval.
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Executive Summary






Report provides background and advice to Council to establish annual tax policy
decisions.
Proposing the eliminations of the commercial and industrial vacant and excess subclass
discounts in 2021 with a corresponding tax ratio reduction to maintain the class-by-class
tax balance
Recommending not to implement the new Small Business Property Subclass in the 2021
tax year.
Responsibility of upper-tier municipality to pass by-laws relating to tax policy decisions.

Background and Discussion
The purpose of this report is to provide County Council with the background and advice to
enable the County to establish tax policies that affect how the County of Grey apportions the
County tax burden by property class, as well as between the nine local municipalities.
In order to enact these policy decisions, it is also the responsibility of the upper-tier municipality
to pass a tax policy by-law annually.
In preparation for this report, the tax policy items set out below were discussed on February 19th
and March 12th with the local municipal treasurers and staff to receive their input, direction and
support.

Current Value Assessment
The Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) has historically conducted a provincewide assessment update every four years to update the assessed values of every property in
Ontario. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the Ontario government postponed the 2020
assessment update. For the 2021 property tax year, property values will continue to be based
on the fully phased-in January 1, 2016 current values. This means property owner’s property
assessment for the 2021 property tax year will be the same as the 2020 tax year unless there
has been a change to the property.
The Ontario Government announced on March 24, 2021, as part of the 2021 Ontario Budget,
that the Province would be further postponing the property tax reassessment. The government
has stated that they will be seeking input from municipalities, taxpayers and interested
stakeholders regarding the timing and valuation date for the next reassessment.

Growth, Loss, Reassessment, Phase-In, and Levy Change
Property assessments change in one of two fundamental ways; to reflect a property’s values as
of a current valuation date or to reflect actual changes to a property’s state, condition, or use
(growth change – positive or negative). Physical changes to property that include new
construction, additions, improvements, and demolitions, translate into net assessment growth.
Table 1 illustrates the 2020 net assessment growth.
Table 1 – 2020 Net Taxation Growth From Assessment Growth
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2020 Current Value Assessment
Realty Tax Class

Roll as
Returned

Roll as
Revised

In-Year Growth
$

%

Taxable
Residential

$49,012,161

$50,128,347

$1,116,186

2.28%

$2,302,988

$2,304,875

$1,887

0.08%

$158,241

$161,412

$3,171

2.00%

$41,923

$48,901

$6,978

16.65%

$1,310,696

$1,315,381

$4,685

0.36%

$847,158

$847,158

$0

0.00%

Commercial

$4,139,788

$4,200,713

$60,925

1.47%

Industrial

$1,187,451

$1,218,635

$31,184

2.63%

$146,224

$147,539

$1,315

0.90%

$59,146,630

$60,372,961

$1,226,331

2.07%

$139,394

$139,692

$298

0.21%

$66

$66

$0

0.00%

$10,324

$10,324

$0

0.00%

$492,364

$508,477

$16,113

3.27%

$15,109

$14,806

-$303

-2.01%

$6,013

$6,013

$0

0.00%

$663,270

$679,378

$16,108

2.43%

$59,809,900

$61,052,339

$1,242,439

2.08%

Farm
Managed Forest
New Multi-Residential
Multi-Residential
Resort Condominium

Pipeline
Sub-Total Taxable
Payment-In-Lieu
Residential
Farm
Multi-Residential
Commercial
Industrial
Landfill
Sub-Total PIL

Total (Taxable + PIL)

Provincial Education Taxes
While municipalities levy and collect the education portion of the property tax bill, municipalities
have no authority over the tax rates employed for this purpose. Since 1998, education tax rates
have been regulated by the Minister of Finance on an annual basis. Uniform education tax
rates have been prescribed for properties in residential, multi-residential, farm and managed
forest property classes, which apply across the entire province. Traditionally, annual

FR-CW-12-21

29

April 8, 2021

adjustments to the uniform residential education rate have been made to maintain approximate
revenue neutrality on a Province-wide basis.
In the absence of any reassessment or phase-in change for 2021, uniform education tax rates
have been held constant to 2020 levels:



Residential, Multi-Residential, New-Multi-Residential = 0.00153000
Farm and Managed Forest = 0.00038250

Business Education Tax
The Province also prescribes business education tax (BET) rates; however, these are set at a
unique level for each upper-tier and single-tier jurisdiction. From 1998 through 2007, the
Province maintained approximate revenue neutrality at the single and upper-tier municipal level
when setting education tax rates for the business classes. This meant municipal specific
adjustment in reassessment years and rate freezes for non-reassessment years.
Certain business properties also receive special tax treatment for education purposes if they are
eligible for inclusion in one of the “new construction” classes (commercial residual, shopping
centre, office building, industrial residual and large industrial). These five new construction
property classes are based on the same criteria as traditional counterpart classes and are
subject to differential treatment for education purposes only.

2021 Business Education Tax (BET) Cuts
As part of the Province’s 2020 Budget, they enacted a reduction in the Business Education Tax
(BET) Rates province-wide to a uniform level of 0.88%. This translates to rate reductions over
2020 of approximately 30% for any rate that was at the previous maximum, and just over 10%
for new construction rates and those set to the previous target level of 0.98%.
The implication for the majority of business class properties is that they could see tax reductions
of the Education portion of their tax bill of between 10% and 30%. Table 2 contains a summary
to 2021 education tax rates in comparison to the 2020 rates as regulated.
Table 2 – Provincial Education Rates
2020 versus 2021 Provincial Education Rates (Taxable Only)
Education Rate
Realty Tax Class

2020

2021

Change
%

Residential

0.00153000

0.00153000

0.00%

Farmland Awaiting Development (FAD1)

0.00038250

0.00038250

0.00%

Farm/Managed Forest

0.00038250

0.00038250

0.00%

New Multi-Residential

0.00153000

0.00153000

0.00%

Multi-Residential

0.00153000

0.00153000

0.00%

Commercial

0.01250000

0.00880000

-29.60%
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2020 versus 2021 Provincial Education Rates (Taxable Only)
Education Rate
Realty Tax Class

2020

Change

2021

%

Commercial New Construction

0.00980000

0.00880000

-10.20%

Resort Condominium

0.00153000

0.00153000

0.00%

Industrial

0.01250000

0.00880000

-29.60%

Industrial New Construction

0.00980000

0.00880000

-10.20%

SSOFB (C & I)

0.00245000

0.00220000

-10.20%

Pipeline

0.00980000

0.00880000

-19.75%

SSOFB refers to the “Small Scale On-Farm Business” for commercial and industrial properties.

Tax Policy Tools
For 2021, the Municipal Act continues to provide upper-tier municipalities with tax policy tools
that may be used to alter the distribution of the tax burden within and between tax classes.

Tax Ratios
County Council establishes the relative tax distribution for multi-residential, commercial,
industrial and pipeline classes annually. Property tax ratios determine how a property class
municipal tax rate compares with the residential tax rate which is legislated to equal 1.0. The
purpose of tax ratios is to manage the balance of taxation among properties based on their use
or classification. Without classes and ratios a $100 of industrial or farmland assessment would
carry the same share of the tax liability as a residential property.
In setting tax ratios for all other property classes, municipalities must do so within the guidelines
prescribed by the Province. Council may choose to adopt:
1. The current tax ratio for any class, or;
2. A new tax ratio for the year that is closer to or within the Range of Fairness, as shown in
Table 1 – Tax Ratio Summary, or;
3. Ratios that mitigate reassessment related tax shifts between classes in accordance with
the regulated calculations.
Table 3 – Grey County Tax Ratio Summary
Grey
Ranges of Fairness
County
Realty Tax Class
Lower
Upper
2020
Limit
Limit
Ratios

Threshold Ratios
Threshold

Subject to Levy
Restriction

Residential

1.000000

1.00

1.00

-

N/A

Farm

0.218000

0.00

0.25

-

N/A

Managed Forest

0.250000

0.25

0.25

-

N/A
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Realty Tax Class

Grey
County
2020
Ratios

Ranges of Fairness

Threshold Ratios

Lower
Limit

Upper
Limit

Threshold

Subject to Levy
Restriction

New Multi-Residential

1.000000

1.00

1.10

-

N/A

Multi-Residential

1.441197

1.00

1.10

2.00

No

Commercial

1.306940

0.60

1.10

1.98

No

Resort Condominium

1.000000

1.00

1.001

-

N/A

Industrial

1.858187

0.60

1.10

2.63

No

Landfill

1.000000

0.60

1.10

25.00

N/A

Pipeline

0.906848

0.60

0.70

-

N/A

Subclasses and Subclass Discounts
There are a number of different subclasses that apply to different property types depending on
use, zoning, nature of improvements and nature of enterprise. These include:








Commercial and Industrial Vacant Land, which applies to properties that are included in
one of these classes as a result of zoning or planning details, but which have no
assessable improvement (buildings).
Commercial and Industrial Excess Land subclasses captures portions of improved
property that are in excess of the amount of land required to support the improved
portions of the land under municipal planning rules.
Properties coded as Farmland Awaiting Development (FAD) are properties being
actively farmed, but for which a plan of subdivision has been registered (FAD1) or
building permits have been issued (FAD2). Properties will fall into one of the residential,
multi-residential, commercial, or industrial subclasses, depending on the future use of
the land.
Small Scale-On Farm Business (SSOFB) serve to apply to the first 50,000 of current
value assessment (CVA) for eligible commercial and industrial improvements on farm
properties. Eligible improvements must be primarily used to process, manufacture, sell
or market something produced by or delivered from the farming on the land.

The following illustration and explanation have been included to assist Council in understanding
the types of property captured in the vacant and excess land subclasses.
Property A: Is a completely unimproved lot and would be classified as Vacant Land.
Property B/C: Is comprised of both Improved and Unimproved land.
- The “B” Portion is considered Occupied.
- The “C” Portion is classified as Excess Land.
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Adjusting Subclass Discounts
The following rules and limitations apply to the setting, application, and movement of subclass
discounts:






As of 2021, upper and single-tier municipalities can set the discounts for vacant and
excess land anywhere up to 35% (0.65 factor) or may choose not to apply any discount,
or a factor of 1.0;
FAD 1 rates for all classes (Residential, Multi-Residential, Commercial, and Industrial)
are all uniform and represent a discounted residential rate;
The FAD 1 discount may not be moved more than 10 points in any year (e.g. 0.25 to
0.35); and
If adopted, the discount factor for Small Scale On-Farm Business subclass is fixed at
0.25.

Table 4 – Subclass Discount Factors (Expressed as a % of Full Class Rate)
Range of Flexibility
Status Quo (2020)
Tax Classes and Subclass
Discount Factors
Lower Limit
Upper Limit
Residential
FAD First Subclass

0.25

0.25

0.75

FAD Second Subclass

1.00

0.25

1.00

1.00

0.25

1.00

Vacant Land

0.70

0.65

1.00

Excess Land

0.70

0.65

1.00

Small Scale OFB

0.25

0.25

1.00

FAD Second Subclass

1.00

0.25

1.00

Multi-Residential
FAD Second Subclass
Commercial

Industrial
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Range of Flexibility

Status Quo (2020)
Tax Classes and Subclass
Discount Factors

Lower Limit

Upper Limit

Vacant Land

0.65

0.65

1.00

Excess Land

0.65

0.65

1.00

Small Scale OFB

0.25

0.25

1.00

FAD Second Subclass

1.00

0.25

1.00

Impacts of the Elimination of Subclass Discounts for
Commercial and Industrial Vacant and Excess Land and
Tax Ratio Adjustments
The following tables have been provided in this report to provide the potential impact on the
upper-tier general levy of eliminating the subclass discounts for commercial and industrial
vacant and excess land as well as tax ratio adjustments. The County ratios have been adjusted
to maintain approximate class level burdens of the municipal levy County-wide. The ratio for the
Commercial Class would be at 1.296900 and the Industrial Class at 1.83100.
Where education tax has been included in the summary results, these have been included to
demonstrate the impact of the Province’s BET cuts for 2021.
Table 5 contains the County ratios, subclass discounts and rates for the model, which are
provided in comparison to the County’s 2021 status quo starting rates.
Table 6 shows the class level impacts that could be expected under the model. These results
are in comparison to the class distribution of taxes under the County levy calculated using the
status quo tax policy.
Table 6 is based on the same results as Table 5, however this summarizes the impacts by each
local area municipality based on this model.
Table 5 – County Subclass Discount and Tax Rate Impacts
Tax Ratios
Realty Tax Class

General County Levy Tax Rates

Start

Model

1.000000

1.000000

0.00%

0.00356034

0.00355998

-0.01%

0.25

0.25

0.00%

0.00089009

0.00089000

-0.01%

Farm

0.218000

0.218000

0.00%

0.00077615

0.00077608

-0.01%

Managed Forest

0.250000

0.250000

0.00%

0.00089009

0.00089000

-0.01%

New Multi-Residential

1.000000

1.000000

0.00%

0.00356034

0.00355998

-0.01%

Multi-Residential

1.441197

1.441197

0.00%

0.00513115

0.00513063

-0.01%

Residential
FAD1

FR-CW-12-21

Change

34

Notional

Model

Change

April 8, 2021

Tax Ratios
Realty Tax Class

General County Levy Tax Rates

Start

Model

1.306940

1.296900

-0.77%

0.00465315

0.00461694

-0.78%

Excess/Vacant

0.70

1.00

42.86%

0.00325721

0.00461694

41.75%

SSOFB

1.00

1.00

0.00%

0.00465315

0.00461694

-0.78%

Resort Condominium

1.000000

1.000000

0.00%

0.00356034

0.00355998

-0.01%

Industrial

1.858187

1.831000

-1.46%

0.00661578

0.00651832

-1.47%

Excess/Vacant

0.65

1.00

53.85%

0.00430026

0.00651832

51.58%

SSOFB

1.00

1.00

0.00%

0.00661578

0.00651832

-1.47%

Landfill

1.000000

1.000000

0.00%

0.00356034

0.00355998

-0.01%

Pipeline

0.906848

0.906848

0.00%

0.00322869

0.00322836

-0.01%

Commercial

Change

Notional

Model

Change

Table 6 – County General Levy Impacts
County General Levy
Realty Tax Class

Notional

Difference

Model

$

$50,267,440

$50,262,360

-$5,080

-0.01%

$678

$678

$0

0.00%

$2,304,941

$2,304,732

-$209

-0.01%

$161,412

$161,397

-$15

-0.01%

$48,902

$48,896

-$6

-0.01%

Multi-Residential

$1,325,705

$1,325,573

-$132

-0.01%

Commercial

$4,618,192

$4,582,257

-$35,935

-0.78%

Excess Land

$37,377

$52,982

$15,605

41.75%

Vacant Land

$51,911

$73,581

$21,670

41.74%

SSOFB

$1,701

$1,687

-$14

-0.82%

$847,158

$847,073

-$85

-0.01%

$1,190,416

$1,172,879

-$17,537

-1.47%

Excess Land

$6,894

$10,450

$3,556

51.58%

Vacant Land

$35,378

$53,625

$18,247

51.58%

SSOFB

$678

$668

-$10

-1.47%

$6,013

$6,013

$0

0.00%

Residential
FAD1
Farm
Managed Forest
New Multi-Residential

Resort Condominium
Industrial

Landfill
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County General Levy
Realty Tax Class

Notional

Pipeline
Total (Taxable + PIL)

Difference

Model

$

%

$147,539

$147,523

-$16

-0.01%

$61,052,335

$61,052,374

$39

0.00%

Table 7 – County General Levy – Inter-Municipal Impacts
County General Levy
Municipality

Notional

Difference

Model

$

%

Chatsworth

$3,116,504

$3,115,467

-$1,037

-0.03%

Georgian Bluffs

$6,475,226

$6,473,648

-$1,578

-0.02%

Grey Highlands

$7,114,369

$7,108,736

-$5,633

-0.08%

Hanover

$3,000,544

$2,999,140

-$1,404

-0.05%

Meaford

$6,734,067

$6,733,908

-$159

0.00%

Owen Sound

$8,127,214

$8,133,932

$6,718

0.08%

Southgate

$3,636,070

$3,635,892

-$178

0.00%

$16,786,708

$16,789,828

$3,120

0.02%

$6,061,635

$6,061,823

$188

0.00%

$61,052,337

$61,052,374

$37

0.00%

Blue Mountains
West Grey
County

Table 8 summarizes the impact on properties coded as Commercial and Industrial Vacant Land.
Table 8 – Average Vacant Land Property Impacts (Property Type “A”)
Vacant Land
Properties

Count &
Average CVA

Start Tax

Model Tax

(w/o BET Cut)

(w BET Cut)

Municipal

Mun +
Edu.

Municipal

Mun +
Edu.

Model Impacts

Municipal Tax

Municipal +
Education

Chatsworth
Commercial

2

52,500

$496

$1,152

$704

$1,166

$208

41.94%

$14

1.22%

Industrial

2

8,350

$104

$208

$158

$232

$54

51.92%

$24

11.54%

13

120,200

$1,007

$2,509

$1,427

$2,485

$420

41.71%

-$24

-0.96%

1

18,300

$203

$432

$306

$467

$103

50.74%

$35

8.10%

12

48,583

$423

$1,030

$600

$1,027

$177

41.84%

-$3

-0.29%

Georgian Bluffs
Commercial
Industrial
Grey Highlands
Commercial
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Vacant Land
Properties

Count &
Average CVA

Start Tax

Model Tax

(w/o BET Cut)

(w BET Cut)

Municipal
Industrial

Mun +
Edu.

Municipal

Mun +
Edu.

Model Impacts

Municipal Tax

Municipal +
Education

4

122,375

$1,406

$2,936

$2,132

$3,209

$726

51.64%

$273

9.30%

Commercial

15

115,760

$1,277

$2,724

$1,811

$2,830

$534

41.82%

$106

3.89%

Industrial

11

23,636

$344

$640

$522

$730

$178

51.74%

$90

13.17%

13

121,908

$1,283

$2,807

$1,819

$2,892

$536

41.78%

$85

3.03%

9

113,356

$1,576

$2,992

$2,388

$3,386

$812

51.52%

$394

14.06%

Commercial

37

134,565

$2,584

$4,267

$3,665

$4,849

$1,081

41.83%

$582

13.64%

Industrial

24

173,225

$3,566

$5,731

$4,896

$6,420

$1,330

37.30%

$689

12.02%

Commercial

12

77,092

$795

$1,759

$1,127

$1,805

$332

41.76%

$46

2.62%

Industrial

14

41,229

$561

$1,077

$851

$1,214

$290

51.69%

$137

12.72%

Commercial

13

159,546

$1,052

$3,047

$1,491

$2,895

$439

41.73%

-$152

-4.99%

Industrial

17

32,588

$284

$691

$430

$717

$146

51.41%

$26

3.76%

Commercial

13

40,069

$356

$857

$505

$857

$149

41.85%

$0

0.00%

Industrial

16

70,850

$831

$1,717

$1,260

$1,884

$429

51.62%

$167

9.73%

130

108,237

$1,373

$2,726

$1,947

$2,899

$574

41.81%

$173

6.35%

98

83,948

$1,383

$2,433

$1,972

$2,711

$589

42.59%

$278

11.43%

Hanover

Meaford
Commercial
Industrial
Owen Sound

Southgate

Blue Mountains

West Grey

Grey County
Commercial
Industrial

(Municipal Tax Includes Revenue Neutral County and Local General Levies)
“Start Tax Without BET Cut” amounts are based on revenue neutral municipal tax, calculated using
starting ratios and status quo discounts, and actual 2020 education tax rates.
“Model Tax With BET Cut” amounts are based on the revised model with no subclass discounts and the
new Provincial uniform BET rate of 0.00880000.
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Table 9 contains the impact of the model on average Excess Land portions.
Table 9 – Average Excess Land Property Impacts (Property Type “C”)
Vacant Land
Properties

Count &
Average CVA

Start Tax

Model Tax

(w/o BET Cut)

(w BET Cut)

Municipal

Mun +
Edu.

Municipal

Mun +
Edu.

Model Impacts

Municipal Tax

Municipal +
Education

Chatsworth
Commercial

1

6,200

$58

$136

$84

$139

$26

44.83%

$3

2.21%

Industrial

3

38,701

$483

$967

$733

$1,073

$250

51.76%

$106

10.96%

22

36,864

$309

$747

$438

$762

$129

41.75%

$15

2.01%

2

18,050

$200

$406

$302

$462

$102

51.00%

$56

13.79%

Commercial

8

37,133

$323

$735

$458

$785

$135

41.80%

$50

6.80%

Industrial

1

15,400

$177

$369

$268

$404

$91

51.41%

$35

9.49%

Commercial

6

101,038

$1,115

$2,326

$1,581

$2,470

$466

41.79%

$144

6.19%

Industrial

1

26,700

$389

$723

$590

$825

$201

51.67%

$102

14.11%

Commercial

6

22,850

$240

$526

$341

$542

$101

42.08%

$16

3.04%

Industrial

1

56,000

$779

$1,479

$1,180

$1,673

$401

51.48%

$194

13.12%

30

99,579

$1,913

$3,042

$2,712

$3,588

$799

41.77%

$546

17.95%

5

71,360

$1,469

$2,319

$2,017

$2,645

$548

37.30%

$326

14.06%

3

46,433

$479

$995

$679

$1,087

$200

41.75%

$92

9.25%

Georgian Bluffs
Commercial
Industrial
Grey Highlands

Hanover

Meaford

Owen Sound
Commercial
Industrial
Southgate
Commercial
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Vacant Land
Properties

Count &
Average CVA

Start Tax

Model Tax

(w/o BET Cut)

(w BET Cut)

Municipal
Industrial

Mun +
Edu.

Municipal

Model Impacts

Mun +
Edu.

Municipal Tax

Municipal +
Education

3

144,667

$1,969

$3,617

$2,985

$4,259

$1,016

51.60%

$642

17.75%

10

578,860

$3,818

$9,664

$5,411

$10,505

$1,593

41.72%

$841

8.70%

1

29,300

$255

$621

$387

$645

$132

51.76%

$24

3.86%

Commercial

8

61,462

$546

$1,288

$774

$1,315

$228

41.76%

$27

2.10%

Industrial

4

105,475

$1,237

$2,474

$1,876

$2,804

$639

51.66%

$330

13.34%

Commercial

94

119,836

$1,265

$2,561

$1,794

$2,848

$529

41.82%

$287

11.21%

Industrial

21

71,062

$1,031

$1,869

$1,513

$2,138

$482

46.75%

$269

14.39%

Blue Mountains
Commercial
Industrial
West Grey

Grey County

(Municipal Tax Includes Revenue Neutral County and Local General Levies)
“Start Tax Without BET Cut” amounts are based on revenue neutral municipal tax, calculated using
starting ratios and status quo discounts, and actual 2020 education tax rates.
“Model Tax With BET Cut” amounts are based on the revised model with no subclass discounts and the
new Provincial uniform BET rate of 0.00880000.

Table 10 considers the property-wide impacts on properties with one or more portions that fall
into one the Excess Land Subclasses.
Table 10 – Properties with Excess Land Portions (Properties Type “B/C”)
Properties with
Excess Land
Portions

Start Tax

Model Tax

(w/o BET Cut)

(w BET Cut)

Municipal

Mun +
Edu.

Mun +
Edu.

Municipal

Model Impacts

Municipal Tax

Municipal +
Education

Chatsworth
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Properties with
Excess Land
Portions

Start Tax

Model Tax

(w/o BET Cut)

(w BET Cut)

Model Impacts

Municipal

Mun +
Edu.

Municipal

Mun +
Edu.

$859

$1,180

$883

$1,137

$24

2.79%

-$43

-3.64%

$11,000

$18,510

$11,110

$16,411

$110

1.00%

-$2,099

-11.34%

Commercial

$12,664

$25,401

$12,705

$22,056

$41

0.32%

-$3,345

-13.17%

Industrial

$45,694

$80,849

$45,183

$70,431

-$511

-1.12%

-$10,418

-12.89%

$24,894

$48,809

$24,850

$42,566

-$44

-0.18%

-$6,243

-12.79%

$1,761

$3,074

$1,830

$2,754

$69

3.92%

-$320

-10.41%

Commercial

$33,327

$57,895

$33,554

$52,349

$227

0.68%

-$5,546

-9.58%

Industrial

$19,761

$30,898

$19,682

$27,523

-$79

-0.40%

-$3,375

-10.92%

Commercial

$5,296

$9,784

$5,357

$8,516

$61

1.15%

-$1,268

-12.96%

Industrial

$5,461

$8,899

$5,794

$8,214

$333

6.10%

-$685

-7.70%

Commercial

$67,999

$97,363

$68,376

$90,284

$377

0.55%

-$7,079

-7.27%

Industrial

$86,476

$122,400

$83,780

$109,886

-2,696

-3.12%

-$12,514

-10.22%

$4,674

$7,783

$4,847

$7,458

$173

3.70%

-$325

-4.18%

$17,075

$26,046

$17,869

$25,489

$794

4.65%

-$557

-2.14%

$7,301

$17,069

$8,863

$16,892

$1,562

21.39%

-$177

-1.04%

$20,800

$40,338

$20,627

$34,381

-$173

-0.83%

-$5,957

-14.77%

Commercial

$12,037

$23,752

$12,176

$20,659

$139

1.15%

-$3,093

-13.02%

Industrial

$19,106

$31,783

$19,500

$29,183

$394

2.06%

-$2,600

-8.18%

Commercial
Industrial

Municipal Tax

Municipal +
Education

Georgian Bluffs

Grey Highlands
Commercial
Industrial
Hanover

Meaford

Owen Sound

Southgate
Commercial
Industrial
Blue Mountains
Commercial
Industrial
West Grey

Grey County
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Properties with
Excess Land
Portions

Start Tax

Model Tax

(w/o BET Cut)

(w BET Cut)

Model Impacts

Municipal

Mun +
Edu.

Municipal

Mun +
Edu.

Commercial

$30,604

$48,806

$30,935

$44,555

$331

0.68%

-$4,251

-8.71%

Industrial

$34,867

$53,224

$34,387

$47,886

-$480

-0.90%

-$5,338

-10.03%

Municipal Tax

Municipal +
Education

(Municipal Tax Includes Revenue Neutral County and Local General Levies)
“Start Tax Without BET Cut” amounts are based on revenue neutral municipal tax, calculated using
starting ratios and status quo discounts, and actual 2020 education tax rates.
“Model Tax With BET Cut” amounts are based on the revised model with no subclass discounts and the
new Provincial uniform BET rate of 0.00880000.

The County and the Local Treasurers Group have had discussions regarding 2021 tax policy
options and the elimination of the current 30% discount for commercial excess and vacant land
and the 35% industrial discount.
Based on discussions with the Local Treasures Group, and in conjunction with the changes to
the BET rates in 2021, it is being recommend that to promote equity amongst taxpayers who do
not receive special discount tax rates, to encourage landlords to best utilize their properties, to
encourage infill development, and to discourage speculative holding of lands, it is being
recommended that the elimination of the subclass discounts be implemented in 2021, while
adjusting the full commercial and industrial tax ratios to maintain the approximate class level
burdens of the municipal levy County-wide. By reducing the tax ratios in the full commercial and
industrial tax ratios, it will result in lower tax rates to these occupied or active businesses.
It is not only municipalities that are eliminating the subclass discounts for vacant and excess
land, the Province based on their own review made the decision to eliminate the vacant and
excess land subclass treatment for the education portion of the tax bill. The Province has
phase-out the subclass discounts over the 2019 and 2020 tax years.
The City of Owen Sound sets its own tax ratios and rates to raise the local municipal levy and
County requisition. The 2021 Tax Policy Sensitivity Analysis attached to this report, contains
County and Local general levy sensitivity analysis. In the case of Owen Sound, the City’s tax
ratios have been similarly adjusted to maintain a class-by-class balance of the City’s levy and
the County requisition.
Recommendation – That the elimination of the Commercial and Industrial Vacant and
Excess Land subclass discounts be implemented in 2021, while reducing the full
FR-CW-12-21
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commercial and industrial tax ratios to maintain the approximate class level burdens of
the municipal levy County-wide. That County Council adopt the remaining current 2020
tax ratios and the tax reductions for 2021 taxation year for use in setting the 2021 tax
rates.

New Optional Small Business Subclass
The Province announced in the 2020 Ontario Budget that beginning in 2021, municipalities
would be able to provide a property tax reduction for eligible small businesses through the
adoption of a new optional small business property subclass. An amendment to the
Assessment Act has now been passed, which now allows municipalities to define small
business eligibility and set the discount based on their local needs and priorities through a
municipal by-law. Further details on the optional small business tax subclass will be set in
regulation once the legislation has passed.
The amount of the reduction and/or minimum/maximum reductions will be set by regulation.
Parameters for determining how a property qualifies for inclusion will be at the discretion of each
single or upper-tier municipality.
While the provincial budget enables property tax relief for small businesses, the province does
not fund the relief. Any reduction to taxes for small business would be funded through a
redistribution of property taxes onto other classes of property including other business
properties.
There is an issue with timing to this opportunity and immediate implementation of it, as the 2021
assessment roll has been set and delivered, therefore should Council consider the optional
subclass for 2021 taxation year, all eligible property tax reductions would be a direct write-off.
This would be problematic as most municipalities have either completed their annual budget
process or are close to finalizing their budgets.
The effects of creating a new property tax subclass will extend beyond the current year.
Implementation without the proper analysis, consulting and review could potentially create
inequities between businesses, residents, and municipalities. Properties excluded from the
subclass could also be the subject of property tax appeals.
Implementation Considerations/Challenges


Eligibility: Municipalities will have to define small business eligibility in a way that best
meets local needs and priorities. Business properties exist in both the broad commercial
and industrial property classes, and a small business subclass could be established in
one or both classes. Local and County staff would need to consider how to define a
“small business” in a way that can be captured in the MPAC-managed assessment roll.
Although property assessment is normally performed by MPAC, depending on how
eligibility is decided, municipalities may be required to identify each roll number to be
included in the small business class and provide the list to MPAC.
A small business can be defined in numerous ways including, number of employees; by
property value, by type of business, by retail or structure size, businesses within a
geographic area such as a local BIA, by MPACs property codes, by sales revenue, etc.
Some of this information is not part of the assessment roll. Input will be required from
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MPAC as to how to define a small business and maintain the assessment roll in a
practical manner.


Tax shifts onto other properties: The annual budget determines the amount of taxes
to be levied and a variety of tax polices determine the property tax rates for each
property class. Lowering the tax rate for a small business subclass will shift the tax
burden onto other classes of property including residential, multi-residential, and other
commercial and industrial properties.



Implementation costs: There could be incremental costs associated with the
implementation of the small business subclass, predominately for municipalities that
perform tax billing and collection function (e.g. system programming, additional
workload, refunds, and write-offs if opted for 2021). If the municipality’s definition
includes information that is not part of the assessment roll, an application-based process
may be required to determine eligibility, which would require additional municipal
resources.



Timing: Implementation in 2021 would result in an in-year budget impact to
municipalities, given that the assessment roll for 2021 has been finalized and delivered.

The consensus on this new optional subclass is that it should not be viewed as a short-term
COVID-19 impact mitigation tool, but rather a longer-term solution that must fit with long term
municipal strategic plans and objectives, and implement it is such a way that avoids unintended
consequences.
While the option for a small business subclass would enable some municipal and provincial tax
relief for eligible small businesses, there is no associated offset funding from the Province for
the municipal tax redistribution. Any small business tax relief would be funded through a
redistribution of property taxes on other property classes. Once the regulation implementation
the subclass is filed, municipalities will need time to understand the costs and benefits of the
optional small business property tax subclass.
Recommendation – that the County defers implementation of the proposed optional
small business property subclass in 2021 and undertake the necessary policy and
financial impact analysis and local consultation following the release of the regulations.

Tax Reductions for Farmland Awaiting Development Subclasses
Two categories of Farmland awaiting development are possible:
I.
II.

Type 1 with subdivision registered, may be taxed at between 25% - 75% of the
residential tax rate;
Type 4 with building permit issued, may be taxed at up to 100% of zoned class rate.

Recommendation – County of Grey shall leave the Type 1 at a tax rate of 25% and the
Type 4 to be taxed at 100% of the zoned class rate.
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Optional Classes of Property
The County of Grey in 2005 established a Resort Condominium property class and in 2012
established a New Multi-Residential property class. At this time staff are not recommending any
new optional property classes for 2021.

Tax Rates
By-law No. 5108-21, a By-law to Adopt the Estimates and Revenue and Expenditures for the
Year 2020 was adopted by Council on February 11, 2021.
Recommendation – the Director of Corporate Services prepare a general rating by-law,
based on the recommended 2021 tax policy items, for 2021 Tax Rates, for approval by
County Council.

Other Policies
The following policies have been adopted by Council in the past and legislation does not require
ratification or reconsideration on an annual basis. They are mentioned here as information to
Council.
Tax Relief to Certain Elderly and Disabled Persons who are Owners of Real Property in
the County of Grey – Staff presented on March 25, 2021, in Report FR-CW-09-21 that staff be
directed to prepare the necessary by-law so that the current relief program would be updated to
provide for the cancellation of annual tax increases for the purpose of relieving financial
hardship for the annual eligible amount for the low-income seniors and low-income persons with
disabilities to provide financial relief from year-over-year increases in property tax for eligible
property.
Tax Rebate Program for the purposes of Providing relief from taxes on Eligible Property
Occupied by Eligible Charities – This by-law provides a tax rebate program for the purposes
of providing relief from taxes or amounts paid on taxes on eligible property owned by eligible
charities or similar organizations.

Business Class Tax Capping Options
As of the 2016 tax year, the Province provided municipalities with enhancements for additional
flexibility in the business property tax capping program. Municipalities were provided with
additional flexibility to manage the business tax capping program by adjusting capping
parameters to increase progress towards Current Value Assessment (CVA) tax levels.
These enhancements provided municipalities with the option to exit or phase-out from the
capping program, if doing so would have a limited impact on business properties. A municipality
would be eligible for a four-year phase-out from the capping program once the municipality has
no capped properties beyond 50% of the CVA level taxes in the property class. Municipalities
with no properties currently remaining in the capping program were eligible to exit the program
immediately.
In addition to the continuation of the opt-out and phase-out options, the Province introduced a
new calculation option for 2017 capping. The option allowed the municipality to limit protection
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levels to any outstanding capping protections related to prior reassessment cycles, while flowing
through any tax increases resulting from the current reassessment.
Utilizing of the optional capping tools available, all business properties in 2020 have now
progressed to their full CVA tax levels and no capping protection was provided. All business
properties are now excluded from capping.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Assessment Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.A. 31
Municipal Act, 2001, and the various supporting regulations

Financial and Resource Implications
The information and recommendations contained in this report has no impact on the County’s
2021 budget instead it reflects how the County and Local Municipality’s tax levies will be
distributed among the various property tax classes.
The Director of Corporate Services has prepared this report with consultation with Local
Municipal Treasurers and with the services of the County’s tax consultant Municipal Tax Equity
(MTE).

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal CAO Kim Wingrove
☒ External Local Municipal Treasurers and Staff, and the County’s tax consultant Municipal Tax
Equity (MTE).

Appendices and Attachments
2021 Tax Policy Sensitivity Analysis - Prepared by Municipal Tax Equity Consultants Inc.
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

April 8, 2021

Subject / Report No:

FR-CW-11-21

Title:

Grey County Asset Management Strategy

Prepared by:

Amanda Brooks, Asset Management Coordinator

Reviewed by:

Asset Management Steering Committee

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

None

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report FR-CW-11-21 regarding the Grey County Asset Management
Strategy be received for information; and
2. That the Grey County Asset Management Strategy be approved as
presented; and
3. That staff be directed to implement the recommendations/action items
identified in the Strategy within the timeframes indicated, subject to annual
budget approval.

Executive Summary
Grey County is working to continuously develop and improve its asset management
program to ensure the County’s assets are managed in a manner that provides the
optimal balance of maximizing the service levels provided by County assets while
minimizing the costs and risks of usage of these assets. The County’s asset portfolio
has an overall estimated current replacement cost of $1.4 billion, 63% of which is the
County road network.
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This portfolio includes 869 kilometers of roads with accompanying stormwater network,
over 206 bridges and structural culverts, 77 kilometers of CP Rail Trail, 8,500 acres of
forest, 997 housing units, 49 other buildings and facilities, as well as machinery,
equipment, and vehicles used across County operations that are required to deliver
services at an acceptable level to residents. In 2020, as per the Asset Management
Strategy $21.3 million was available to be spent on maintaining, repairing, and replacing
County infrastructure, and 79% of the County’s assets were in fair or better condition.

The Grey County Asset Management Strategy has been developed as the final
deliverable of the Asset Management Planning and Implementation project completed
by Public Sector Digest (PSD). The Strategy culminates all the components that were
completed throughout the project, and very thoroughly documents the findings and the
recommendations upon which Grey County can continue to improve and expand its
asset management practices.
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The Strategy provides four strategic priorities and 20 associated recommendations, as
well as an additional 19 data-specific recommendations for the County to pursue to
further strengthen its asset management program going forward.

Background and Discussion
Ontario Regulation 588/17 Asset Management Planning for Municipal Infrastructure
became effective on January 1, 2018. This regulation required all municipalities in
Ontario to first develop an Asset Management Policy by July 1, 2019, and then Asset
Management Plans by July 1, 2021, 2023, and again in 2024, with increasing levels of
detail. On March 15, 2021, the regulation was revised to extend each of these
deadlines by an additional year.
In May of 2019, Grey County selected PSD as an external consultant to assist with the
development of the County’s asset management program as per RFP-CS-04-19. This
proposal was specifically developed by County staff to ensure the County would meet
and exceed the July 2021 O. Reg. 588/17 deadline, and that staff would have a strong
foundation upon which to build the County’s asset management plans and overall
program internally going forward. The work specified in the proposal and since
completed by PSD involved many components, including:








Asset Data Collection and Gap Analysis
State of Asset Management Maturity Workshop
State of the Infrastructure Reporting
Strategic Asset Management Policy Review (revised SAMP approved by Council
August 2020)
Risk and Levels of Service Departmental Workshops
Project Plan
Integrated Asset Management Strategy

This work has been ongoing since it commenced in 2019. Since PSD developed the
CityWide software used by the County for asset tracking, the consultants were able to
advise upon and enhance the County’s CityWide Asset Manager Inventory throughout
this project, and many additional efficiencies and benefits were realized.
With the invaluable work completed by PSD and the knowledge and best practices they
have been able to share throughout this project, County staff have already made
significant progress in improving the County’s asset management practices and in
refining and completing vital asset datasets.
The timing of this Strategy was originally planned to allow County staff to develop an
Asset Management Plan for core infrastructure assets by the original O. Reg. 588/17
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deadline of July 1, 2021. Since this deadline has now been extended to July 1, 2022,
staff has altered the timeline for the next iteration of the County’s Asset Management
Plan to allow sufficient time to integrate the updated data from the Building Condition
Assessment reports currently being drafted by WalterFedy into this version of the Plan.
Staff strongly believe incorporating this additional information will provide a more
complete Asset Management Plan.
It is important to note that asset management is a continuous process, and factors and
variables change each and every day the County operates. Maintenance strategies,
lifespan estimates, required assets and their associated replacement and maintenance
costs are all constantly changing based on the best information available. The data
presented in this strategy and that to come in the County’s next asset management plan
are the best available at a point in time and will continue to evolve and improve over
time.
Ultimately, the goal of Grey County’s asset management program is to manage existing
and new assets so that they are able to provide continuous services to residents at the
level required, all while balancing the associated costs and risks to constituents.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
This strategy was developed with the intent of meeting and exceeding many of the
requirements per Ontario Regulation 588/17, Asset Management Planning for Municipal
Infrastructure.

Financial and Resource Implications
RFP-CS-04-19 was awarded to PSD in May of 2019. Staff from Finance,
Transportation Services, Paramedic Services, Housing, Long Term Care, Grey Roots,
Planning, and Information Technology all contributed significantly to the completion of
this work. All asset-owning departments participated in various workshops, provided
and updated many datasets, and contributed a significant amount of technical
knowledge to this work.
The final draft version of the Strategy being presented by PSD proposes a 1.21% tax
levy increase over a 15-year phase in period to achieve full funding for the County’s
infrastructure program. This is a slight increase from the 1% per year tax increase
proposed in the 2016 Asset Management Plan, but is believed to be reasonable given
the many factors considered when calculating the funding requirements and
replacement value of the County’s assets at this point in time, all of which have been
discussed within the Strategy. This proposed increase is being suggested to be first
considered as part of the County’s 2022 budget process.
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Recommendations in this strategy are dependent upon access to necessary staffing
resources. Any financial implications of the strategy will be included in future budgets
for consideration and staff will pursue senior level government funding opportunities as
they become available.

Relevant Consultation
☐

Internal: Senior Management Team, Asset Management Steering Committee,
Asset Management Cross-Functional Team

☐

External: Public Sector Digest

Appendices and Attachments
Grey County Asset Management Strategy
Strategic Asset Management Policy 4-4
Ontario Regulation 588/17 Asset Management Planning for Municipal Infrastructure
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

April 8, 2021

Subject / Report No:

EDTC-CW-10-21

Title:

Local Immigration Partnership Strategy

Prepared by:

Savanna Myers, Director of Economic Development,
Tourism & Culture
Melissa Avedesian, Local Immigration Partnership
Coordinator

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove, Chief Administrative Officer

Lower Tier(s) Affected: All
Status:

Recommendation
1.

That Report EDTC-CW-10-21 regarding the Local Immigration
Partnership Strategy be received; and

2.

That the Settlement Strategy be endorsed and the action plan be
developed through the Partnership Council and brought back to Council
annually for information.

Executive Summary
The Grey Bruce Local Immigration Partnership launched in July 2020 following federal
approval of the five year program. Year one deliverables (April 1, 2020 to March 31,
2021) included establishing an inclusive Partnership Council, developing a brand,
adopting a five year Settlement Strategy and collating research and findings into a
guiding Action Plan for the Partnership Council to consider annually.

Background and Discussion
Access to a stable, sufficient and appropriately skilled labour force is critical to the
economic health of Grey and Bruce Counties. Recognizing this, in April 2019 County
economic development staff from both Grey and Bruce joined forces to submit an
application for the establishment of a Grey Bruce Local Immigration Partnership. The
goal of this economic development partnership is to address labour stress issues
EDTC-CW-10-21
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reported by businesses in all sectors regionally. In addition, this work supports and
fosters multiple partnerships to deliver attraction and retention programming in the
region.
In February 2020, Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship Canada (IRCC) approved the
Grey Bruce Local Immigration Partnership (GBLIP) for five years to support the
development of community-based partnerships and planning to support the unique
needs of newcomers.
Successful newcomer attraction and integration requires a thoughtful approach to the
individual and their families. Attraction begins with identifying and facilitating
opportunity, moves to retention and ends when individuals feel a part of a community.
This is true for any new community member but has particular obstacles to address
when attracting and retaining people from other Countries. It is with this in mind, that the
establishment of the Grey Bruce Local Immigration Partnership is built.
Recognizing that successful settlement needs to happen at scale, LIPs connect various
stakeholders, from employers and school boards, to health centres and networks,
boards of trades, levels of government, professional associations, ethno-cultural and
faith-based organizations and community and social services sectors to improve
coordination of services that facilitate immigrant settlement and integration. This is
accomplished through a systems approach, supported by community-based knowledge
sharing and local strategic planning, with the ultimate goal of positive cumulative impact.
Direct support to individuals and families is another important aspect of a successful
strategy. YMCA Grey Bruce Settlement Services, works one-on-one with newcomers
and immigrants offering direct support. IRCC is also funding this complimentary initiative
over the same five year period, which, when combined with the LIP, provides
comprehensive settlement services across the region for all stakeholders.
Since its launch in July 2020, the GBLIP has:





Established an inclusive partnership council comprising of over 50 members from
42 organizations who meet regularly to develop a coordinated, comprehensive,
and strategic approach to immigration and integration that fits the needs of the
community it represents;
Developed and launched a brand and key messaging toolkit; and
Developed a draft Settlement Strategy presented in this report, along with an
accompanying Action Planning: Research and Findings document to guide the
Partnership Council with an a la carte menu of objectives, actions and metrics to
select from each year as the journey progresses and environments change.
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Settlement Strategy
Through RFP-EDTC-07-20, Louise Pitre Coaching & Consulting was retained to
develop the Settlement Strategy and accompanying Action Planning: Research and
Findings document. The six-month process included a comprehensive document review
of relevant local data and intel, reports and studies, along with a review of past and
present initiatives; two engagement sessions with the Partnership Council, seven key
stakeholder interviews, eight focus groups involving 62 participants along with input
from Welcoming Communities Grey Bruce.
The groundwork for supporting the settlement and inclusion journey of newcomers in
Grey Bruce has been laid through 15 years of leadership and commitment from key
community members, many of whom are members of the newly founded Welcoming
Communities Grey Bruce. This volunteer based not-for-profit organization has, in the
past five years advanced several successful short-term projects initiating
experimentation with rural settlement strategies. The approach taken to develop the
Grey Bruce Local Immigration Partnership Council Settlement Strategy builds off this
solid foundation.
Through the research and stakeholder engagement process, seven community priorities
emerged:
1. Coordination: The need for an overarching coordinating body to ensure
newcomers are seamlessly connected to the services they need when they need
it, as well as, also connecting community partners to the information they need to
support newcomers, and finally connecting employers to the supports they need
to both attract and retain employees.
2. Collaboration: The need for organizations to work together to achieve
transformative change; recognizing that organizations can reach greater
outcomes together than apart.
3. Intersectoral inclusive leadership capacity: The need for building the
capacity of leaders across all sectors and the Grey Bruce region to cultivate
inclusive and equitable workplace and community cultures.
4. Social connections and capital: The need to support not only the economic
integration of newcomers but also, their social integration by fostering social
capital and creating opportunities for social connections.
5. Employment opportunities and economic integration: The need for
employment that is meaningful, recognizes credentials, supports workplace
integration and inclusion, and addresses discrimination, racism and microaggressions in the workplace.
6. Access to affordable and suitable housing: The need for adequate and
affordable housing has surpassed the need for transportation services. The lack
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of housing is one of the most serious challenges facing the attraction of
newcomers to Grey Bruce.
7. Attitudes toward newcomers: The need to address the attitudes toward
newcomers, attitudes rooted in racism and fear of the other.
From here, the priorities and actionable objectives are framed through four pillars:





Build Capacity
Strengthen Community
Cultivate Prosperity
Foster Inclusion

Implementation and Execution
The Partnership Council Settlement Strategy 2025 is about building capacity,
strengthening community, cultivating prosperity, and fostering inclusion to prepare Grey
Bruce to attract and retain newcomers in the region. Leveraging previous work, the
Partnership Council Settlement Strategy 2025 is a beginning. It lays the building blocks
needed for a strong, connected, and engaged Local Immigration Partnership Council
anchored in and guided by the voices and needs of newcomers. Members of the
Partnership Council are collectively responsible for the identification, selection and
implementation of activities prioritized through the annual action plan in order to achieve
positive cumulative impact.
The Partnership Council aspires to be a welcoming community, where diversity is
normalized and immigration is embedded in our DNA. These successes and more, are
achieved through local collaboration. This strategy sets the stage for walking together –
government, newcomers, settlement services, service providers, employers,
community. Year over year, through the Partnership Council, GBLIP will endeavour to
co-create a prosperous and welcoming Grey Bruce, where everybody belongs, moving
beyond settlement to inclusion.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
There are no legal or legislated requirements with this report.

Financial and Resource Implications
There are no financial or resource implications with this report. The Grey Bruce Local
Immigration Partnership is fully funded by Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship
Canada (IRCC).
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Relevant Consultation
☐

Internal – Economic Development

☐

External – Bruce County Economic Development, GB LIP Partnership Council,
Community Stakeholders, Service Providers, Employers, Newcomers

Appendices and Attachments
Settlement Strategy 2025
Brand Toolkit
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

April 8, 2021

Subject / Report No:

TR-CW-01-21

Title:

Grey County Urban Road/Connecting Link Options

Prepared by:

Pat Hoy, Director of Transportation Services

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Member Municipalities

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report TR-CW-01-21 regarding urban road/connecting link options be received; and
2. That staff prepare for a workshop with municipal staff and councillors to be completed before
the summer of 2021 to discuss strategies and timelines for potential transfers and road
exchanges; and
3. That staff continue to develop various financial assessments and potential action plans should
transferring become the recommended option.

Executive Summary
The maintenance of County roads in urban areas is complex to manage, requiring coordination
of responsibilities for underground infrastructure as well as the roadway. Urban areas may have
different service level requirements for snow removal, pedestrian accommodation, lighting,
signalization, etc. The purpose of this report is to present background and several different
options (or possible combination of options) as to how the County and lower tier municipalities
could better streamline the repair and maintenance of portions of the County Road network that
exist within member municipality urban areas.
Three options currently under development are provided for Council consideration:
1. Status Quo with Policy Improvements– the County would maintain ownership of the right of
way, the road infrastructure and storm sewer, while water, sanitary and sidewalks would
remain with the member municipalities. New urban policies would be developed if the
current arrangement is continued.
2. Connecting Link agreement – this option is essentially transferring the road with some
ongoing contributions with the County maintaining some authority to ensure the ‘link’
continues to function appropriately.
3. Transfer – full transfer with some initial financial reconciliation and no ongoing County
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oversight.
This report is recommending that the County staff arrange a workshop for staff and councillors
from the County and the Municipalities to discuss the options.
The session would benefit from more detailed municipal comments and preliminary financial
data gathering regarding the current urban roads in Grey County. This workshop would also
review the status of potential road exchanges as any funding model could incorporate future
exchange costs.

Background and Discussion
The 2014 Grey County Transportation Master Plan provided a definition and key criteria for
selection or a road segment as a connecting link:
The section is a connection between two ends of a Grey County road, or an extension of a Grey
County road, whereby the connecting link segment or extension travels through a built-up or urban
area.
Table 2 – Additional Connecting Link Criteria
#
Criteria
1

Road Rationalization Score

2

Primary, Secondary or Tertiary Settlement Area

3

Length of Road Section

4

‘Main Street’ status

5

County Roads in Owen Sound

6

Provision of a by-pass or alternative route within a reasonable distance.

County Council directed staff to develop connecting link principles and an agreement for
municipal review in July 2015. These are outlined in detail later in this report.
Since that time, options including transfer of some (or all) urban roads or maintaining the status
quo (policy and process improvements only) have been investigated. As County staff
completed investigations into the options, the connecting link option was less preferable.

Urban Road Options for Consideration
Currently, County roads in urban settings are owned by the County (which includes the property
encompassing the road allowance).This is generally a 66’ width and means that the lower tier
sidewalks are on County property.
The three options of Status Quo – with improvements (do nothing), Connecting Link and Full
Transfer are outlined in the next section and summarized in Table 1:

Options for Urban Roads
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Option 1 - Current Policy (Status Quo – with Policy Improvements)
Currently, County roads and storm sewer in urban settings are owned by the County (which
includes the property encompassing the road allowance).
The member municipality owns and maintains any underground infrastructure that services
residents of the municipality such as watermain, sanitary sewers and above ground
infrastructure, such as illumination. The member municipality also is responsible for sidewalks.
This option would continue with the status quo, however, if this option were chosen, the County
should establish urban policies regarding signage, setbacks, entrances, encroachment, special
events etc. to better align with municipal priorities.
Currently, costs for reconstruction in member municipality urban areas are broken down as per Grey
County’s policy for Maintenance and Construction in Urban Areas (attached). As per this policy, Grey
County is responsible to cover the cost to reconstruct the roadway from curb to curb including storm
sewers, granular base and subbase, and asphalt. The cost of any lanes dedicated to parking falls to the
member municipality. Additionally, the member municipality is responsible for all costs related to the
sanitary sewers, watermains, and all other assets outside of the curb line such as sidewalks, boulevards,
trees, and most retaining walls.
When urban jobs are completed, normally the member municipality administers the planning, design,
construction, and management of the project. These are the County’s highest cost projects to design
and construct as most of these projects are completed by consultants and urban construction is more
expensive than rural construction. Scheduling is difficult as often the underground assets need
replacement, but the surface may not. Even if owned by one agency, the issue would still exist as
assets deteriorate at different speeds. Increased asset management plans have made the
planning activities much easier to align since the TMP took place.
Asset management plans (AMP) are making it easier to plan activities on Grey County’s storm
infrastructure and aligning it with road work. However, the AMP for the member municipalities are not
accessible by both parties at all times so if the member municipality makes a change within their AMP,
the County is not typically aware of that until the conversations (if they even occur) at the ten year plan
time. The County has no data on the watermain or sanitary so any predictions on project timing are
strictly based on the Grey road infrastructure.
The public is generally confused by the arrangement and the inclusion of MTO connecting links and
highways make the system hard to understand for most taxpayers. The County and municipalities
frequently receive calls regarding roads not under their jurisdiction.
Advantages


Already in Place - no significant change in current operations.



Asset Management has made planning easier. County and member municipalities have
advanced significantly in their long-term planning since 2014.



Many of the ‘problems’ with the current arrangement could be rectified through better urban
road policies and delegation of duties.

Disadvantages


Multiple parties need to agree to timing, project scope of work, budget and hiring of a
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contractor or consultant. County goals may be prioritized ahead of a Member Municipality's
goals.


Different goals for County vs Member Municipalities. Grey County’s Transportation Services
primary goal is safety and how to efficiently move people and goods. The member municipality
may be willing to live with increased traffic delays to increase development or commercial
activity. Through transportation policy improvements and developing urban road design
standards/guidelines, the ‘goal’ for County roads through settlement areas could change to
better align with the function that the urban County roads play (i.e. serves as a ‘connecting link’
as well as a local road function and therefore policies and standards should reflect this as these
road sections are vastly different than County rural road sections).



The public and newer staff get confused by who owns or is responsible for which asset. The
current configuration could result in multiple permits, or in some cases, permits are ignored.



The County still maintains ownership of the road and the corresponding liability.



Sometimes the County will budget a project that the Member Municipality cancels and vice
versa.

Required Work if Chosen


Develop urban road policies and design standards/guidelines to align with the function of these
roads



Continue to improve the accuracy of capital planning.



The County would work on improved urban policies and/or delegation of authority or
agreements to give more responsibility to the member municipalities. These could include the
following in the urban areas:
o
o
o
o

Speed limits
Parking by-laws
Roadside control such as setbacks, entrances, signage, vehicle restrictions
Subsurface utilities

Option 2 - Connecting Link
On July 7, 2015 through Report TR-CC-55-15, County Council accepted, in principle, the Transportation
Master Plan recommendation to implement County Road connecting links. Staff was directed to
complete the following:


Develop connecting link principles and funding criteria for the maintenance and
construction of connecting links.



Develop a connecting link agreement template.

A connecting link is defined within the Grey County Transportation Master Plan (TMP) as a
connection between two ends of a Grey County road, or the extension of a Grey County road,
whereby the connecting segment or extension travels through a built‐up or urban area.
Essentially, the jurisdiction over the road would belong to the member municipality in urban built
up areas. The County would assist by funding a portion of the construction and costs.
Maintenance would remain the responsibility of the municipality.
TR-CW-01-21
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The cost split of the road construction and the maintenance (for municipalities completing its
own winter maintenance) was not established, however, it was proposed that the local
municipality should pay a percentage (ten percent in previous MTO connecting link agreements)
of the cost of eligible roads items. The actual percentage will need to be agreed upon by
County Council.
The challenge with this approach is that it is doubtful the County could fund all the urban
requirements without reducing construction on the remainder of the road system severely. The
question then becomes, who chooses the construction projects that get funded and how much
time would the member municipalities spend making convincing submissions?
In addition, as with certain grant programs, being responsible for only 10% of a project can lead
to all urban projects becoming larger scope upscale projects that may not occur if the funding
were provided by the member municipality. The County is concerned that claims would still
name the County as a party to an accident even though it is effectively separated from urban
maintenance and construction. Grey would have no control ensuring that maintenance
standards are met.
The member municipality would perform all summer and winter maintenance activities as their
forces are typically patrolling the area to maintain municipal roads. Whether compensation is
provided is up for debate. It is not under current MTO connecting link agreements.
Advantages


Permits and Policies for these urban roads will be set by the municipalities and will speed up the
process for developers



Member Municipalities would be more responsible for coordinating underground service and
road pavement work.



The member municipalities would get ongoing funding from the County.

Disadvantages


Increased development or less stringent standards along urban connecting links may impede
movement of goods and traffic through these areas.



Municipalities would no longer be required to adhere to County policies. Some policies such as
active transportation may become less financially viable or be discontinued by the member
municipalities.



In some circumstances, having most projects paid by a third party (the County) may lead to high
end treatments that aren't required.



It would be preferred if the member municipalities did not spend time/money writing up project
justifications.



County staff would become an approval agency for member municipality projects (like status
quo option but less involved in the decision-making process and mainly just for approvals)



The majority of infrastructure is currently underfunded. The member municipalities may feel the
funding is too low.



Maintenance costs for the member municipalities would increase immediately.
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Some member municipalities would be inheriting a road requiring a higher level of service than
any of their other roads.



It could impact workforce numbers, union agreements etc.



A solution needs to be devised regarding the ongoing maintenance of the Bridges.

Required Work if Chosen


Develop a funding formula, application and agreements etc.



Finalize connecting link list.

Option 3 - Full Transfer
Under a transfer scenario, the member municipality would own and be responsible for all aspects
of the section of roadway. The County would be hands off. The only possible requirement the
County would have is for the municipality to maintain signing as a County Road to keep the
continuity of the County road system intact.
The County could potentially have no future fiscal or legal responsibilities for the section of
roadways transferred.
Transferring of urban roads to the member municipality would necessitate performing a study to calculate
an equitable evaluation of costs and road life expectancies of road sections to ensure no member
municipality is being penalized by taking on old roads and that, on the other hand, none are getting a
windfall by getting all the recently replaced or improved infrastructure. Some municipalities are much
more impacted than others with some taking on quite old infrastructure that would create a financial
drain on the municipality.
Grey County could establish maintenance agreements to continue to complete snow removal in some
areas if the member municipality preferred. Shared road agreements in Hanover would need to be
developed as different sides of the road are in different municipalities.
A one-time payment based on existing condition of the infrastructure (new/old) may be the
preferred financial compensation prior to a transfer if that option was pursued. This type of
option would have to be staged. If completed all at once, the program would be detrimental to
the needs of the overall road infrastructure within the County system. Grey County has also
been collecting Development Charges on many of these roads. The compensation for the
transfers could be classed according to the categories below:
Advantages


The member municipality would completely control what they wanted to do regarding permits
and developments.



The member municipality would be responsible for all capital construction costs, reducing
County involvement.



The municipality would potentially get some initial funding.



Grey County would continue the focus of safely moving goods and people, while the
municipalities can manage their road systems to service the needs of the public and businesses
located in the settlement areas.
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Grey County spends time frequently dealing with road issues that aren’t in the County’s interest.

Disadvantages


The process of transferring the urban roads and determining a fair financial model is very
difficult and could take years to complete.



All roads would need to be evaluated for condition and determine what the needs are. Since all
roads are underfunded, the municipalities could be taking on underfunded assets.



It could impact workforce numbers, union agreements etc.



Maintenance costs for the member municipalities would increase immediately.



Some member municipalities would be inheriting a road requiring a higher level of service than
any of their other roads. In some cases, they would also inherit traffic signals that they have not
had to maintain.



Increased development or less stringent standards along urban connecting links may impede
movement of goods and traffic through these areas. This may result in a reduction in the
efficiency of key County corridors.



Significant legal work would be required.



Significant legal survey work could be required. Many road parcels may not line up with the
settlement area boundaries.



Copies of the previous files and drawings would need to be forwarded to the 'new owner'.



The County would maintain ownership of the bridges on transferred roads.

Required Work if Chosen


Road conditions and funding evaluation. Potentially develop a capital plan for all transfers.



Transfer schedule would need to be developed.



Significant legal work would need to take place to change ownerships, agreements etc.



Significant work required to gather all information regarding all road sections to be transferred.

Grey County Urban Roads
The Transportation Master Plan produced a list of potential ‘connecting links’ in 2014. Some
urbans were left off the list (such as Grey Road 5 in Owen Sound) as it was recommended for
full transfer through the road rationalization recommendations. The potential connecting links
are shown in Table 1:
Table 1 – Urban Road Potential Transfers
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Grey
Road

Municipality

Settlement

Segment
Length
(km)

40

Chatsworth

Chatsworth

12

Grey Highlands

Markdale

4

Grey Highlands

Flesherton

4

Hanover

Hanover

10

Hanover

Hanover

12

Meaford

Meaford

7

Meaford

Meaford

1

Owen Sound

Owen Sound

15

Owen Sound

9

Owen Sound
Owen Sound
Georgian Bluffs
Southgate

13

The Blue Mountains

19

The Blue Mountains

113

The Blue Mountains

Thornbury
Recreational
Resort Area
Thornbury

4

West Grey

Durham

Connecting

10

West Grey

Neustadt

Connecting

3

West Grey

Ayton

9

West Grey

Ayton

9

West Grey

Neustadt

Transfer

27

West Grey

Durham

Transfer

5

0.37

TMP Status

4.1
7.8
3.4

15.4

Owen Sound
Dundalk

Total

2.4

DC Study
Category

Transfer
Both
Connecting
Connecting

1,4,5
4

Transfer
Connecting

1,2

Transfer

2

Transfer

2

Connecting

4

Connecting
10.4

Connecting

1,5

Transfer

6.9

2

Transfer
Transfer
2

50.77
DC Category 1 – Major Road Projects
DC Category 2 – Upgrade of Road Classification
DC Category 4 – Intersection Improvements DC Category 5 – Culverts

Additional Potential Connecting Links
Some potential transfers were not included in the TMP. A few have been added to Table 1 above. Grey
Road 5 in Georgian Bluffs (outside of the Owen Sound city limits) has not been included. It is a semiurban area that has Owen Sound watermain, but the sanitary servicing is via septic. This area also had a
restricted right of way width. County staff would be holding further consultation with Georgian Bluffs to
determine if a potential transfer is appropriate.

Challenges of Transfers
Future Capital Construction Funding
Given the goal of maintaining roads to a consistent high standard, all road assets are generally
underfunded. Because of this, the member municipalities would be accepting more assets that
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are underfunded. The funding formula should be consistent, and one municipality shouldn’t
benefit by being a ‘tougher negotiator’. The County will attempt to ensure that the transfer
doesn’t place a larger financial burden on one party more than another. Even if a road was fully
reconstructed this year, it will still cost the municipality significant money going forward.
Currently, the County portion to cover the cost of member municipality urban reconstruction projects
ranges between $1,500,000 to $3,500,000 per kilometre. The above amounts are in addition to the
consultant design, inspection, and contract administration costs which are typically in the $100,000 to
$150,000 range per project.
Comparatively, a full rehabilitation of a rural County road, including two lifts of asphalt and paved
shoulders, costs between $550,000 to $800,000 per kilometre and full reconstruction with widening
from $800,000 to $1,200,000 per km. Rural infrastructure rehabilitation is significantly cheaper than
urban rehabilitation. This is due to easier constructability in a less constrained rural setting with no
urban components such as concrete curb and gutter, constructing storm sewer systems or working
around the underground infrastructure/utilities associated with an urban environment. Design, contract
administration, and inspection costs are typically in the $50,000 to $75,000 range per project.
Many of the urban projects use significant amounts of development charge funding. The construction
cost disparity can be reduced due to this amount.
Any ongoing funding may represent significant work for the finance department.
The potential timing of the transfers is shown below:
Year of
Construction

Potential Transfer
Timeframe

Payment

Ongoing Funding

2017-2022

Immediately

None

To be determined

2022-2026

After projects
completed

None

To be determined

2027-2031

Immediately

Funding year of
construction

To be determined

Not in 10 year, not
recently completed

Immediately

None

To be determined

Road Maintenance and Plow Routes
The member municipalities may face some challenges maintaining the transferred roads. In some cases
(such as Hanover), the potential transferred road would require a higher level of service than all the
other roads in the municipality. It is anticipated that some could not provide the same level of service as
the County. Maintenance routes would need to be modified. The County could establish Maintenance
contracts with the municipalities.
Bridges
The connecting link sections also include some bridges. The ongoing responsibility of these would need
to be determined. As the County of Grey inspects these structures and has a bridge crew, it is
anticipated these would stay with the County. The main issue is now Grey County wouldn’t be patrolling
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these on a regular basis and may not notice any deficiencies that are developing. This issue exists now
on the townline structures that are not located on County roads.
Traffic Signals
The traffic signals would also need to be transferred. In some cases, this would be the first signals the
municipality has managed. Grey County manages many intersections as it is the upper tier. But in many
cases, the dominant traffic is an MTO connecting link owned by the municipality. For example, traffic on
Highways 6 and 10 is much higher than traffic on the Grey County roads running through Durham,
Flesherton and Markdale, but the intersections remain under County control.
Storm Sewers
The urban roads within Grey County typically also include storm sewers. As per the urban road policy,
the County pays for the storm sewer up to 600mm in diameter with the member municipalities paying
the portion of larger pipes.
The ongoing efforts to catalogue all storm sewer assets have indicated that the storm sewers will
continue to create challenges for Grey going forward.





Grey County does not control many of the system outlets. Many of the County’s storm systems
are just one section of a larger system, with the outlets being controlled by the member
municipalities.
Grey County is working at establishing condition ratings of all the storm sewers. In general, a
significant amount of urban storm sewer age is missing.
The latest asset management regulations are difficult to satisfy as much of the data on ability to
withstand a 100 year storm cannot be calculated unless the member municipalities storm sewer
data is in the calculation. A large stormwater study may be the only way to determine this.

County Plans
The County has completed long term plans such as the cycling and trails master plan that asses the
County network with the urban roads. The plans could be negatively impacted by the removal of these
road sections. Some further investigation would need to be completed to appreciate the full impact on
existing plans.
Permits and Agreements
Previously granted permits and agreements would need to be forwarded to the new owner. Some of
these agreements would be expiring and some may not include a transfer clause. This may result in
significant work for the clerk’s and legal department. Many agreements involve a third party.
In addition, ongoing questions of older issues (30+ years) frequently arise through claims, property
disputes etc. It could be quite arduous to ensure that all potential paperwork of these roads is
forwarded to the new owner and in some cases, old paperwork could be missed.
County Official Plan Policies
Several policies were included in the County Official Plan (OP) with respect to County roads located
within settlement areas. These policies will need to be considered with respect to any transportation
policy improvements or any options being considered for connecting link/transfer of County roads. The
following is a summary of some key County OP County road policies:
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When considering transportation options and the transportation needs of our residents, tourists
and businesses, prioritization should be given to pedestrians, transit, cyclists, and the movement
of goods over those of single occupant cars – Section 8.2(b)
The County will consider accommodating a variety of transportation modes along County road
corridors in order to play a key role in the overall complete transportation system. This includes
accommodating pedestrians, cyclists, agricultural equipment, horse and buggies, transit
(including transit stops), and motorized vehicles - Section 8.3.2(2)
For County roads that go through settlement areas, the County will investigate improving
pedestrian safety through the use of: traffic calming measures; improved traffic signals;
roundabouts/traffic circles at key intersections; improvement signage, improved pedestrian
crossings, designing road as complete streets, etc. - Section 8.3.2(5)
For buildings and structures proposed adjacent to a County road within settlement areas, the
setbacks as identified in the local municipal zoning by-laws will be used – Section 8.3.2(7)
For County roads that go through settlement areas or built-up areas, the County will consider
developing a connecting link program in consultation with local municipalities. For a connecting
link, the County’s interest will be to protect the continuity and connectivity of the County road
system. For municipalities, a connecting link is important as it provides access through
downtown/built-up areas by motorists, pedestrians, and cyclists and making sure that the
connecting link continues to provide these functions – Section 8.3.2(8)

Development Charges
An issue that would need to be resolved if transfer were the preferred option is what to do with the
development charges. Most Grey County’s development charges deal with the urban sections of road
where it has collected and will collect more charges moving forward. The transfer schedule would need
to ensure that the Grey County development charges did not create a large deficit for Grey County. If all
the projects were completed now, the Grey County DC fund would be in a large deficit position.

It would need to be determined how the DC funds would be transferred. It is assumed the
member municipalities would only be able to use the fund for the project as proposed. If a
municipality did not have a development charge by-law, enough funds may not be collected.
Road Exchanges
Future Road exchange costs could also be utilized to offset the increased costs that the municipalities
may be incurring in taking on the urban roads. There is only a few of these that would work. For
instance, were Grey Road 9 to be exchanged, the County would be taking on significant cost to upgrade
Concession 12. This may relieve the County of future cost of some of the transfers with West Grey.
Section 8.3.2(6) of the County Official Plan identifies the potential planned County road corridors (road
exchanges) which are:





Grey Road 9 westerly extension into the Municipality of West Grey (currently Concession 11 in
West Grey);
Grey Road 14 extension along Southgate Sideroad 11;
Grey Road 5 extension/Owen Sound East By-pass (currently Concession 10 in the Municipality of
Meaford);
Grey Road 25 westerly extension by providing a straight-thru connection between Grey Road 3
and Grey-Bruce Line;
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Dundalk Industrial Park By-pass;
Grey Road 40 direct connection between Highway 6 and Highway 10;
Concession 5 Derby and Concession 6 (Sullivan) to connect Grey Road 40 to Grey Road 18.

Next Steps
After approval of this report, Grey County Transportation Staff would begin (likely) remote meetings
with member municipality staff to determine the opportunities and challenges facing the members
resulting from the options for the road segments in their respective urban areas. The results of these
discussions would be summarized and included in the workshop.
Grey County would secure the services of a person to facilitate the workshop and packages would need
to be developed for all participants to look at the issues of each individual municipality and the system
as a whole.
As with previous projects, such as the Re-Colour Grey and the Cycling and Trails Master Plan, this will
likely lead to more consultation with the stakeholders. It would also require consultation with the
public.
The urban areas make up 5.8% of the County road system. Although this seems quite small, they
contain the majority of our storm sewer, a large portion of utilities, and many agreement and traffic
signals, which makes managing them quite complex.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Section 52 of the Municipal Act, 2001 permits the County to transfer jurisdiction and ownership
of roads between the County and its lower-tier municipalities on its own. No formal approval is
required from the lower-tier municipalities involved.
The Act and related legislation give the authority to close a highway and to restrict its use (e.g.
speed limits, controlling what vehicles may use the road, limiting traffic flow to one-way traffic,
etc.) to the municipality having jurisdiction over the road.

Financial and Resource Implications
The transfers and corresponding one-time funding or ongoing funding would need to be determined.
It is unclear how a reduction of road lengths would impact funding sources like OCIF and gas tax. Future
implications for development charges would need to be reviewed based on the timing of the exchange.
Financial implications would have to first be thoroughly investigated by the Finance Department.
The transfer option could represent a significant workload increase for the clerk’s and legal
department. It is doubtful this work could be completed in a timely manner by the current
workforce, and at a minimum, contracted help would be required.

Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal-Planning Department, Finance Department, CAO

☒

External-Member Municipalities commented in the connecting link strategy many years
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ago but have not been introduced to the download recommendation.

Appendices and Attachments
Grey County Transportation Master Plan
Policy for Maintenance and Construction in Urban Areas
TR-CC-55-15 Transportation Master Plan
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Proposed Connecting Link / Transfer Options Map
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

April 8, 2021

Subject / Report No:

SSR-CW-01-21

Title:

Association of Municipalities of Ontario and Ontario Federation
of Indigenous Friendship Centres Declaration of Mutual
Commitment and Friendship

Prepared by:

Barb Fedy, Director of Social Services

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove, CAO

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

All Municipalities of Grey County

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report SSR-CW-01-21 be received; and
2. That Grey County Council authorize the Warden and the Clerk to sign, along with
the M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre, the joint Association of
Municipalities of Ontario and the Ontario Federation of Indigenous Friendship
Centres’ Declaration of Mutual Commitment and Friendship and Addendum, as
adapted, on behalf of Grey County; and
3. That staff be directed to work with the M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship
Centre for the signing of the declaration and all actions contained within the
declaration itself; and
4. That Grey County and the M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre work
together to advance the commitments of the joint Declaration of Mutual
Commitment and Friendship.

Executive Summary
At the annual conference in August 2020, the Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO)
and the Ontario Federation of Indigenous Friendship Centres (OFIFC), signed a Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU) that brought both organizations to the table on issues that matter to
our communities. The MOU will help strengthen the relationship between Ontario’s Indigenous
and non-Indigenous communities.
For several years AMO and the OFIFC have been working together to develop relationships and
explore opportunities for collaboration for municipal governments and services for Indigenous
peoples who do not reside on Indigenous territory across Ontario. From this work, a joint
declaration was developed. Many individual municipalities have moved ahead to adopt the joint
Declaration of Mutual Commitment and Friendship as written and several have adapted it to suit
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their unique community while still others have re-written it to further support distinct and
inclusive engagements with one another.
The intent of the declaration as developed by AMO and OFIFC is to identify ways that
municipalities and Friendship Centres can work together to improve the quality of life of
Indigenous people living across the province of Ontario, as 85% of Indigenous people live offreserve and in urban settings. This work has been supported by both the AMO Board of
Directors and the AMO Indigenous Relations Task Force, as well as OFIFC’s Board of
Directors.

Background and Discussion
Prior to the joint signing at the AMO Conference in August 2020, Grey County was approached
by the M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre, located in Owen Sound and serving
Indigenous people living in Grey and Bruce Counties, to identify interest in participating in
signing the Declaration of Mutual Commitment and Friendship as developed by AMO and
OFIFC.
As described on the AMO website, OFIFC is a provincial Indigenous organization that
represents the collective interests of twenty-nine (29) member Friendship Centres who improve
the quality of life of Indigenous people living in an urban and rural environment by supporting
self-determined activities which encourage equal access to and participation in Canadian
society and which respects Indigenous cultural distinctiveness. The OFIFC administers several
culture-based programs and services which are delivered by local Friendship Centres in areas
such as health, poverty reduction, homelessness, ending family violence, justice, family support,
and employment and training. OFIFC member Friendship Centres currently deliver culturebased programs and services in most of these areas, which has had a positive impact on
Indigenous and non-Indigenous communities across Ontario. Friendship Centres do not operate
in a vacuum, and often develop meaningful relationships and innovative partnerships with local
municipalities to ensure that urban and rural Indigenous people are receiving equitable access
to culturally-based services. As such, Friendship Centres are recognized as Indigenous
community hubs in the cities and towns in which they are located, providing services in a selfdetermining, holistic, and integrated manner to local Indigenous people and communities
Here in Grey County, staff work closely with M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre in
many capacities. Recent County advocacy with the Ministry of Education (MEDU) to flex
funding approval at a new site allowed for additional programming growth as well as bringing
previously separated services under one roof. The M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship
Centre addresses the social, spiritual, mental and physical needs of the urban Indigenous
population in Owen Sound and area but also offers outreach services and programs to others
who reside across the region. Grey County has a diverse population and it is important to forge
new ways of working together in the spirit of reconciliation in order to advance the wellbeing of
Indigenous residents in urban and rural communities.
The declaration supports collaboration on initiatives that create tangible opportunities and
outcomes for the County of Grey and the M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre for a
common objective to build a foundation for a strong, mutually-beneficial relationship. The
following guiding principles provide the foundation for this positive and productive relationship
as AMO and OFIFC work together, on behalf of member municipalities, and in turn Grey County
and M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre, to advance the wellbeing of urban and rural
Indigenous communities:
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●

Equity and Access: Equitable access requires working to address barriers to ensure all
urban and rural Indigenous people are able to receive services, regardless of geographic
or physical location.

●

Collaboration and Co-development: The value of Indigenous expertise and knowledge to
design, plan, implement and evaluate public policy and programs that impact the
wellbeing of Indigenous people is recognized.

●

Indigenous Leadership: Urban and rural Indigenous communities have involvement and
responsibility over planning and development of policies and services for urban and rural
Indigenous people.

●

Responsiveness to Community Priorities: Community-identified needs and priorities
provide the basis for policy and program development.

●

Respect for Indigenous Diversity and Cultures: The distinctions and diversity of
Indigenous people across Ontario are recognized and respected, with additional
consideration given to gender, sexual orientation, age, language, ability, religion and
socioeconomic difference.

Staff have reviewed the declaration and intentions with the Executive Director of the Friendship
Centre as well as a Board of Directors representative and further worked with representatives at
both AMO and at the OFIFC offices to discuss next steps on behalf of the County of Grey and
the local Friendship Center in order to advance this important work. Intentions are to continue
to build upon existing relationships and establish opportunities and priorities for serving
Indigenous people who live in Grey County. Bruce County Council has endorsed a similar
report and Declaration and given the Friendship Centre serves both municipalities, the
amendments made to the declaration for Bruce County fit well with Grey County too. Current
Covid 19 protocols have restricted opportunities for face to face engagement and it is hoped
that as restrictions ease over the coming months there will be a site tour arranged of the new
space where M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre relocated in later 2020. Staff also
anticipate opportunities to share in ceremony to celebrate our mutual intentions and
commitment for working together later this summer or fall.
Finally, it is the intention of Grey County to be robust in embracing the intentions of the
declaration and not to be trivial in any way. Recently Grey County adopted a Land
Acknowledgement Policy to formally acknowledge the land at County Council and other
occasions as a commitment to this ongoing work of respect and building stronger relationships.
This action is reflective of change for true reconciliation; supporting the joint declaration furthers
this important work as both the municipality and M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre
care about community.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
None.

Financial and Resource Implications
None.
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Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal

☒

External

M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre Representatives
 Meredith Staveley-Watson, AMO Municipal Advisor
 Louloua Habli, OFIFC Urban Issues Policy Analyst

Appendices and Attachments
1. Addendum to the Declaration (using AMO template and added clause from Bruce
County’s addendum)
2. Joint AMO – OFIFC Declaration of Mutual Commitment and Friendship
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Declaration of Mutual Commitment and Friendship
Between
M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre and the
Corporation of the County of Grey
Addendum to the AMO-OFIFC Declaration
WHEREAS the culture and traditions of Indigenous peoples are woven in the fabric of Canada’s
heritage and particularly in the historical roots of Grey County;
WHEREAS the County of Grey is working with the M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre;
WHEREAS the M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre has been an active contributor to
the wellbeing of residents in the community;
WHEREAS the County of Grey has a good and ongoing relationship with the M’Wikwedong
Indigenous Friendship Centre and wants to set a leading example in the area of Indigenous
relations by demonstrating overlapping community interest and work;
WHEREAS the County of Grey and the M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre recognize
this is an opportunity to strengthen the relationship between the administrations of the
Friendship Centre and the County and to achieve greater impact in the lives of urban
Indigenous people within Grey County through strategically partnering resources and sharing
expertise when possible;
WHEREAS the Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO) and the Ontario Federation of
Indigenous Friendship Centres (OFIFC) Declaration of Mutual Commitment and Friendship
reflects the municipality’s understanding of and working relationship with Indigenous people in
the community;
WHEREAS the M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre is contemplating the signing of this
declaration and participation in related activities following the virtual AMO Conference in August
of 2020;
THEREFORE IT BE RESOLVED THAT Grey County Council authorizes the Warden to sign in
conjunction with the M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre, the joint AMO-OFIFC
Declaration of Mutual Commitment and Friendship on behalf of the municipality and participate
it related activities following the AMO 2020 Conference;
AND THAT Council direct staff to work with AMO in order to coordinate the declaration signing
and related activities following the AMO 2020 Conference.
ALL SIGNATORIES RECOGNIZE:
THAT Grey County and the M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship Centre will work together to
achieve the articles of the AMO-OFIFC Declaration of Mutual Commitment and Friendship.
Signatories and Adjacent Dates:
______________________________
Selwyn Hicks, Warden
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M’Wikwedong Indigenous Friendship

Corporation of the County of Grey
Centre
____________________________________
Heather Morrison, Clerk
Corporation of the County of Grey

Declaration of Mutual Commitment and Friendship
Improving the Quality of Life of Indigenous People Across Ontario’s Municipalities
Joint and Ongoing Commitment Between Signatories:
the Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO) and
the Ontario Federation of Indigenous Friendship Centres (OFIFC)
1. WHEREAS in Ontario, over 85 percent of Indigenous people live in municipalities;
2. WHEREAS the growing percentage of Indigenous people living in municipalities and the
Friendship Centres that serve them participate in and contribute to municipal community
life;
3. WHEREAS the Friendship Centres have existed in Ontario municipalities for over half a
century and have vital roles to play in community development, social cohesion, and
improving the quality of life for Indigenous people living in urban and rural areas;
4. WHEREAS the Friendship Centres receive their mandate from their communities and
are inclusive of all Indigenous people;
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5. WHEREAS municipal governments have a growing and critical role in human and social
services and community development and many have shown leadership in working in
partnership with Indigenous organizations;
6. WHEREAS the Truth and Reconciliation Commission defines reconciliation as “an
ongoing process of establishing and maintaining respectful relationships”;
7. WHEREAS strengthening relations between Indigenous and non-Indigenous people is
essential to municipal governments, Friendship Centres, and communities across
Ontario;
8. WHEREAS municipal governments play an important role in providing and delivering
valuable programs and services to meet the needs of their residents, as well as being
responsible, in all or some part, for over two hundred and eighty (280) pieces of
provincial legislation that impact daily life of all who live in Ontario;
9. WHEREAS many municipal governments and Friendship Centres have taken up the
responsibility to collaborate on a variety of initiatives that improve Indigenous quality of
life and have had tangible community impacts;
10. WHEREAS municipal governments are on the front-lines working directly with all
individuals to support and determine social determinants of health, demonstrating a
notion of direct responsibility contributing to community wellbeing and prosperity;
11. WHEREAS the AMO has developed the Indigenous Relations Task Force to advise the
AMO Board of Directors on municipal-Indigenous relationship building;
12. WHEREAS the OFIFC was founded in 1971 and works to support, advocate for and
build the capacity of member Friendship Centres across Ontario;
13. WHEREAS the Friendship Centre Movement is the largest Indigenous service network
in the province supporting the vibrant and quickly-growing Indigenous population through
programming, research, education, and policy advocacy;
14. WHEREAS AMO and OFIFC are partnering on a variety of initiatives to improve
collaboration and information sharing amongst our membership, not limited to the work
of the AMO-OFIFC Indigenous Relations Working Group and the AMO-OFIFC
Memorandum of Understanding signed on xxx; AND
15. WHEREAS this declaration is a living document that municipal governments and
Friendship Centres can sign onto or use as a framework for the development of local or
regional declarations that can be addended to this declaration;

THAT SIGNATORY MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENTS RECOGNIZE:
16. THAT Indigenous people reside and build community and resilience in municipalities
across Ontario;
17. THE value of Indigenous knowledge and expertise to design, plan, implement, and
evaluate public policy and programs that impact the wellbeing of Indigenous people is
paramount;
18. THE responsibility taken up by Indigenous Friendship Centres to meet Indigenous
community need;
19. THE value of building relationships and partnerships with Friendship Centres to improve
the quality of life of Indigenous people in their municipality; AND
20. THAT the exchange of information and skills within and between municipal governments
and related associations contribute to improved understanding in the area of Indigenous
relations.
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THAT SIGNATORY ONTARIO INDIGENOUS FRIENDSHIP CENTRES RECOGNIZE:
21. THAT they are and have been leaders in urban Indigenous community development and
in reflecting and responding to the needs of Indigenous people in municipalities for over
half a century;
22. THAT they are engaged in local and regional affairs and that they contribute to municipal
life and that they lead the Indigenous social, community, economic, and cultural
development of municipalities across Ontario;
23. THE responsibility taken up by municipal governments to meet and serve Indigenous
communities;
24. THAT municipal governments provide essential services that Friendship Centre
community members rely on to thrive;
25. THAT municipal governments are leaders in Ontario in meeting community needs
through local programs, services and community development, be they in human and
social services, public safety or public works/infrastructure, and are integral to
community well-being and the social determinants of health;
26. THAT the development and maintenance of good relationships and partnerships with
municipal governments is essential to achieving long-term positive impact on Indigenous
communities; AND
27. THAT Friendship Centres acknowledge that they operate in a municipal landscape and
rely on municipal governments.
ALL SIGNATORIES RECOGNIZE:
28. THAT we are uniquely positioned to improve community-wellbeing through local policy
development, programs and services as we are well-equipped to be responsive to
community needs;
29. THAT community-identified needs and priorities should provide the basis for policy and
program development, and that we are uniquely positioned to improve the quality of life
of Indigenous people living in municipalities;
30. THAT mutual respect, responsibility, trust, transparency and collaboration to meet
common community priorities are key principles of relationship building between nonIndigenous and Indigenous organizations;
31. THAT the Friendship Centres and municipal governments play key roles in working
against racism, inequality, discrimination, and stigma within and between communities;
32. THAT the goal of this declaration is to provide municipal governments and Friendship
Centres with a framework for relationship-building to advance reconciliation in
communities across Ontario;
33. THAT the goal of this declaration is to enhance social cohesion between Indigenous and
non-Indigenous people and support closer cultural, social and civic ties between
Indigenous and non-Indigenous people;
34. THAT we can play a leadership role and set a standard by advancing reconciliation
locally and regionally through partnerships and collaboration;
35. THAT fostering local and regional partnerships is integral to improving the quality of life
for all communities; AND
36. THAT we establish and maintain an ongoing dialogue and working relationships at the
local and provincial orders.
SIGNATORIES AND ADJACENT DATES:
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AMO
OFIFC
Ongoing Signatures:
Municipal Governments (Elected Officials)
Friendship Centres (Presidents)

I:\2020-2021\CG07 Policy Analysis & Development\Projects\Urban Indigenous
Issues\AMO\2020-04-30 DRAFT Ontario Municipal Declaration of Mutual Commitment and
Friendship (for Exec Committee)
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