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Executive Summary 

Introduction: 

This restructuring Commission was formed by the Minister of Municipal Affairs on December 
15, 1999. It was charged with responsibility for restructuring municipal government in Victoria 
County. As part of the public consultation process, the Commission has produced this draft 

r-) report. It evaluates three options advanced by local politicians, citizens, and the business 
;_ ] community, as being potentially new governing structures for Victoria County. The first option 

includes a two-tier system. The second option eliminates all existing municipal governments and 

1 replaces them with a single-tier level of government for the entire county. The third option 
eliminates all existing municipal governments and replaces them with three single-tiers: one for 
the north, one for the south excluding Lindsay and Ops Township (or part of Ops Township), and 
one that includes Lindsay and Ops Township (or part of Ops Township). 

I 

' J 
The evaluation in this report concentrates on strengths and weaknesses of each alternative and 

( --0 provides an estimate of expected cost savings and potential tax impacts under each of them. At 
this point, the Commission does not have a preferred choice. Each option is examined and the 
Commission wishes to emphasize that each of these could be changed or altered, perhaps 
dramatically, before the final decision is made. This draft is intended to solicit public response 
and input, an important ingredient in assisting the Commission in reaching its decision on the 
preferred option. The Commission's final or preferred option will be published in a report that 
will be released at a press conference during the last week of March 2000. 

/ 
I 
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Problems with the Status Quo: 

A question that arose on a number of occasions during the consultation process was 'why 
change?' or 'what is wrong with the current system?' In other words, 'if it ain't broke, don't fix 
it'. While the Commission heard these comments, it does not agree with them. The 'status quo' 
is not working effectively and efficiently and all too often, not in the best interests of the 
taxpayer. In the Commission's view, the system 'is broke'. The existence of sixteen area 
municipalities, each with similar, if not identical, service responsibilities is costly and inefficient 
because service responsibilities are restricted to municipal boundaries rather than more logical 
and rational service areas. Second, the existence of so many area municipalities, each operating 
in a small geographical area, has led to the use of a number of joint-use or joint-service 
agreements with many of these agreements being the subject of dispute and disagreement. Third, 
a major inadequacy of the 'status quo' is the hesitancy or unwillingness to migrate service 
responsibility to the level of government that can best control all benefits and costs within its 
borders (solid waste, roads) and generate cost savings for taxpayers (administrative services such 
as tax billing and insurance). Fourth, there is some question as to whether or not the current tax 
and economic base of many of the area municipalities is strong enough to face the challenges and 
problems that will confront the residents of Victoria County in this century. Firth, the fact that 
County Council is not constituted by directly elected members inhibits efficient and effective 
decision making. Sixth, if the current system had been functioning smoothly, effectively and 
efficiently, presumably this Commission would not have been created. 
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The New Reality: 

Given that the 'status quo' is no longer an option in this Commission's view, the real challenge is 
to replace it with a structure that is best able to cope with the new reality in Ontario. For 
example, recent provincial downloading has been directed almost entirely to the County, thus 
increasing its' role so that county services now absorb forty-eight cents of every municipal 
property tax dollar; whereas the county absorbed an average of twenty-five cents of every dollar 
before downloading. This is not a complete picture, however, because the forty-eight cent figure 
does not include property tax funding for land ambulance and social housing - both will soon 
become a county funding responsibility, thus increasing even further the relative importance of 
the upper-tier. 

A growing tendency for people to live in one jurisdiction and work in neighbouring jurisdictions 
has, in many instances, effectively removed inter-municipal differences attributed to local 
preferences and produced a levelling out of citizen expectations for both the quantity and quality 
of services provided across all municipalities. 

Arguments that rural and tourist areas should be excluded from urban areas in any governing 
structure may be umealistic and impractical for a variety of reasons. Urban areas are the focal 
point for most economic, recreational and social activity across a large geographical area. 
Consequently, the governance of urban centres revolves around the need to maintain a coherent 
balance among policies for the entire area - transportation issues impact on the rural area as 
much as the urban area; provision of social services and social housing for the rural and urban 
area alike must be shared across the entire region to prevent the migration of recipients to the 
urban centres leaving them with the task of paying the entire bill; and region-wide land use 
planning is important if the rural and tourist communities are to retain their identity and resist the 
temptation to urbanize and capture the increased assessment. Rural areas around an urban 
centred jurisdiction generally have better arterial roads, more recreation programs, enhanced 
library services and better fire protection and safety standards, to name only a few, when 
compared with municipalities that are not part of an urban/rural governing structure. 

Frequently Raised Concerns with Municipal Restructuring: 

Many participants in the public consultation process raised a number of issues, concerns and 
questions about restructuring and its impact on taxpayers. For example, the Commission was told 
on a number of occasions that restructuring would not lower the cost of municipal services and 
reduce taxes. The Commission disagrees with this assertion because there is ample evidence 
supporting the opposite. In fact, the only cost savings estimate on any municipal amalgamation 
in Victoria County indicated substantial savings. 

Second, many participants suggested that amalgamations will lead to a loss in local identity. The 
notion that local identity is lost if a municipality no longer has its own governing unit is 
unwarranted and incorrect. Bobcaygeon will still be Bobcaygeon; Fenelon Falls will still be 
Fenelon Falls; and so on. At the moment, Coboconk is Coboconk and Bethany is Bethany and 
Kirkfield is Kirkfiekd and they do not have their own governing units. 
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Third, many written submissions stated that they should not have to pay for services that are not 
accessible to them. The Commission agrees with this position. Area rating and specific charges 
for services benefiting specific individuals will accommodate this concern. 

Fourth, the Commission was told on a number of occasions that rural and urban communities 
should not be part of the same governing unit. This marriage would not work, it was alleged, 
because the differences are so great that they could not be accommodated. The Commission 
wonders about this. These kinds of marriages have worked in amalgamations in other Counties 
and the recent merger ofBobcaygeon and Verulam is testimony to it being implemented in 
Victoria County. 

Fifth, the question was often asked - is cost savings the only rationale for restructuring? The 
short answer to this question is no! Obviously, cost savings are important but there is at least one 
other valid reason for restructuring and that is to create a fairer tax base for sharing the cost of 
those municipal services whose benefits spread across the County. 

Sixth, a large number of submissions implored the Commission to retain a two-tier structure 
because, the submissions state, it provides citizens/taxpayers with better access to local 
politicians and better representation. While access would be improved, this is not the same thing 
as saying that the political system is better. Accessibility, effectiveness and the quality of the 
representation system depends on the quality of elected officials and not numbers or location. 

Seventh, many submissions and presentations spoke of the importance of maintaining 
volunteerism within each local community. Volunteerism is an important and essential ingredient 
in the vitality and life of these communities. The Commission agrees with this. The Commission 
does not share the view, however, that the level ofvolunteerism is driven by the governing 
structure of the municipality. Volunteerism is driven by communities of interest and these 
communities will continue, regardless of the governing structure. 

Eighth, a major concern of many citizens and politicians is what happens to the assets and 
liabilities of a municipality after it merges or amalgamates with a neighbouring municipality. 
The Commission's position is that all accumulated reserves, reserve funds and development 
charge funds would remain with the taxpayers in the municipality that created them. They should 
be applied to their former municipality's share of future capital costs within the newly 
amalgamated municipality. Similarly, after amalgamation, the existing debt of a municipality 
( except for municipal buildings) should remain with property owners in that municipality's 
original boundaries. It will not be transferred to the property owners of the other municipalities 
within the amalgamated area. 

Ninth, throughout the County, various donations or bequests have been designated for specific 
parks, heritage sites or facilities. These facilities are an important and vital component in every 
municipality where they are located and because of this, communities do not want to lose them 
or lose control of their operation. The Commission agrees with this and will not change it. 
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Options: 

Local governments across Victoria County are responsible for a wide range of services designed 
to benefit local residents. It is critical, therefore, that the local government structure or system be 
designed to achieve this in the most efficient, effective and accountable manner. While any 
system will work if the right municipal officials are in charge or if municipal officials have a 
desire and willingness to make it work, a weak system may not achieve its desired goals or 
objectives if officials at the two levels have conflicting views or goals. Emphasis, here, is on 
responsibility for policy setting and funding. It is not on delivery. Services may be delivered in 
a variety of ways - direct provision by the local municipality, purchasing from another 
municipality or level of government, contracting from the private sector, use of volunteers, and 
soon. 

From the Commission's first round of meetings (early January) with local councils and public 
input through written and oral submissions, a vast majority support a two-tier structure although 
there is no consistency or uniformity on a few critical issues. For example, opinions differ on the 
number of area municipalities that should be created. The most frequently mentioned number 
was four but considerably less than fifty percent of all two-tier supporters recommended this 
number. Other suggestions extended all the way to fourteen area municipalities. As well, those 
supporting a two-tier option lack consistency in two other important areas. First, there was no 
consensus as to 'which level of municipal government should be responsible for what services', 
and second, there was no consistency in their views on whether County Councillors should serve 
concurrently on local and county councils or whether they should serve only on County Council. 
Finally, not a single submission in support of a two-tier structure indicated how their version of a 
two-tier system would effectively overcome the problems with the current system. 

While a small number of oral and written submissions supported a county wide, one-tier 
structure, their arguments were generally uniform and consistent. They viewed it as the option 
that would generate the greatest cost savings. It would eliminate the current two-tier system 
which, in their view, is not working and will not work because of ongoing conflicts and 
'squabbles' at County Council. It would smooth the way for seamless service delivery, 
something that has not happened in the current two-tier system. Further, they continued, careful 
use of area rating would ensure that taxpayers would not pay for services to which they did not 
have access. 

An even smaller minority suggested that the County be separated into two, three or four single
tier municipalities. While this option has the advantages of a single-tier system in that there is 
only one governing unit, there was no consensus on the governing structure for handling county
wide services. Some suggested that they should be handled through inter-municipal agreements, 
special purpose bodies, or a service or management board. Others, however, rejected these 
vehicles or instruments, but were unable to offer a viable and responsible way in which these 
responsibilities could be assumed. 
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Governance Structure -A Two Tier Option 

Recent provincial downloading of service and funding responsibilities has left the municipal 
sector with an increased range of responsibilities with all downloaded services, other than septic 
tank inspection, assigned to the upper tier in a two-tier structure. Indeed, there has been virtually 
no disagreement with the assignment of these services to the upper tier. Where disagreement has 
surfaced, however, is over the assignment of services that have been provided and funded by the 
municipal sector for some time. After evaluating each municipal service based on: first, an 
appropriate set of principles for assigning responsibility in a two tier system; current practice in 
Victoria County; and available cost studies and best practices drawn from other jurisdictions, it is 
apparent that the vast majority of municipal services should be the responsibility of a single 
county-wide governing unit. In fact, there is very little left for the lower tier other than fire 
suppression, parks and recreation, street lighting and sidewalks, and public transit, all of which 
could easily migrate to the County with no loss in the ability of local communities to have 
different service standards. With such a restricted set or responsibilities, one really has to 
question the wisdom, merits and relevance of retaining a lower tier level of government in 
Victoria County. 

Let us, for the time being, ignore the arguments over whether or not a two-tier system should 
exist and assume that it will. Further, let us leave all expenditure responsibilities with the level 
of municipal government that is currently responsible for them. In this structure, the 
Commission proposes four area municipalities plus a County. This is similar to the Remson 
report and was the option that was most frequently suggested by local councils. 

Upper Tier Council: The following is the Commission's proposal for the size and structure of 
the upper tier council in this two-tier system. 

'- 1. Size of Council - thirteen members made up of the Head of Council and twelve councillors. 

I 
l : ) 

2. Head of Council - elected at large by the electors in the County. 
3. Distribution of Councillors -three councillors elected by wards from each of the four area 

municipalities 
4. Directly elected Councillors - serve only on the upper tier Council. 
5. Full-time or part-time positions-Head of Council is full-time and councillors are part-time. 
6. Committee Structure- standing committees rather than Committee of the Whole. 
7. Boards and Commissions- a seven member Police Service Board, a Board of Health, a 

Hydro-Electricity Board. 

Councils in Area Municipalities: The following is the Commission's proposal for the size and 
structure of the councils in each of the four area municipalities. 
1. Size of Council - five members made up of the Head of Council and four councillors. 
2. Head of Council - elected at large by the electors in the municipality. 
3. Distribution of Councillors - four councillors elected by wards with ward boundaries not 

coterminous with the upper tier ward boundaries. 
4. Directly elected Councillors - serve only on the Council in the area municipality. 
5. Full-time or part-time positions-all positions are part-time. 
6. Committee Structure - standing committees rather than Committee of the Whole. 
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7. Boards and Commissions-Conservation Authority, volunteer boards for recreation, 
cemeteries and fire, and so on, if required. 

Governance Structure -A One-Tier Option: 

In a one-tier system, there is only one governing unit and it is responsible for all services. 
1. Size of Council-seventeen members made up of the Head of Council and sixteen 

councillors. 
2. Head of Council - elected at large by the electors in the County. 
3. Distribution of Councillors- elected from newly created wards across the County. 
4. Full-time or part-time positions - Head of Council is full-time and councillors are part-time. 
5. Committee Structure - standing committees rather than Committee of the Whole. 
6. Community Service Centres - required to ensure citizens have access to information and 

municipal services. 
7. Boards and Commissions - a seven member Police Service Board, a Board of Health, a 

Hydro-Electricity Board, A Conservation Authority plus volunteer boards for recreation, fire, 
cemeteries and other areas as required. 

Governance Structure - the Three Municipality Option 

The three municipalities proposed include: 
• the Town of Lindsay and the Township of Ops; 
• all municipalities north of the Trent canal; 
• all municipalities south of the Trent canal excluding Lindsay and Ops. 

The design of this governance structure ignores issues of responsibility for services that 
generally benefit from being provided in geographical areas that are larger than those in this 
three municipality model. Once again and as with other options, this one is provided for 
discussion purposes. 

1. Size of Council - each municipality would have a seven member council made up of the 
Head of Council and six councillors. 

2. Head of Council - elected at large by the electors in each municipality. 
3. Distribution of Councillors- elected from newly created wards in each of the municipalities 

across the County. 
4. Full-time or part-time positions - Head of Council is full-time and councillors are part-time. 
5. Committee Structure- standing committees rather than Committee of the Whole. 
6. Boards and Commissions - a seven member Police Service Board, a Board of Health, a 

Hydro-Electricity Board, member ship on the Conservation Authority plus volunteer boards 
for recreation, fire, cemeteries and other areas as required. 

Estimated Cost Savings: 

In the Commission's view, the estimated annual cost savings are conservative and easily 
achievable. Furthermore, they refer only to amalgamation or consolidation savings 
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( consolidation of current municipal governments and the elimination of duplication). They do 
not include efficiency savings ( cost savings from improvements in overall efficiency and process 
changes). Indeed, the Commission believes that additional savings under any of the options 
could be secured through changes in the way in which services are delivered, especially where 
improvements occur as a result of providing services in a seamless manner ( unrestricted by 
existing municipal boundaries). It should also be noted that projected restructuring savings are 
limited to those areas supported by the property tax rate. They do not include estimates of 
potential savings that may result in user fee or utility rate reductions. Indeed, a recent estimate 
suggests that there would be significant cost savings from merging seven municipal hydro
electrical utilities in Victoria County .. 

Table 1 illustrates annual estimated cost savings under each of the three options. The one tier 
model is estimated to save twice as much annually as either of the other alternatives. This is a 
saving that would be passed on to taxpayers in Victoria County. The transitional costs (one time 
implementation costs) are highest for the three municipality model and roughly the same for the 
other two possibilities. Transitional costs, it should be noted, for a Provincially constituted 
Commission have always been absorbed by the Province and there is every reason to believe that 
this practice would be applied in Victoria County. 

Table 1: Estimated Cost Impact Under Possible Options 

Two-Tier Single-Tier Three Municipaliti~s 

Annual Operating Cost Savings of Savings of Savings of 

Impact t'Smillion ~million $ 1. 7 million 

Transitional Costs $ 5.4 million S 5.5 million $ 6.4 million 

V . \ ~ 
Distribution of Tax Impact: 

The Commission's view is that some services should be area rated to capture or permit 
differences in service standards and levels. In particular the Commission believes that area rating 
should be used to capture differences in service standards for transit, fire, police, solid waste 
collection/recycling and tax supported debt (excluding municipal buildings). Table 2 records this 
property tax impact on a residential property having an assessed value of $100,000 for each 
option given that the estimated annual savings reported in Table 1 are achieved. 

Property Tax Phase-In: 

In every amalgamation or restructuring study, taxes on some property owners go up and taxes on 
other property owners go down. This generally arises because there is a different sharing of the 
tax base across all area municipalities for county-wide services after the amalgamation when 
compared with before the amalgamation. To offset significant increases, the Commission 
believes that there must be a phase in period. 



r ··; All increases in the rates of taxation for municipal purposes for the new municipality that would 
occur solely as a result of restructuring may be phased in over a five-year period. Where tax 
increases arise, such amounts could be financed by a reduction in the decrease in the rates of 

('> taxation over an equivalent period 

Table 2: Property Tax Impact on A Residential Property Assessed at $100,000 Under Each 
Option With Area Rating for Transit, Fire, Police, Waste Collection/Recycling and Tax 

Supported Debt (excluding municipal buildings). 
Three 

Municipality Actual Tax1 Two-Tier Single- Municipalities 
I Tier 

Town: $ 
Lindsay 1,512 -5% -13% -4% 

Villages: 
Bobcaygeon 1,130 -5% -12% -4% 
Fenelon Falls 1,246 -4% -11% -4% 
Omem~ 1,190 -10% 0% 2% 
Sturgeon Point 1,140 -20% -27% -19% 
Woodville 1,148 -16% -14% -12% 

L , Townships: 
Bexley 1,031 -5% -13% -5% 
Carden 1,128 -16% -23% -16% 
Dalton 867 12% 2% 12% 
Eldon 874 4% 7% 10% 
Emily 924 -9% 3% 6% 
Fenelon 892 -5% -3% 0% 

( ; Laxton, Digby & Longford 1,051 -8% -15% -7% 
Manvers 809 6% 20% 23% 
Mariposa 928 -2% 0% 3% 
Ops 950 19% 5% 20% 
Somerville 959 0% -8% 0% 

I j Verulam 1,080 -7% -15% -7% 

# households with reductions 26,115 22,344 16,267 
# households with no change 2,301 3,379 6,077 
# households with increases 5,649 8,342 11,721 
# households with > 10% 1,944 2,024 3,968 
1 1999 actual tax rates have been restated for Mariposa and Manvers (streetlighting), 
Marisposa (waste collection and recycling), Woodville (landfill and recycling). 
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A. Process Followed by the Commission 

On December 15, 1999, the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing, the Hon. Tony Clement, 
appointed a Commission for Restructuring Victoria County under Section 25.3 of the Municipal 

rr", Act. Established at the request of two local communities, the purpose of the Commission was: 

I , 

/._ j 
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I I 
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• to develop a proposal for restructuring municipalities in the locality prescribed; and 
• to define the most appropriate form of local government in Victoria County in terms of 

municipal structure, boundaries, organization, administration and responsibilities. 

In keeping with the provisions of the Municipal Act governing the conduct of a restructuring 
commission, the Commission met with each Council and other stakeholders in Victoria County 
in January of2000 before preparing this draft proposal. As prescribed by the legislation, this 
draft proposal is the basis for the next stage of public consultation. 

In particular, this draft evaluates three potential options that have been advanced by local 
politicians, citizens, and the business community, as being possible governing structures for 
Victoria County. The first option includes a two-tier system The second option eliminates all 
existing municipal governments and replaces them with a single-tier level of government for the 
entire county. The third option eliminates all existing municipal governments and replaces them 
with three single-tiers: one for the north, one for the south excluding Lindsay and Ops Township 
(or part of Ops Township), and one that includes Lindsay and Ops Township (or part of Ops 
Township). 

The evaluation concentrates on strengths and weaknesses of each alternative and provides an 
estimate of expected cost savings and potential tax impacts under each of them. At this point, 
~he Commission does not have a preferred choice. Each option is examined and the 
Commission wishes to emphasize that each of these could be changed or altered, perhaps 
dramatically, before the final decision is made. This draft is intended to solicit public response 
and input, an important ingredient in assisting the Commission in reaching its decision on the 
preferred option. The Commission's final or preferred option will be published in a report that 
will be released at a press conference during the last week of March 2000. 

Copies of the report are available for inspection by the public in each municipal office, as well as 
in the Clerk's Office at the County ofVictoria and in all local libraries. A copy of the report may 
also be obtained by sending an email request to: hkitchen@trentu.ca 

Public input will be received up to February 25, 2000 and in a variety of ways. 

First, by making a submission at one of the following public meetings: 
1. February 15, from 2:00 pm to 5:00 pm at the Legion in Coboconk; 
2. February 15, from 6:30 pm to 9:30 pm in the Council Chambers of the Municipal 

Building in Bobcaygeon; 
3. February 16, from 2:00 pm to 5:00 pm at the Armouries in Lindsay; 
4. February 16, from 6:30 pm to 9:30 pm at the Armouries in Lindsay. 

12 
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Second, by forwarding written submissions to the Commission in one of the following ways: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

fax to (705-745-8095); 
or e-mail to hkitchen@trentu.ca 
or mail to: Harry kitchen 

Department of Economics 
Trent University 
Peterborough, Ontario, 
K9J7B8 

The public may inspect, at any time, all submissions received by the Commission at the Clerk's 
Division of the Administrative Service Department ( second floor) in the Administration Building 
of the County of Victoria, 26 Francis Street, Lindsay, up to and including March 10, 2000. 

Following the public consultation phase (February 25, 2000), the Commission will meet once 
more with all municipal councils in the week of February 29, 2000. This round of consultations 
will provide municipalities with an opportunity to make representations and to obtain more 
precise answers or offer comments on a number of specific concerns with the models proposed 
in this report or if desired, on models not discussed in this report. 

Following this period of written and oral submissions, the Commission will finalize its 
restructuring proposal no earlier than March 26, 2000, thirty days after the deadline for receipt of 
written submissions. The final report will be released during the week of March 27, 2000 and 
will contain the preferred restructuring option along with the order to implement it. 

A. Profile of Victoria County 

Victoria County encompasses an area of307,000 hectares, although a considerable portion of the 
northern part of the County is uninhabited and largely inaccessible. It has more than 64,000 
people and more than 34,000 households (Table 1). Over twenty-six percent of the people live in 
Lindsay (the largest municipality) and it has almost twenty-three percent of the households. Less 
than one-tenth of one percent of the population lives in Sturgeon Point (the smallest 
municipality) and it has four-tenths of one percent of all households in the County. 

Table 2 records the weighted assessment base for each municipality. Lindsay has almost 23 
percent of the County's assessment base of more than $4.3 million. The new municipality of 
Bobcaygeon/ Verulam and the Township ofFenelon are next at 12.1 percent and 11.2 percent 
respectively. As with households and population, the Village of Sturgeon Point has the smallest 
assessment base at less than one-half of one percent of the County total. 

The County is currently governed under a two-tier structure. It includes sixteen area 
municipalities (listed in Tables 1 and 2). By May 1, 2000, a further amalgamation (Township of 
Bexley, United Townships of Laxton, Digby and Longford and the Township of Somerville) is 
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Table 1: Households, Population, Area by Municipality 
Municipality 1998 Households 1996 Population Area 

%of %of %of 
Number total Number total Hectares total 

Town: 
Lindsay 7,724 22.7 16,815 26.3 1,528 0.5 

Villages: 
Bobcaygeon & V erulam 3,969 11.7 6,683 10.5 24,879 8.1 
Fenelon Falls 1,034 3.0 1,806 2.8 243 0.1 
Omemee 521 1.5 1,141 1.8 336 0.1 
Sturgeon Point 127 0.4 90 0.2 150 0.0 
Woodville 298 0.9 719 1.1 246 0.1 

Townships: 
Bexley 1,277 3.7 1,230 1.9 12,266 4.0 
Carden & Dalton 1,087 3.2 1,299 2.0 35,338 11.5 
Eldon 1,681 4.9 2,887 4.5 25,685 8.4 
Emily 2,693 7.9 6,362 9.9 24,082 7.9 
Fenelon 3,776 11.l 5,593 8.7 22,251 7.3 
Laxton, Digby & Longford 1,051 3.1 983 1.5 46,850 15.3 
Manvers 2,024 5.9 5,283 8.3 29,575 9.6 
Mariposa 2,858 8.4 6,929 10.8 31,101 10.1 
Ops 1,644 4.8 4,165 6.5 23,815 7.8 
Somerville 2,301 6.8 2,066 3.2 28,345 9.2 

TOTAL 34,065 100.0 64,051 100.0 306,690 100.0 
Population is from the 1996 Census. Households are from the 1998 assessment roll returned for 1999 tax year. 

Table 2: Current Value Assessment by Municipality 
Taxable Payments-in-Lieu Total 

Municipality Assessment Assessment Assessment % of total 
Town: 

Lindsay 948,162 38,375 986,537 22.9 
Villages: 

Bobcaygeon & Verulam 518,349 4,494 522,843 12.1 
Fenelon Falls 107,989 5,022 113,011 2.6 
Omemee 45,704 2,511 48,215 1.1 
Sturgeon Point 21,625 0 21,625 0.5 
Woodville 32,567 433 33,000 0.8 

Townships: 
Bexley 194,902 5,009 199,911 4.6 
Carden & Dalton 112,374 1,328 113,702 2.6 
Eldon 189,856 1,808 191,664 4.5 
Emily 318,194 2,035 320,229 7.5 
Fenelon 481,624 2,278 483,902 11.2 
Laxton, Digby & Longford 116,159 118 116,277 2.7 
Manvers 288,342 1,445 289,787 6.7 
Mariposa 369,157 430 369,587 8.6 
Ops 222,565 1,940 224,505 5.2 
Somerville 275,128 612 275,740 6.4 

TOTAL 4,242,697 67,838 4,310,535 100.0 
Assessment based on June 1998 assessment roll and prescribed tax ratios per Ontario Ministry of Finance. 
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scheduled. This will leave the County with fourteen area municipalities. At the moment, there 
are 117 Council positions in Victoria County - 94 locally elected Councillors and 23 County 
Council positions. Each of the area municipalities has a council of five members (Reeve, Deputy 
Reeve and three councillors) except for the newly formed municipalities of Carden and Dalton 
(ten members), Bobcaygeon/Verulam (ten members) and Lindsay (Mayor, Reeve, Deputy Reeve 
and six councillors). County Council consists of 23 members, the Reeve from each of the 
eighteen area municipalities that existed prior to January 1, 2000 plus the Deputy Reeve from 
Lindsay, Mariposa Township, Verulam Township, Emily Township, and Fenelon Township. 
Each person on County council gets one vote except for the Reeve of Lindsay who gets two 
votes for a total of24 votes. Membership on County Council has not changed as a result of the 
amalgamation of Carden/Dalton and Bobcaygeon/V erulam. 

Within this two-tier structure (summarized in Table 3), the County is responsible for social 
services, public health, and economic development. It is about to assume responsibility for social 
housing and land ambulance - recently downloaded from the Province. It has also assumed 
responsibility for all aspects of solid waste management. The area municipalities are responsible 
for water and sewers, street lighting and sidewalks, building, plumbing and septic inspections 
and by-law enforcement, police and fire protection, hydro-electricity and the municipal airport in 
Lindsay's case. Lindsay is responsible for its public transit system but the County is responsible 
for a handi-cap van. Area municipalities are responsible for local parks and recreation but the 
County has a centennial park that is seasonal and it has a linear park that is a former rail corridor. 
Both the area municipalities and the County share responsibility for roads and bridges, land use 
planning, 911/communications, libraries and all administrative services. 

Table 4 records current and capital expenditures per household in 1998 by municipality. Current 
expenditures for the area municipalities ranged from a high of$2,693 in Lindsay to a low of 
$715 in the Township of Fenelon with the average for all area municipalities totalling $1,494. 
Current expenditures per household for the County amounted to $1,784. Capital expenditures, by 
comparison, were lower in every municipality and in some cases, dramatically lower. When both 
current and capital expenditures are combined, the average across the entire county amounts to 
$3,909 per household. Lindsay is the highest at $3,856 and Fenelon Township the lowest at $773 
per household. 

These expenditure figures are presented simply and solely to illustrate the variation across the 
county. They cannot be used as the basis for arguing that lower expenditures reflect greater 
efficiency and less waste when compared with higher expenditures. Expenditure differentials 
capture a variety of things including the range (water, sewers, public transit, street lighting, 
sidewalks, neighbourhood parks, and so on, in urban areas and not in rural areas) and quality of 
services ( different standards for streets and roads, inspections, fire and police protection and 
recreation programs) provided. Because of this, expenditures in urban or built-up areas are 
almost always higher than comparable expenditures in rural or more sparsely populated areas. 
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Table 3: Current Municipal Service Responsibility 
Area 

Municipal Services County Municipality 
Social Services: 

i 
I , 

i General Welfare Assistance X ---
Child Care Services X ---
Family Benefits Assistance X ---
Ontario Works (workfare) X ---
Social Housing --- ---

Public Health Services X ---
Land Ambulance --- ---
All Roads and Bridges (including roadway drainage) X X 
Water Treatment and Distribution --- X 
Sewage Treatment and Distribution --- X 
Hydro-electricity --- X 
Public Transit X X 

I j 

Solid Waste Management 
Collection X ---
Recycling X ---
Disposal X ---

Land Use Planning X X 
Building/Plumbing/Septic Inspections and Approvals --- X 
Protection: 

Police --- X 
Fire Suppression --- X 
Fire Prevention --- X 
Fire Training --- X 
Fire Education --- X 

Economic Development & Tourism X ---
! '. 

J ) 

Municipal Airport --- X 
911 CERB-Communications/Dispatch X X 
Libraries X X 

' 1 

i ; 

Parks and Recreation X X 
I , 
L_) Street Lighting and Sidewalks --- X 

Administrative Services: 
Legal Services X X 
Human Resources X X 
Purchasing X X 
Auditing and Accounting X X 
Tax Billing & Collection X X 
Insurance X X 

Social housing and land ambulance are scheduled to become an upper tier responsibility. 
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Table 4: CWTent and Capital Expenditures Per Household for 1998 by Municipality 
Municipality CWTent Capital Total 
Town: $ $ $ 

Lindsay 2,693 1,163 3,856 
Villages: 

Bobcaygeon 2,032 1,243 3,275 
Fenelon Falls 2,391 381 2,772 
Omemee 2,469 397 2,866 
Sturgeon Point 1,115 13 1,128 
Woodville 2,029 179 2,208 

Townships: 
Bexley 1,154 81 1,235 
Carden 1,078 88 1,166 
Dalton 1,112 69 1,181 
Eldon 883 41 924 
Emily 955 1 956 
Fenelon 715 58 773 
Laxton, Digby & Longford 907 55 962 
Manvers 1,302 55 1,357 
Mariposa 1,206 146 1,352 
Ops 1,331 362 1,693 
Somerville 837 35 872 

Verulam 812 79 891 

Average of Area Municipalities 1,494 394 1,888 

Cowity 1,784 237 2,021 

County plus Avera~e of Area Municipalities 3,278 631 3,909 
Calculated from 1998 Financial Information Returns for each municipality. 

Table 5 records municipal revenues per household by municipality for the major sources of 
municipal revenue (miscellaneous amounts of revenue are small and excluded here). Property 
taxes include both the county and local portion for 1998. They ranged from a high of$1,969 per 
household in Lindsay to a low of$954 in Dalton with the overall average being $1,414. Fees 
and service charges (for recreation programs, arena rentals, water and sewer charges, library 
charges, bus fares and so on) ranged from a high of$568 per household in Woodville to a low of 
$12 in Verulam with a county-wide average equalling $281. Grants, which have been declining 
for the past few years and are almost certain to decline even further in the near future, were 
highest for the County ($868 per household) and Manvers ($468 per household) and lowest in 
Bexley ($3 per household). 

As with expenditures, variation in the reliance on property taxes, fees and special charges does 
not tell us anything about differences in the efficiency and effectiveness of service provision. 
This variation, to a large extent, reflects differences in both the quantity and quality of municipal 
services. Taxes and fees are frequently higher in urban and built-up areas because taxpayers in 
these municipalities receive more services and often of a higher quality. 
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Table 5: Municipal Property Taxes, Fees and Service Charges, and Grants Per Household for 1998 
Municipal Property Fees and Service 

Municipality Taxes Char~es Grants 
Town: $ $ $ 

Lindsay 1,969 329 214 
Villages: 

Bobcaygeon 1,610 151 56 
Fenelon Falls 1,524 269 217 
Omemee 1,280 96 223 
Stw-geon Point 1,964 30 16 
Woodville 1,267 568 137 

Townships: 
Bexley 1,645 23 3 
Carden 1,188 118 72 
Dalton 954 35 374 
Eldon 958 60 340 
Emily 1,137 102 210 
Fenelon 1,149 17 103 
Laxton, Digby & Longford 1,165 21 134 
Manvers 1,203 184 468 
Mariposa 1,219 186 335 
Ops 1,309 187 432 
Somerville 1,186 40 88 

Verulam 1,351 12 69 

Average of Area Municipalities 1,414 152 204 

Cmmty ---- 128 868 

County plus Average of Area Municipalities ---- 281 1,072 
Calculated :from 1998 Financial ]reformation Returns for each municipality. 

B. Role of Municipal Government. 

While a discussion over the role for local government may appear to be out of place in a 
restructuring study, input received by the Commission during its earlier meetings and 
presentations suggested that there was a less than clear perception or understanding of the role 
for local government and/or what it ought to be doing and how it ought to be funding what it is 
doing. Local governments exist to provide a range of services, all of which impact on the quality 
of life of its citizens/residents. Statements such as ' . .local government expenditures should be 
reduced .. ' and/or ' . .local governments should be run more like a business .. ' must be treated 
carefully and seriously. If they refer to the elimination of waste, inefficiency and duplication, 
then, the Commission heartily concurs. If, on the other hand, they mean that government services 
should be slashed, even gutted, the Commission has some concerns for the quality of life to 
which most citizens/residents have become accustomed depends, to a large extent, on services 
provided by the municipal sector. Furthermore~ severe cuts in municipal services in the short run 
are potentially risky especially if it leads to higher expenditures in the long run; indeed, the 
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deteriorating condition of some local infrastructure is a result, in all likelihood, of previous 
'cutbacks'. 

The view of many local officials and citizens that their local government should fund only those 
services that it provides directly is inconsistent and potentially alarming. It is inconsistent 
because many officials and citizens are quite willing to use tax dollars generated from properties 
in one part of their municipality to finance services in another part of their municipality while, at 
the same time, arguing that residents of their municipality should not be expected to fund 
services provided by adjacent municipalities or by the county even though benefits may spill 
across municipal borders. 

It is potentially alarming in that it suggests that local government should only be responsible for 
funding services directly benefiting local residents. Governments, regardless of their level, have 
some responsibility for collecting revenues from taxpayers in certain areas of their jurisdiction to 
provide services to taxpayers in other areas of their jurisdiction; that is why they are 
governments and not private businesses. For example, every property owner pays for fire and 
police protection (through property taxes), yet the majority oflocal taxpayers never directly 

( 
1 benefit from a fire truck or police car even though everyone benefits from the knowledge that the 

services are available. This type of activity is at the heart of most government services and is 
precisely why the private sector is not involved in setting standards and generating funds for 
their provision. 

C. Governing Structure for Victoria County: Is it Time for Change? 

At the moment, there are a number of governments and government agencies operating in 
Victoria County- federal, provincial, county, townships, villages, special purpose bodies 
including school boards, a police service board, utility commissions, a conservation authority, 
library boards, arena and/or recreation boards, cemetery boards etc. and there exists a variety of 
inter-municipal agreements. Not surprisingly, this conglomeration and predominance of 
governing units and agreements has led to increased concern and criticism over the size of 
government and a desire in the minds of many to see less of it. 

Indeed, the Province has recognized this. The Minister of Municipal Affairs in the Terms of 
Reference for this study (December 15, 1999) stated that the following principles are to be 
considered by the Commission when developing the restructuring proposal: 

• Less Government 
fewer municipalities 
reduced municipal spending 
fewer elected representatives 
reduced special purpose bodies 

• Effective Representation System 
accessible 
accountable 
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representative of population served 
size that permits efficient priority-setting 

Best Value for Taxpayer's Dollar 
efficient service delivery 
reduced duplication and overlap 
ability to capture the costs and benefits of municipal services within the same 
jurisdiction 
clear delineation of responsibilities between local government bodies 

• Ability to Provide Municipal Services From Municipal Resources 

• 

local self reliance to finance municipal services 
ability to retain and attract highly qualified staff 

Supportive Environment for Job Creation, Investment and Economic Growth 
streamlined, simplified government 
high quality services at the lowest possible cost 

Although not part of the Terms of Reference for this Study, County Council in a letter (October 
22, 1999) to the Honourable Steve Gilchrist, Minister of Municipal Affairs, listed nineteen points 
that the Council wanted addressed in any restructuring study. The Commission has addressed 
these points in Appendix B to this report. Finally, it should be noted that the Commission is 
precluded from making recommendations that could alter the external boundaries of Victoria 
County. 

While the current two-tier governing structure in Victoria County has served its municipalities 
well for most of the period since the Baldwin Act ( 1849}, it is difficult to imagine how these 
principles could be achieved in the current system. Time has changed and what was an effective, 
efficient and accountable structure may have become outdated and too expensive. Population 
growth and its subsequent sprawl have melded what were, at one time, noticeably distinct 
municipalities into larger, more integrated and cohesive communities with far fewer differences 
than previously existed. 

Provincial requirements to meet specific service standards (social services and social housing; 
land ambulance; fire prevention, training and education; building and fire inspections, and by
law enforcement; and so on) have removed the opportunity for municipalities to provide many 
services with different standards. Recent municipal government initiatives to take advantage of 
economies of scale, to control spillovers and/or to ensure uniformity in service levels have led to 
county-wide responsibility for solid waste management. As well, if county council were to 
implement a study1 that showed significant savings from centralizing all road maintenance 
activities, it could lead to the County assuming responsibility for all roads and bridges (including 
roadway drainage). 

Reports and memorandum of May 26, 1998, October 26, 1998 and December 14, 1999 from the Ad-hoc 
Committee on Roads & Bridges Service Delivery Options in Victoria County, Victoria Collllty 
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D.1 Problems with the 'Status Quo' 

Recent provincial downloading has been directed almost entirely to the County, thus increasing 
its' role so that county services now absorb forty-eight cents2 of every municipal property tax 
dollar; whereas the county absorbed an average of twenty-five cents of every dollar3 before 
downloading. This is not a complete picture, however, because the forty-eight cent figure does 
not include property tax funding for land ambulance and social housing - both of which will 
soon become a county funding responsibility and increase even further the relative importance of 
the County. 

A growing tendency for people to live in one jurisdiction and work in neighbouring jurisdictions 
has, in many instances, effectively removed inter-municipal differences attributed to local 
preferences and produced a levelling out of citizen expectations for both the quantity and quality 
of services provided across all municipalities. 

Arguments that rural and tourist areas should be excluded from urban areas in any governing 
structure may be unrealistic and impractical for a variety of reasons. Urban areas are the focal 
point for most economic, recreational and social activity across a large geographical area. 
Consequently, the governance of urban centres revolves around the need to maintain a coherent 
balance among policies for the entire area- transportation issues impact on the rural area as 
much as the urban area; provision of social services and social housing for the rural and urban 
area alike must be shared across the entire region to prevent the migration of recipients to the 
urban centres leaving them with the task of paying the entire bill; and region-wide land·use 
planning is important if the rural and tourist communities are to retain their identity and resist the 
temptation to urbanize and capture the increased assessment. Rural areas around an urban 
centred jurisdiction generally have better arterial roads, more recreation programs, enhanced 
library services and better fire protection and safety standards, to name only a few, when 
compared with municipalities that are not part ofan urban/rural governing structure. 

While some participants in the public input process argued that there was nothing wrong with the 
'status quo' and that it should continue, there are a variety of reasons why the Commission does 
not support this position. First, the Terms of Reference clearly state that there must be fewer 
municipalities, fewer politicians, reduced spending, reduced duplication and overlap, and an 
improved ability to capture the costs and benefits of municipal services within the same 
jurisdiction. 

Second, the existence of sixteen area municipalities, each with similar, if not identical, service 
responsibilities is almost certain to be more costly and inefficient because service responsibilities 
are restricted to municipal boundaries rather than more logical and rational service areas. Indeed, 

2 

3 

Calculated from Municipal Financial /reformation, 1999, provided by the municipalites. 

Calculated from Municipal Financial Jeformation, 1996, Ministry of Municipal Affairs, Toronto. 
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one submission4 argued strongly that an amalgamation of these three municipalities would 
produce significant cost saving through the elimination of duplication and an ability to provide 
services over a more rational service area unimpeded by previous municipal boundaries. 

Third, the existence of so many area municipalities, each operating in a small geographical area, 
has led to the use of a number of joint-use or joint-service agreements. Many of these agreements 
have the potential for creating serious problems. For instance, at some point, difficulties emerge 
and problems surface with these arrangements. The municipality buying the service frequently 
becomes irritated with the cost and generally suspects that it is being overcharged, particularly 
with respect to overhead. The municipality selling the service frequently develops concerns 
because it does not feel that it is being fairly compensated. In reality, these inter-municipal 
agreements are a 'second best' solution for they can lead to a jungle of'ad hoc' and complex 
arrangements that even the most conscientious municipal voter will have trouble understanding. 
They generally lead to a reduction in local accountability and an increase in inefficiency and 
ineffectiveness in service responsibility. 

Fourth, a major inadequacy of the 'status quo' is the difficulty of assigning services to the level 
of _government that can best internalize spillovers ( discussed in Appendix A) generated by some 
of these local services. For example, the provision of fire protection by a village (township) may 
benefit residents of the surrounding township, yet the township may not pay for these services or 
may only partially fund them through a joint service agreement that is deemed, by the supplier, 
to be inadequate. Similar comments may be made about road agreements. In instances such as 
these, one must ask whether the existing funding arrangement is fair. The current structure 
allows some municipalities to pass on a portion of their funding responsibilities ( either for 
benefits their residents receive or costs created by their taxpayers) to another municipality. 

Fifth, there is some question as to whether or not the current tax and economic base of many of 
the area municipalities is strong enough to face the challenges and problems that will confront 
the residents of Victoria County in this century. Merging or amalgamating municipalities will 
certainly provide a larger, more viable and sounder tax base for tackling many of these issues 
and offer the potential for tax savings. 

Sixth, the current composition of County Council may be criticized because the county, as a 
governing unit, does not have any directly elected members. Members of county council are 
there by virtue ofbeing Reeve (and Deputy Reeve for Lindsay) ofan area municipality. As such, 
their primary responsibility is almost certain to be their local community with county-wide 
concerns relegated to second place. This system inhibits efficient and effective decision making 
for county-wide services, and creates a disservice and increased costs for taxpayers. County 

4 Submission :from the Restructuring Committee for the Township of Bexley, the United Townships of 
Laxton, Digby, and Longford and the Township of Somerville, January IO, 2000. This is submission nwnber 16 in 
the volume of submissions available for public viewing at the Clerk's Division of the Administrative Service 
Department (second floor) in the Administration Building of the County of Victoria, 26 Francis Street, Lindsay. 
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Councillors, by virtue of being Reeves or Deputy Reeves from area municipalities, tend to be 
parochial and treat the County as an agent from which they try to extract as much as they can for 
their local municipalities as opposed to considering what is best for the county overall. This is 
not a comment on specific councillors, rather it is a comment on the system (see discussion 
under the two-tier option below). Furthermore, there is considerable resistance in attempts to 
migrate service responsibility from the area municipalities to the County - some have referred to 
this as 'turf protection'. Indeed, this has been noted in a number of County Council decisions or 
lack of decisions over the past few years. For example, the county resisted migrating solid waste 
management to the upper tier for 8 years ( from 1991 to 1999) when the evidence suggested that 
this was the most cost efficient and effective way of managing solid waste (see Appendix A). 

Further problems leading to considerable time and taxpayer expense have surfaced around solid 
waste. After it was agreed that waste management should become a county responsibility, two 
municipalities launched a legal challenge against the County taking over solid waste collection 
and diversion. Eventually, this was resolved, but only after considerable time and taxpayer 
expense had been incurred. As well, Lindsay is currently in the midst of a legal challenge with 
the County over the landfill site in the Town. Before this is resolved, additional time and 
expenses will have been incurred. 

At the time when this Commission was struck, Council had recently completed a series of studies 
and engaged in limited discussion over whether or not roads should migrate to one level of 
government or the other. For example, a study on a number of options for managing and 
maintaining all roads and bridges in the County was presented by the 'Who Does What' Sub
Committee of County Council on May 26, 1998.5 The evidence, here, points in one direction for 
an efficient and effective service, and lower costs to the taxpayer (see Appendix A), County 
Council requested further study and work, leading to an additional draft memorandum6 clarifying 
a few issues and a further study produced on December 14, 19997

• 

The decision of County Council to turn down a county-wide restructuring proposal in the fall of 
1999 may be interpreted as another example of County Council's unwillingness to engage in 
meaningful restructuring, while operating in full knowledge that two municipalities had 
requested a Commissioner. Examples similar to these can be found in every two-tier municipal 
governing structure in Ontario where upper-tier councillors are there by virtue of being elected to 
the lower tier council. 

Finally, if the current system had been functioning smoothly, presumably this Commission 
would not have been created. The fact that this Commission exists with a mandate to restructure 
Victoria County suggests that serious problems do exist with the status quo and that change must 
be implemented. 

s 

6 

"Report on Roads & Bridges Service Delivery Options" from WDW Sub-Committee, May 26, 1998. 

,·,Roads Options report & Concern over Infrastructure Fund Distortion", Draft memorandwn, Oct. 26, 1998. 

7 "Letter Report to Municipalities within Victoria County'', from the Ad-Hoc Committee on Road Service 
Delivery, Dec. 14, 1999. 
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D. Frequently Raised Concerns with Restructuring/Amalgamations 

During the Commission's discussion phase for this study, a number of concerns and issues were 
raised. While it is not possible to discuss every concern identified, there were a number of 
common themes that permeated many of them and these are discussed in this section. 

E.1 Does restructuring lower the cost of municipal services and reduce taxes? 

There is no simple and obvious response to this question. In fact, there are three issues that 
should be addressed here. First, could costs and tax rates, on average, fall? Second, should they 
fall? Third, have they fallen in previously restructured municipalities? 

Could costs and tax rates, on average, fall? The answer is yes, but will they? They might, but 
they might not! Ultimately, it will depend on the decisions made by the politicians elected to the 
council of the new municipality. If the new municipal council decides to retain all former 
employees and continues to 'do business' as in the past, it is unlikely that cost savings and tax 
reductions will be experienced. If, on the other hand, politicians are innovative and willing to 
change and 'do business' in different and innovative ways, costs could fall and average tax rates 
could decline. In other words, the impact on expenditures and average tax rates cannot be 
predicted until decisions are made by the new council. 

Up to this time, the Commission has received two submission estimating the potential cost 
impact from any amalgamation in Victoria County. The first was presented (January 10 with a 
supplementary submission on January 14) by the Restructuring Committee for the Township of 
Bexley, United Townships of Laxton, Digby, and Longford, and the Township of Somerville. A 
second submission came from the Northern Road Superintendents on January 27. The first 
submission identified potential savings of$983,000 from an amalgamation of these three 
municipalities. This represents slightly more than twenty-two percent of the combined 1998 
expenditures reported in the 1998 Financial Information Returns. This report, it might be noted, 
was produced four days after a few County Councillors told the Commission that there were no 
savings to be secured in restructuring of any type. This same report did not say that the identified 
cost savings would lead to lower tax rates. It did say that this merger would allow for enhanced 
services through "the employment of a professional full-time fire chief to advise Council on fire 
protection/prevention/liability" and an ability to operate with "fewer municipal boundaries and 
access to specialized equipment now maintained in some of the municipalities". As weli the 
submission noted that ''public works could ''possibly [be] enhanced with less duplication of 
heavy equipment and improved overall co-ordination of existing facilities". Finally, ''the unified 
administration area will be allowed to make more efficient use of technology, and will allow 
staff to work in the area of their personal strength". 

Have municipal costs and tax rates, on average, fallen in previously restructured 
municipalities? During the early consultation phase of this study, a number of participants stated 
that restructuring will lead to increased spending and higher average tax rates because this is 
what has happened elsewhere. They cite as evidence a recent article8 where the author reports 

8 Bob Lehman, ''Report on Restructuring" in Municipal World, January 2000 issue, pp. 5-6. 
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the results of a survey of restructured municipalities in Ontario. The author notes that 
restructuring has reduced some costs but it has not led to lower tax rates. This, in his opinion, has 
occurred for a couple of reasons; first, there has been a levelling up (higher levels) of some 
services and second, the political inclination has been to retain, if not increase, tax rates to 
restore service levels or add to reserves. As noted above, the submission from the Restructuring 
Committee of the Township of Bexley, United Townships of Laxton, Digby, and Longford, and 
the Township of Somerville suggested that the benefits would come in the form of enhanced 
services rather than lower tax rates. If the advantages of amalgamation lead to enhanced services 
instead of lower taxes, this should not be treated as a negative and harmful consequence. Indeed, 
it could be viewed as a positive outcome as long as citizens are collectively better off. This, in 
turn, would lead to an improved quality oflife. 

E.2 Loss of identity? 

A reduction in the number of municipalities through amalgamations or mergers does not mean a 
loss in local identity as some individuals have suggested. The notion that local identity is lost if 
a municipality no longer has its own governing unit is unwarranted and incorrect. Bobcaygeon 
will still be Bobcaygeon; Fenelon Falls will still be Fenelon Falls; Lindsay will still be Lindsay; 
Omemee will still be Omemee; Sturgeon Point will still be Sturgeon Point; Woodville will still 
be Woodville, and so on. Furthermore, there are a number of prominent municipalities that do 

: : not have their own governing structure but still have their own identity. Amongst others, these 
include Bethany, Bolsover, Burnt River, Coboconk, Downeyville, Dunsford, Janetville, 
K.irkfield, Little Britain, Manilla, Norland, Oakwood, and Pontypool. Merging or amalgamating 
municipalities simply means that there are fewer governing units than currently exist. Feedback 
from citizens everywhere suggests that the vast majority do not care who picks up the garbage, 
who ploughs the roads, who patches the potholes and who provides fire protection, etc. What 

i _J they want is effective, efficient and accountable local government. This view, by the way, is 
frequently at odds with the way in which local politicians see their municipality where they 
believe that it is important to have local responsibility for these services. 

E.3 Will taxpayers pay for services that are not available to them? 

Whenever restructuring/amalgamation proposals are discussed, concern is often raised over 
whether taxpayers/residents should have to pay for services that are not accessible to them. As 
an example, taxpayers are opposed to paying for water and sewer or garbage collection if they do 
not benefit from the service. Indeed, they should be opposed. Merging of municipalities does 
not call for the imposition of user charges (fees) or taxes on all taxpayers for services that benefit 
specific properties or individuals. For example, all water and sewer costs are currently funded 
from fees or charges imposed on properties that have direct access to these services. As well, 
there may be some merit in extending the application of user fees to cover the cost of garbage 
collection (per bag cost) as is currently practiced in a number of municipalities in Canada. In 
this way~ thos~ who specifically benefit from the service pay for it; those who do not benefit do 
not pay. Similarly, for services such as public transit and fire protection, and other services 
benefiting specific areas only, area rates may be used to assign the costs to properties directly 
benefiting from higher service levels. For services such as streets and roads, parks and 
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recreation, where specific beneficiaries cannot be identified and where the service cannot be 
packaged and marketed like a product in the private sector, funding should come from general 
property taxes imposed on all properties across the new municipality. 

E.4 Should rural and urban areas be included in the same goveming unit? 

It is not uncommon to hear municipal politicians and citizens from rural communities argue that 
they do not want to be part of the governing.structure of adjacent or neighbouring urban areas. 
Claims that rural areas should be separated from large urban communities ignores the amenities 
and municipal services provided in the urban areas but which benefit rural residents. Urban areas 
are centres for shopping, for employment, for recreational and social events and serve as the 
location for entertainment and medical centres. Any or all of these amenities and the public 
services surrounding them (roads and streets, fire protection, police protection, etc.) serve to 
enhance the quality of life of neighbouring or rural residents. As such, there is a solid argument 
for including both urban and neighbouring rural communities under the same governing body. 
Indeed, the recent merger (January 2000) of the urban area ofBobcaygeon with the rural area of 
Verulam recognizes this. Urban/rural amalgamations create a fairer and more representative tax 
base for sharing the cost of funding municipal services. For example, those services that benefit 
residents across the newly amalgamated area should be funded from an area wide tax base. 
Those services that are only available to specific areas of the amalgamated area should be funded 
from a special area rate, charge or levy on the properties in the benefiting area ( see E.3 above). 
Finally, this permits residents of the rural areas (through their elected councillors) to have input 
into policy decisions that affect both the rural and urban parts of the new municipality. 

E.5 Is cost savings the only rationale for restructuring? 

The short answer to this question is no! Obviously, cost savings are important but there is at least 
one other valid reason for restructuring and that is to create a fairer tax base for sharing the cost 
of municipal services. The current system of sixteen area municipalities in Victoria County 
means that many services provided in a municipality (generally an urban area) may benefit 
residents of an adjacent municipality (see discussion in F.4 above) without residents of the latter 
community contributing to the tax funded cost of these services. Restructuring through 
amalgamation can provide a fairer tax base for sharing in the cost of these services; in other 
words, those in the benefiting area will now share the cost of the available service. 

Based on numerous comments in submissions received by the Commission, this notion of 
sharing the cost of municipal services is not what many taxpayers want to hear or have in mind. 
In fact, any notion of sharing the costs of funding municipal services appears to be a major 
reason for opposing restructuring. Suggestions that a tax increase on some taxpayers is unfair, as 
a result of an amalgamation, is based on a particular notion of equity or fairness. It assumes that 
the current distribution of taxes, or at least the distribution of taxes before amalgamation, across 
the area municipalities is fair. Indeed, in many cases, the current distribution is not fair; 
especially, in those areas where residents currently benefit from services provided by their 
neighbours while not sharing in the tax based funding of these services. Restructuring will assist 
in correcting this inequity and unfairness. 
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E. 6 Is the level of representation poorer and weaker in larger municipalities? 

A large number of submissions from taxpayers in Victoria County implored the Commission to 
retain a two-tier structure because, the submissions allege, it provides citizens/taxpayers with 
better access to local politicians and better representation. While it is true that this could improve 

1 ! access, this is not the same thing as saying that the political system is better. There is no serious 
or solid analysis to support the assertion that more municipal politicians, rather than fewer, 
produce a better governing structure. This is, quite frankly, an assertion, not a fact. Indeed, a few 
submissions were extremely critical of current municipal politicians because of their inability or 
unwillingness to deal at 'arms length' with important municipal decisions and their alleged 
practice of favouring some citizens over others, both concerns that these submissions felt could 
be corrected with a larger governing unit. 
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While there is no magical number or formulae for choosing the 'right number of local 
politicians', accessibility is an important component of an effective representation system. 
Furthermore, accessibility, effectiveness and the quality of the representation system depends on 
the quality of elected officials and not numbers. That is why it is so important that local 
citizens/taxpayers treat municipal elections seriously and carefully consider the qualities of 
potential candidates before voting at election time. 

E. 7 Does the level of volunteerism fall as the size of the governing unit increases? 

Many submissions and presentations spoke of the importance of maintaining volunteerism within 
each local community. In fact, volunteerism is the backbone of many small communities. From 
volunteer Arena Boards, Cemetery Boards, Recreation Boards, Library Boards and Volunteer 
Fire Departments, citizens have viewed the volunteering of time as an investment in the 
community. Indeed, it is an important and essential ingredient in the vitality and life of any 
community. 

That investment does not and should not change with municipal restructuring, however. 
Communities are not created by municipal governing boundaries but are formed around 
communities of interest. Municipal restructuring should not change this. Communities of interest 
will still be communities of interest and recreation programs, arenas, cemeteries, local fire halls 
and local libraries will still exist. Sports teams from each community will still compete against 
each other. Volunteers will continue to take pride in their cemeteries, arenas, fire halls, libraries 
and heritage sites. Indeed, discussions by the Commission with government officials and 
volunteers from other recently restructured municipalities showed no decline in volunteerism. 
Individuals generally volunteer for reasons almost totally unrelated to the governing structure of 
the municipality. Perhaps this was stated best in a couple of submission to the Commission. For 
example, one person noted that attempts " ... to equate local government directly to a sense of 
community, volunteerism and the future ability to raise funds for local projects .. .is a very 
narrow view of who we are and why we are here. This is an insult to the people they [politicians] 
claim to represent. Iflocal council equals community, it may well be time to reconsider the 
definition of our community." Another submission stated "I can assure you that I and others will 
continue our interest in the community and in community projects ie., fund raising and volunteer 
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efforts regardless of the governance structure." In other words, the reasons why people volunteer 
will still be exist. 

E. 8 Disposition of current assets and liabilities. 

A major concern of some citizens and politicians is what happens to the assets and liabilities of a 
municipality after it merges or amalgamates with a neighbouring municipality. To establish a 
common understanding of what constitutes a municipality's assets and liabilities, they may be 
separated into two categories, namely, financial and physical. A municipality's.financial assets 
and liabilities are reported in the annual financial statements of the municipality and have a 
specific dollar value. They include the balances of all reserves, reserve funds, surpluses, deficits 
and net long-term liabilities (debt). 

A municipality's physical assets and liabilities are not reported in the financial statements. 
Physical assets and liabilities include land, buildings, rolling stock and equipment. 

Physical assets 

To establish a principle for the disposition of a municipality's physical assets, reference may be 
made to an Ontario Municipal Board (0MB) decision of January 1953. This principle, referred 
to as the "Cumming Principle" after the then 0MB Chairman, has been the basis of the 
disposition of municipal land, buildings and other physical assets since that time. Applying it to 
amalgamated municipalities means that land, buildings and other municipal facilities ( arenas, 
ball diamonds, fire halls, road yards, community centres, etc.) located in one municipality will 
become the property of the newly amalgamated municipality without financial adjustment or 
restriction on use or disposal. The 0MB defence for this position is that while these facilities 

" .. have been built and financed by the various individual municipalities and their local 
boards, they are not in a legal sense the property of the residents or ratepayers ... resident 
within the municipality where the assets are located. They are in every sense of the word, 
public property and are held in trust for the use and benefit of present and future residents 
of the area within the jurisdiction of the local authority. But that area has no fixed and 
predetermined limits and it may be indefinitely enlarged or included with other areas for 
the purposes oflocal government at the will of the legislature. The municipal government 
is, after all, a government and not a commercial corporation which can wind up its 
affairs, sell its assets and distribute the proceeds among its shareholders. For this reason it 
seems to the board that so long as the residents of the particular area are not deprived of 
the beneficial use of the assets built or maintained for them by their local government, the 
management and operation of the asset by a new type of local government which will be, 
in effect, a new trustee, deprives them of no rights whatever, and entitles them to no 
individual or collective compensation"9 

This implies that all municipal facilities and equipment ( arenas, community centres, fire halls, 
public works yards, office and administrative equipment, etc.) and all rolling stock (fire trucks 

9 From "Decisions and Recommendations" of the Ontario Municipal Board, January 20, 1953, pp. 81& 82. 
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and equipment, public works trucks, graders, snow ploughs, etc.) in each existing municipality 
will become the property of the newly formed municipality without compensation. 

Financial assets (reserves and debt) 

Reserves and reserve funds represent the accumulated "equity" of the municipality. They may be 
created through surpluses or one-time ''windfall" revenues. They are created by Councils to fund 
specific projects or to protect the tax rate from significant fluctuations due to unplanned 
expenditures. Net long-term liabilities represent debt incurred to fund capital expenditures such 
as municipal infrastructure. 

Both reserves and long term debt may be treated in two ways. They may be charged back to the 
original municipalities by a refund or additional levy or they may be pooled in the newly 
amalgamated municipality. Proponents of the charge back suggest that surpluses were created 
through the tax rate paid by the ratepayers in the former municipalities and debt was incurred for 
facilities enjoyed by the residents of the former municipalities. As well, decisions to create 
reserves and to issue debt were decisions made by the councils in the former municipalities and 
not by the newly created councils in the amalgamated municipalities. 

The counter argument is that the state of the infrastructure of each municipality must be assessed 
, ,i before any charge back is considered as any repairs in the future will then be funded through the 

tax on the new municipality. Furthermore, recreational facilities generally benefit the whole 
region, not just the local municipality. 

After considering both sides of the debate, the Commission's position is that all accumulated 
reserves, reserve funds and development charge funds should remain with the taxpayers in the 
municipality that created them. They should be applied to their former municipality's share of 
future capital costs within the newly amalgamated municipality. Similarly, after amalgamation, 

, : the existing debt of a municipality ( except that for municipal buildings) should remain with 
1

. J property owners in that municipality's original boundaries. It will not be transferred to the 
property owners of the other municipalities within the amalgamated area. 

L) 

E.9 What happens to donations or bequests for projects or facilities in 
specific communities after amalgamation? 

Throughout the County, various donations or bequests have been designated for specific parks, 
heritage sites or facilities. These facilities are an important and vital component in every 
municipality where they are located and because of this, communities do not want to lose them 
or lose control of their operation. The Commission agrees with this and does not want to see this 
change. If these funds are in reserves, they will be used for the project for which the reserves 
have been assigned. If they are administered currently by a volunteer citizen's organization, they 
will continue to be administered in this way in any restructured municipality. In other words, the 
Commission's position is that these funds will remain with the facilities, sight, or asset to which 
they have been assigned. 
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E. Possible Governing Options 

Local governments across Victoria County are responsible for a wide range of services designed 
to benefit local residents. It is critical, therefore, that the local government structure or system be 
designed to achieve this in the most efficient, effective and accountable manner. The emphasis, 
here, is on structure or system. While any system will work if the right municipal officials are in 
charge or if municipal officials have a desire and willingness to make it work, a weak system 
may not achieve its desired goals or objectives if the wrong officials are in charge. Emphasis, 
here, is on responsibility for policy setting and funding. It is not on delivery. Services may be 
delivered in a variety of ways - direct provision by the local municipality, purchasing from 
another municipality or level of government, contracting from the private sector, use of 
volunteers, and so on. Every level of government, regardless of structure, has a responsibility to 
search for the most efficient and inexpensive delivery system. Just to reiterate, what is of utmost 
importance for this study is the design of a governing structure that best accommodates fairness, 
efficiency, accountability and accessibility in setting policy and funding these policy decisions. 

From the Commission's first round of meetings (early January) with local councils and other 
stakeholders and from a number of written submissions by individual citizens, the Commission 
has received a variety of suggestions ranging from retention of the 'status quo' to 
implementation of a single tier. In between, the most frequently suggested alternative is for a 
two-tier structure although there is no consistency in suggestions as to the number of area 
municipalities that should be created within this option or how this two-tier system should be 
structured. Finally, a few argued that the County should be broken up into two, three or four 
single-tiers. 

Defendants of the 'status quo' argued that local restructuring had taken place and would, in all 
likelihood, continue to take place. They pointed to the recent (January 1, 2000) amalgamations 
of Carden and Dalton, Bobcaygeon and Verulam, and the scheduled (May 1, 2000) 
amalgamation of Bexley, Laxton, Digby and Longford and Somerville in defence of their 
position. These local initiatives, they emphasized, should not be altered and furthermore, other 
municipalities within the County should be allowed to proceed with amalgamations whenever 
and wherever desired. 

The majority of written and oral presentations supported a two-tier structure although there was 
no consistency or uniformity on a few critical issues. For example, as indicated above, opinions 
differed on the number of area municipalities that should be created. The most frequently 
mentioned number was four10 but considerably less than fifty percent of all two-tier supporters 
recommended this number. Other suggestions extended all the way to fourteen area 
municipalities. Perhaps it should be noted that many current council supporters of the four 
municipality option openly admit that they opposed it last fall but currently support it because 
they now view it as the 'lesser of evils'. As well, those supporting a two-tier option lacked 
consistency in two other important areas. First, there was no consensus as to 'which level of 
municipal government should be responsible for what services', and second, there was no 

10 As described in "Review of Options for Local Government in Victoria County'' by Hemson consultants, a 
study commissioned by the Town of Lindsay and made public in October 1999. 
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consistency in their views on whether County Councillors should serve concurrently on local and 
county councils or whether they should serve only on County Council. 

While a minority of oral presentations supported a county wide, one-tier structure, their 
arguments were generally uniform and consistent. They viewed it as the option that would 
generate the greatest cost savings. It would eliminate the current two-tier system which, in their 
view, is not working and will not work because of ongoing conflicts and 'squabbles' at County 
Council. It would smooth the way for seamless service delivery, something that has not 
happened in the current two-tier system. Further, they continued, careful use of area rating would 
ensure that taxpayers would not pay for services to which they did not have access. 

An even smaller minority suggested that the County be separated into two, three or four single
tier municipalities. While this option has the advantages of a single-tier system in that there is 
only one governing unit, there was no consensus on the governing structure for handling county
wide services. Some suggested that they should be handled through inter-municipal agreements, 
special purpose bodies, or a service or management board. Others, however, rejected these 
vehicles or instruments, but were unable to offer a viable and responsible way in which these 
responsibilities could be assumed. 

Of all the possible options and based on concerns and suggestions raised during the consultation 
process, there are three that merit further consideration - a two-tier system; a county-wide single 
tier system; and three single tiers. Each of these is discussed in the remainder of this report. 

F. A Two Tier Structure 

As was noted earlier in this report, the majority of participants in the consultation process up to 
this time support a two-tier governing structure for Victoria County. Having stated this, however, 
there is no consistency or uniformity over the issue of 'who should be responsible' for what 
services in this two-tier structure (that is, upper tier or lower tier) and no agreement on the 
number of area municipalities that should exist. Before addressing these issues, the general case 
for and against a two-tier structure should be presented. 

The case for a two-tier consists of the following: 

1. Services providing benefits on a region-wide basis should be the responsibility of the County. 
2. Services benefiting only the local municipality should be the responsibility of area 

municipalities. 
3. Better basis for allocating costs because services providing county-wide benefits would be 

the responsibility of the county and services providing local benefits would be the 
responsibility of the area municipalities. 

4. Services that generate spillovers should be the responsibility of the County and services that 
do not generate spillovers should be the responsibility of the area municipalities. 

5. Services that are income redistributional in nature should be the responsibility of the County. 
6. Services displaying economies of scale should be the responsibility of the County. 
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7. Services that are to be provided at uniform levels and standards across the entire area should 
be the responsibility of the County. 

8. For services that do not generate spillovers; that are non-income redistributional in nature; 
that do not display economies of scale; that are not required at a uniform level across the 
County; and whose benefits are confined to the local community, responsibility should be 
with the area municipality. 

The case against a two-tier consists of the following: 

1. Higher costs because of waste and duplication - it is frequently argued that a two-tier 
structure of local government leads to inefficiency and higher cost of service delivery 
because of duplication. 

2. Two tier level of government is confusing for taxpayers to understand - citizens do not know 
who delivers what. 

3. The existence of two political bodies (County Council and Councils in the area 
municipalities) leads to considerable wrangling, inefficiency in decision-making and frequent 
stalling or postponement of policies that would benefit all taxpayers. 

To establish a starting point in discussing a two-tier structure, it is probably best to start with the 
generally accepted axiom that 'form follows function'. In other words, the assignment of service 
responsibilities to either the upper or lower tier is necessary before one can determine the 
governing structure. While the next section of this report summarizes 'who should do what' in a 
two-tier system, a more detailed discussion of the principles used for assigning service 
responsibility to either the County or the area municipalities along with the level that should be 
responsible for each of them is provided in Appendix A. 

G.1 Who Should Be Responsible For What? 

Recent provincial downloading of service and funding responsibilities has left the municipal 
sector with an increased range of responsibilities with all downloaded services, other than septic 
tank inspection, assigned to the upper tier in a two-tier structure. Indeed, there has been virtually 
no disagreement with the assignment of these services to the upper tier. Where disagreement has 
surfaced, however, is over the assignment of services that have been provided and funded by the 
municipal sector for some time. Table 6 records the level of municipal government that should 
be responsible for each of the many services provided by the municipal sector based on the 
discussion in Appendix A, current practice in Victoria County, available cost studies and best 
practices drawn from other jurisdictions. 

For social services, public health and land ambulance, there really is no issue. The province has 
mandated that this responsibility rest with the upper tier because the upper tier's governing area 
permits the internalization of spillovers, provides an opportunity to take advantage of economies 
of scale and is the level of local government that should be responsible for income 
redistributional services. The recent migration of all aspects of solid waste management to the 
County is appropriate because of the importance of providing an integrated waste management 
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system and the ability to take advantage of economies of scale while, at the same time, 
permitting different levels of service across the County. 

Outside of Lindsay, almost all land use planning is currently the responsibility of the County. In 
fact, if all land use planning were shifted to the upper tier ( as in the Region of Sudbury), 
uniformity and consistency in the application of planning issues and practices could be 
improved. 

While police and fire protection are currently the responsibility of the area municipalities, 
interjurisdictional problems sometimes emerge. Lower tier responsibility makes it more difficult 
to provide a seamless service, a feature that is important for emergency services especially when 
people's lives and safety are at stake. Upper tier responsibility for police protection would 
overcome these problems and would permit the delivery agent to take advantage of economies of 
scale by spreading all fixed costs over a larger area. At the same time, it should be noted that this 
does not prevent some areas from having higher service levels if they so desire and if they are 
willing to pay for it. While a suggestion that upper tier responsibility for fire suppression is likely 
to meet with significant resistance, it would provide for a seamless delivery system and would 
meet the Ontario Fire Marshal's desire to have 'automatic aid' (does not currently exist in 
Victoria County). As for fire prevention, training and education, all significant requirements of 
the Fire Prevention Act 1997, most analysts argue that this responsibility could be handled more 
efficiently, effectively and uniformly if assigned to the County. To assist in a system where the 
emphasis should be on the seamless delivery of emergency services, it follows that a central 
dispatch system be implemented across the County. 

Economic development is currently the responsibility of the County and there is no reason to 
change this. Remember, ''what is good for any municipality in the County is good for the 
County and what is good for the County is good for any municipality". 

At the moment, all water and sewer systems are the responsibility of the area municipalities, 
although in most instances their delivery has been assigned to a water board in Lindsay 
(scheduled to be terminated in 2000) or contracted out to the Ontario Clean Water Agency 
(OCWA) in other communities. While views are mixed as to which level of municipal 
government should be responsible for water and sewer services, there are economies of scale in 
centralizing planning, construction, design/tendering, maintenance, inspection, meter reading, 
testing, quality control and billing. Indeed, cost savings and efficiencies from centralizing this 
operation should be similar to the estimated savings from merging seven separate hyrdro-electric 
commissions into one governing unit. 11 

Responsibility for all roads in Victoria County is currently split between the area municipalities 
and the County. Furthermore, the County's responsibility has increased over the past three years 
as a result of assuming responsibility for an additional 234 centre lane km. of provincially 
downloaded highways and 62 centre lane km. of roads transferred from the area municipalities. 
The County is now responsible for 711 centre lane kilometres of roads or twenty-five percent of 

11 Ernst & Young Corporate Finance Inc. and Donahue & Partners, Report to Lindsay Hydro-Electric System 
and the Group of Seven, September 20, 1999. 
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all roads throughout the county and around fifty percent of all traffic. This increased role for the 
County raises an important question. Should the County assume responsibility for all roads in 
Victoria or should this responsibility be assigned to the area municipalities or should the current 
split jurisdictional responsibility continue? County-wide responsibility would control spillovers 
and ensure uniform standards for all arterial and connector roads while, at the same time, 
providing an opportunity for the application of different standards to local roads. Responsibility 
at the area municipality level, on the other hand, requires the use of inter-municipal agreements 
to control spillovers and to ensure uniform standards for arterials and connectors. At the very 
most, this can only be considered a 'second-best' solution. Finally, there are a considerable 
number of studies that indicate significantly higher savings from a single county-wide system. A 
county-wide system benefits from a more efficient use of specialized equipment and an ability to 
move manpower around as need requires and is based on service areas that are not restricted by 
municipal boundaries. 

The Town of Lindsay is the only municipality with a public transit system (the County partially 
funds the cost ofa Care-A-Van). Clearly, it satisfies the criteria of satisfying local preferences 
and should remain with the Town. Similarly, all street lighting and sidewalks, and parks and 
recreation activities could remain with the area municipalities. 

1 1 At the moment, all building/plumbing and septic inspections are the responsibility of the area 
! .l municipalities. Some letters received by the Commission during the consultation process 

criticized the less than uniform application of building and plumbing inspections across the area 
municipalities. The Commission is particularly concerned about this because of potentially 
serious liability issues. Because provincial and federal legislation stipulates the level of service to 
be provided across all municipalities and because of the importance of controlling for spillovers 

, / and benefiting from economies of scale, it is recommended that building/plumbing/septic 
l J inspections and approvals become an upper tier responsibility. This would ensure a more 

uniform application of all standards across the County. Finally, the importance of transferring the 
inspection function to the County is becoming more and more apparent as insurance companies 
are increasingly more vigilant in insisting on proper and complete inspections to minimize 
potential liability losses. 

I I 
LJ 

There are two library systems in Victoria County-one in Lindsay and the Township of Ops and 
a county system for the remaining municipalities. While opinions vary on who should be 
responsible for library services, a county-wide system is able to control or internalize all 
spillovers; ensure that uniform standards are maintained; and to benefit from administrative 
economies of scale in purchasing books and materials; and arranging for interlibrary exchanges 
of books and materials without the use of inter-municipal agreements. 

There are a number of administrative functions currently provided by all municipal governments 
in Victoria County. These include legal services, human resources, purchasing, auditing and 
accounting, tax billing and collection, and insurance. Clearly, this is an area where there is 
considerable duplication, waste and inefficiency, all of which could be eliminated under a single 
county-wide governing structure. One governing unit would generate cost savings, control 
spillovers and increase efficiencies through an improved rationalization of manpower and 
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Table 6: Summary of Recommendations on Municipal Service Responsibility 

Municipal Services County 
Social Services: 

General Welfare Assistance X 
Child Care Services X 
Family Benefits Assistance X 
Ontario Works (workfare) X 
Social Housing X 

Public Health Services X 
Land Ambulance X 
All Roads and Bridges (including roadway drainage) X 
Water Treatment and Distribution X 
Sewage Treatment and Distribution X 
Hydro-electricity X 
Public Transit ---
Solid Waste Management 

Collection X 
Recycling X 
Disposal X 

Land Use Planning X 
Building/Plumbing/Septic Inspections and Approvals X 
Protection: 

Police X 
Fire Suppression ---
Fire Prevention X 
Fire Training X 
Fire Education X 

Economic Development & Tourism X 
Municipal Airport X 
911 CERB-Communications/Dispatch X 
Libraries X 
Parks and Recreation ---
Street Lighting and Sidewalks ---
Administrative Services: 

Legal Services X 
Human Resources X 
Purchasing X 
Auditing and Accounting X 
Tax Billing & Collection X 
Insurance X 

Area 
Municipality 

---
---
---
---
---
---
---
---
---
---
---
X 

---
---
---
---
---

---
X 
---
---
---
---
---
---
---
X 
X 

X 
---
---
X 
---
---
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technology. Indeed, the submission from the Town of Lindsay (January 5, 2000, p. 14) 
recommended that wherever appropriate, all administrative services be centralized or co
ordinated in the interest of cost savings. 

Summary: After evaluating each municipal service, it is apparent that the vast majority of them 
should be the responsibility of a single county-wide governing unit. In fact, there is very little 
left for the lower tier other than fire suppression, parks and recreation, street lighting and 
sidewalks, and public transit, all of which could easily migrate to the County with no loss in the 
ability of local communities to have different service standards. With such a restricted set or 
responsibilities, one really has to question the wisdom, merits and relevance of retaining a lower 
tier level of government in Victoria County. 

This discussion of responsibility has concentrated on decision making and funding, not on 
production and delivery. Production and delivery may be handled in a variety of ways - in house 
or outsourcing. 12 Larger decision making units have the capacity to benefit from economies of 
scale in organization and management, to internalize externalities, to share more fairly and 
equitably in the cost of income distributional activities, while at the same time allowing for local 
preferences to be expressed for services not displaying the aforementioned characteristics= 
Indeed, the City oflndianapolis is an excellent example of a large city that has experienced 
considerable gains in efficiency and cost savings by retaining one large city-wide governing unit 
for making policy decisions and determining the best base for funding local services, while 
introducing competitive elements into production and delivery. 13 Competitive elements exist 
when the private sector is permitted to compete (through bidding) against the public sector. In 
Canadian municipalities where this has occurred, primarily for solid waste collection, per unit 
costs have been similar for both private and public sector collectors. This similarity in costs, it 
has been observed, is the result of competitive forces. Further, for those services that only benefit 
specific areas of the larger jurisdiction, they could be provided only to those areas and funded 
from revenues collected from beneficiaries of the service through user fees or special charges on 
the property tax bill. 

G.2 How Should the Upper Tier be Governed? 

Although there may be little rationale for a two-tier structure based on the above allocation of 
service responsibility, the discussion here outlines an appropriate governing structure if a two
tier system were to exist. At the outset, it must be noted that all recommendations for the upper 
tier governing structure must be based on the following principle: 

12 For an eloquent discussion of the distinction between decision-making and funding responsibilities and 
delivery and production, see Osborne and Gaebler, Reinventing Government - How the Entrepreneurial Spirit is 
Transferring the Public Sector, Reading, Mass.: Addison Wesley Publishing Co. Inc., 1992. 

13 See Stephen Goldsmith, "Can Business Really Do decisions and determining the best base for funding local 
services, while introducing competitive Business with Government? The Answer is Yes, Just Ask the Mayor of 
Indianapolis", Harvard Business Review, May-June 1997, 110-121; and "Smaller Government Prescriptions for Big 
City Problems" Fraser Forum, September 1998, 6-15. 
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The upper tier is an agency of the electorate and exists to provide individual 
citizens of the County with a range of services. 

The upper tier or county level of government must not be an instrument of the local 
municipalities and it must not be a contract agency delivering services on their behalf. Lines of 
communication and accountability between the County Council and individual residents must be 
direct and not filtered through local councils. 

The objective to be achieved in creating an upper tier governing structure must be perfectly clear. 
There must be a disentanglement of the lines of accountability from County Council to the 
electorate on the one hand and local councils to the electorate on the other. County Councillors 
must represent people, not other governments, and must be responsible for their actions to the 
electorate, not to other politicians. By clearly differentiating the political structures of the two 
tiers of municipal government, the voters of Victoria county will be better able to exercise their 
judgements of, and communicate their needs to, County Council independently of any 
expressions they may wish to make to their local councillors. 

Objections to a greater separation of political structures between the two tiers are bound to arise. 
It may be viewed as resulting in four distinct levels of government to be faced and :financed by 
the voters: federal, provincial, county, and local. In fact, the two levels of municipal government 
already exist. A clearer demarcation between the two tiers is intended in part to clear up the 
confusion among voters about responsibilities between the County and area municipalities, an 
important prerequisite for increased accountability. 14 Local municipalities may protest that the 
importance of County Council's decisions to their communities requires that they be represented 
as municipalities on County Council. That logic, of course, would also require representatives of 
local municipalities to sit at the provincial and federal levels. To be sure, the two tiers must work 
in a co-operative manner, co-ordinating their efforts so as to achieve effectiveness and efficiency 
in service delivery. This is an argument for administrative co-ordination, however, not for a 
political intermarriage. 

Within a two-tier governance structure, the following issues must be addressed: 
• election of head of County council; 
• double direct or direct election of county councillors; 
• part-time versus full-time councillors; 
• size of county council and distribution of councillors; 
• size of councils in area municipalities; 
• role for special purpose bodies. 

Each of these is discussed below. 

14 This confusion could also be cleared up through a single tier structure across the County. 
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Election of Head of County Council: Currently, the Warden of the County is selected annually 
by fellow councillors. In a two-tier structure, the choice is between County Councillors selecting 
the head from amongst themselves or direct election-at-large by the voters of the governing area. 
There are three reasons typically advanced for election by County Councillors from amongst 
themselves: 
• Candidates for the head who are from less densely populated areas will have greater 

opportunities for being selected than if they were required to run in a county-wide 
election. 

• A head selected in this manner will have the support and confidence of the majority of 
Council. 

• Costs of campaigning for the position could become so onerous and expensive that some 
qualified candidates may be excluded. 

A fourth argument, that upper-tier councillors are better positioned than the electorate to judge 
the merits of candidates for head, is rejected out of hand as being entirely inconsistent with 
increased accountability and more effective representation. 

The argument that candidates for head who are from the less densely populated areas are 
disadvantaged by their small population base looses much of its effect when it is recognized that 
exactly the same possibility exists in elections at other levels of government. 

While the head may have the support of the majority of county councillors if elected by them, it 
is also true that she or he may then be beholden to them. While not suggesting that this has 
happened, election by fellow councillors certainly introduces the possibility of strategic deals 
being made by candidates with councillors. As well, effective leadership requires the head of 
council to work with the entire Council, not just a majority of them. County councillors are civic
minded individuals who take on the responsibility of government office out of a sense of duty to 
their communities. They are also, as well, politicians who generally have a high degree of respect 
for the democratic process. It is difficult to believe that they would be more supportive of a head 
that they selected than they would be of a head coming into council with a popular mandate from 
the electorate. 

The argument that campaign costs of a county-wide election represent a barrier to able and 
deserving candidates may be the most compelling argument against this system. Recognizing 
that campaign costs may be a problem for some, it is our view that it is more than offset by the 
important advantages to residents of direct election to the position of head through a county
wide, general vote. 

The primary advantage of direct election is the resulting directness of public accountability to the 
electorate. Achieving maximum accountability directly to the electorate is, in itself, a sufficient 
reason to propose direct election in a county-wide general vote, but there are other important 
advantages to the system as well. Whatever the exact nature of the process of electing upper-tier 
councillors, each will represent a community of interest. Unless the head of the upper tier council 
is elected by the voters of the entire are~ there will be no elected politician on the upper-tier 
council speaking for, and accountable to, the voters of the whole geographical area. 
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Direct election at-large of the head will also provide, during the election period, a full public 
airing and discussion of county-wide, as opposed to local, issues and afford the voters of the 
entire area an opportunity to inform the upper-tier council clearly of their opinions. It is difficult 
to imagine a disentanglement of county-wide and local issues unless there are separate political 
forums for discussion. County-wide election of the head would assist in accomplishing that. 

r After weighing the evidence on these two alternatives, the head of County Council should be 
l J directly elected by the voters from across the County. 
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Election of County Councillors. County Councillors may be elected to serve on both the lower 
and upper tier levels of government ( double direct election) or they may be directly elected to 
County Council only. 

In a system of double direct election for County Council as currently exists, County Councillors 
are there by virtue of their election as Reeve and, in some cases, Deputy Reeve (Lindsay, 
Mariposa Township, Verulam Township, Emily Township, and Fenelon Township) from an area 
municipality. The case for double direct election consists of the following: 
• It provides for strong communication between County council and the area municipalities 

because the same councillors are on both councils. 
• It is appropriate if the County is regarded as an agency or instrument of the area 

municipalities. 

The case against double direct election is based on the following: 
• Accountability is entangled because citizens/voters are unable to separate their vote for 

local issues from their vote for county issues. 
• The county can become the instrument or agency of local councils. 
• It has the potential for parochialism in decision making and is not directly accountable to 

the citizens/voters. 

In a directly elected system, County Councillors only serve on County Council. The case for this 
system consists of the following. 
• Accountability is enhanced because County councillors represent only county issues. 

Those charged with the responsibility for directing County operations will have an 
opportunity to present their ideas about county-wide issues directly to the public and to 
hear clearly their responses during election periods, without confusing the issues with 
matters of concern for the area municipalities. 

• County councillors can be assessed by the electorate on the basis of their performance on 
County council and will be less likely to face conflict between county-wide and local 
interests. 

• County councillors will be able to focus their energies entirely on county-wide issues and 
the less onerous workload may allow for an expanded pool of candidates for Council. 

• The potential for parochialism will be reduced. 
• The electoral process will be greatly simplified with separate slates of candidates for each 

tier of municipal government. 
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The case against directly elected County Councillors consists of the following. 
• Lines of communication between county council and area municipalities may be weaker 

if councillors only serve on one level of local government; however, this concern may be 
alleviated through administrative arrangements. 

Once again, when all arguments are considered, a system of directly elected County Councillors 
is preferred. The majority of the County Council in Wellington County is directly elected; the 
majority of the Regional Council in Niagara is directly elected; and the entire Regional Council 
in Ottawa-Carleton is directly elected. From comments made by careful observers of governing 
structures, directly elected councils are better than double directly elected councils in making 
efficient and effective decisions on county-wide or region-wide issues. The upper tier is not 
treated as an agency of the lower tiers; rather, it is treated as an agent of the electorate and 
concerned only with county-wide responsibilities. 

Part-Time Versus Full-Time Councillors: At the moment, there are 117 municipal councillor 
positions in Victoria County - 94 in the 16 area municipalities and 23 county council positions. 
Each of these positions is part-time. The issue here is whether or not these positions should 
continue to be defined as part-time. 

Discussions with councillors and feedback from citizens showed no interest whatsoever in 
moving towards full-time council positions. Further, in a two-tier system where County 
councillors only serve at the County level and local councillors only in the area municipalities, 
there is no basis for changing the part-time status of the position. Locally elected councillors 
must bear in mind that their role is as policy makers, not administrators. The day-to-day task of 
administering policy must be left to staff and free from Councillor interference. 

Finally, one major advantage of part-time council positions is that it could increase the pool of 
potential candidates. Furthermore, scheduling County Council meetings in the evening would 
increase both the opportunity for individuals to run for Council and encourage more interest and 
attendance by members of the public- a feature that should help to ensure that councillors 
respond more positively to those they represent. 

Size and Distribution of County Council: While there is no clear-cut nor obvious benchmark or 
criteria for determining council size, the Province has indicated a desire for fewer locally elected 
politicians. Determination of council size depends on a number of factors including the range of 
services for which the County is responsible and the distribution of representation across the 
County. The overall number of County councillors should be established to ensure: 
• adequate representation so that, given the number of citizens to be served and the 

geography of the area, each citizen has reasonable access to his or her County councillor; 
• manageable workloads for County councillors in providing service to the area; 
• effectiveness of debate and efficiency of decision-making by limiting the size of Council 

to manageable proportions. 

Given the recommendation that County councillors serve only on County council and that their 
positions be part-time, the question arises as to the distribution across the entire area and how 
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that distribution should be allocated. While it has been suggested by some that each municipality 
should have the same number of representatives, this suggestion is rejected in favour of the more 
fundamental basis for democracy; namely, representation-by-population. To ensure that each 
citizen has the same degree of representation, elected officials should be responsible for 
approximately the same number of electors. In reality, this becomes a target or an ideal rather 
than a fact and other considerations often come into play. The most common and significant 
factor causing deviations from strict representation by population is a perceived need to represent 
the corporate interests of relatively small local municipalities. 

To correct for differences in population thresholds in the municipalities within Victoria County 
and to achieve the objective of designing a County Council that focuses on county-wide issues, it 
follows that a county-wide ward system is the best way for choosing directly elected County 
councillors. A county ward system essentially ignores existing local boundaries and redraws the 
map afresh. Topographical features play a role as do 'communities of interest', but county wards 
need not and should not be coterminous with the boundaries of the area municipalities; indeed, 
they should, wherever possible, cross the boundaries of area municipalities. Newly created 
wards would have the following advantages: 
• increased flexibility in achieving representation by population throughout the entire 

county; 
• reduced potential for parochialism on County Council; 
• increased flexibility in choosing the size of County council. 

Council Size in the Area Municipalities: Since it was recommended above that the majority of 
County councillors be elected directly and that responsibility for the vast majority of services be 
assigned to the County, each of the newly created area municipalities should have a council of 
five members. A head elected at large and four councillors elected from newly created wards. 

Special Purpose Boards, Commissions and Committees: Many reviews of local government 
structure over the past two or three decades have argued for the abolition of special purpose 
boards, authorities and committees and recommended that their responsibilities be assumed 
directly by municipal councils. Within Victoria County, these bodies play a variety of roles and 
are responsible for a range of services. 

The arguments that have been used to support special purpose bodies include the following: 
• appointed experts rather than politicians and government officials are alleged to be more 

efficient in administering services; 
• workloads facing politicians prevents them from having sufficient time to plan, administer, 

and oversee all government functions. 

In reality, there is little substance to these arguments; for example, 
• the growth in both the size and technical expertise of the local government sector over the 

past two or three decades seriously challenges the legitimacy of this claim; 
• the proliferation of special purpose bodies has created a diffuseness of government 

organizations that is difficult for the citizens to understand; 
• some of them enjoy considerable autonomy and :financial independence - they are little 
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governments in themselves with the inherent characteristic that they are independent and in 
no way subordinate to the elected municipal politicians. 

With responsibilities divided among such a large number of separate agencies, co-ordination of 
inter-related activities is difficult, inefficient and lacks accountability. It is recommended, 
therefore, that all special boards and commissions be eliminated with their responsibilities 
assumed by Council, unless, of course, these commissions are required by provincial legislation 
(Police Services Board) or where the service district is larger than the County boundary (Board 
of Health - Victoria, Northumberland, and Haliburton and Conservation Authority). 

1. Police Service Board 

Every municipality with its own police force is required to have a Police Service Board. The 
Board may consist of five or seven members. Each Board is made up of an equal number of 
provincial appointees and local councillors plus a community member appointed by local council 
and who is not a municipal employee or a member of municipal council. 

A Police Service Board is responsible for setting policy regarding policing in the community 
while the local government must raise the revenues to finance police services. Not only is this 
dichotomous arrangement difficult for citizens to comprehend ( one body setting policy and the 
other funding the cost), it is less accountable than it should be for there is no direct relationship 
between the Board that sets policy and the municipality that funds the expense. Accountability 
would be better served if municipal councils were responsible for police governance. While this 
suggestion does not rest easily with those who argue that police governance should be separated 
from municipal governance, there is really no solid argument supporting this separation. Policing 
and police budgets are directly under municipal council control in most provinces in Canada and 
in other countries as well. Failure to put policing under municipal control means that local 
councils have limited control over police budgets. 

While this commission would prefer to see the Province abolish Police Service Boards, the 
Province requires that one exist wherever there is a municipal police force. Based on the earlier 
argument that policing in Victoria County should be an upper tier responsibility, a new Police 
Service Board should be created with seven members. 

2. Hydro Corporation 

Under Bill 35 (Energy competition Act, 1998) that established competition in the supply of 
electricity in Ontario, municipalities are required to convert their hydro utilities into one or more 
corporate entities by November 7, 2000. One of these must be responsible for the distribution of 
electricity in a regulated environment and one or more may be created to delivery unregulated 
services ( for example, billing services, meter verification, energy selling and other competitive 
services). While municipalities have the option of keeping or selling the ownership of their hydro 
corporations, there are at least two issues of direct importance to the governing structure. First, 
based on recent experience where municipal electrical utilities have amalgamated, there are 
significant economies of scale and hence, savings to be secured in larger operations. Indeed, a 
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recent report15 estimates that there would be large operational cost savings and efficiencies from 
a merger of seven separate hydro-electric commissions (Bobcaygeon, Fenelon Falls, Kirkfield, 
Lindsay, Millbrook, Omemee and Woodville) into one governing unit. Second, while this new 
corporate board will be designed to operate independently of municipal councils, their actions 
should not ignore other municipal council decision-making responsibilities and activities, 
especially as they relate to water, sewers and roads. 

3. Library Board 

The Public Libraries Act requires that every municipality with a library system have a library 
board. What it does not do, however, is stipulate how this board must be constituted. In Victoria 
County, there are two local Library Boards. Their recommended integration will require a new 
Library Board. To integrate library activities with the other activities of the municipal council, it 
is recommended that the upper tier municipal council be constituted as the Library Board for 
purposes of satisfying the Public Libraries Act and that their staff be integrated into the new 
municipal administration. As well, the Council should consider appointing an advisory library 
committee in each ward to reflect the library needs of the citizens. 

15 Ernst & Young Corporate Finance Inc. and Donahue & Partners, Report to Lindsay Hydro-Electric System 
and the Group of Seven, September 20, 1999. 
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G.3 Design of A Two-Tier Governing Structure for Victoria County 

In this model, the County would be retained as the upper-tier governing council. 

a. Number of Area Municipalities: 

Suggestions as to the number of area municipalities that should exist in a two-tier structure in 
Victoria County range from four to fourteen. The fact that there is no consensus on this number 
suggests that many two-tier supporters will not be satisfied with the chosen option. While 
recognizing this and using this report as a basis for discussion, the Commission proposes the 
creation of four area municipalities. 

Although the four municipality option was supported by less than fifty percent of local 
councils 16

, it was the most frequently mentioned number. It was also the number suggested in the 
Remson report.17 Remson argued that there was no compelling reason to have more than four 
area municipalities. More than four simply continues the current " .. fragmentation .. " and does not 
eliminate current " .. inefficiencies .. " in service delivery. As well, municipalities are not able to 
benefit from the " .. fmancial capabilities that larger municipalities can provide". Nor would more 
than four municipalities be likely to "meet the Province's restructuring principle ... "18 

b. Service Responsibility: 

While Table 6 identifies 'who should do what' in a two tier model, the Commission deviates 
from this assignment in estimating the cost impact. Briefly, the cost estimates and distributional 
tax impacts reported in this section assume that area municipalities continue to provide the same 
services as they presently do. 

c GovernanceSuucture: 

Upper Tier Council: The following is the Commission's proposal for the size and structure of 
the upper tier council. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 
5. 
6. 

16 

Size of Council - thirteen members made up of the Head of Council and twelve councillors. 
Head of Council- elected at large by the electors in the County. 
Distribution of Councillors - three councillors elected by wards from each of the four area 
municipalities (ward boundaries described below and map on the following page). 
Directly elected Councillors - serve only on the upper tier Council. 
Full-time or part-time positions - Head of Council is full-time and councillors are part-time. 
Committee Structure- standing committees rather than Committee of the Whole. 

Comments made by local councils in meetings with the Commissioner. 

17 Hemson Consultants Ltd., "Review of Options for Local Government in Victoria County: Recommended 
Restructuring", a report prepared for the Town ofLindsay. 

18 Page 21 of Hemson report. 
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7. Boards and Commissions - a seven member Police Service Board, a Board of Health and a 
Hydro-Electricity Board. 

Councils in Area Municipalities: The following is the Commission's proposal for the size and 
structure of the councils in each of the four area municipalities. 

1. Size of Council- five members made up of the Head of Council and four councillors. 
2. Head of Council - elected at large by the electors in the municipality. 
3. Distribution of Councillors - four councillors elected by wards ( ward boundaries described 

below and map on the following page) with ward boundaries not coterminous with the upper 
tier ward boundaries. 

4. Directly elected Councillors- serve only on the Council in the area municipality. 
5. Full-time or part-time positions- all positions are part-time. 
6. Committee Structure- standing committees rather than Committee of the Whole. 
7. Boards and Commissions - volunteer boards for recreation, cemeteries and fire, and so on, if 

required. 

d. Ward Boundaries: 

The proposed ward system is based on having approximately the same number of electors per 
ward and capturing communities of interest. While these are objectives, deviations do surface. 
For example, in some areas, there may be physical barriers to equalizing electors per ward or the 
distance covered may be too large. In any case, a generally accepted guideline is that electors per 
ward should not vary from the average by more than 25% in either way. 

Another important feature in designing new ward boundaries is to draw them, wherever possible, 
so that they do not coincide with the boundaries of the existing area municipalities. Setting ward 
boundaries that are not coterminous with the existing boundaries of the area municipalities has a 
number of advantages: 
• they more closely accord with representation-by-elector which is the fundamental basis for 

democracy; 
• they provide increased flexibility in achieving representation by elector throughout the entire 

county; 
• they reduce the potential for parochialism on the new council because councillors will have a 

greater incentive to work in the collective interests of the new municipality and not to dwell 
on concerns specifically related to the geographical area of the previous municipalities; 

• they will increase flexibility in altering the size of council, if desired in the future; 
• they permit a relatively quick adjustment of ward boundaries in response to uneven 

population or elector growth in the future. 

Electoral Wards for the Upper Tier Government: Under this option, the County is divided into 
four municipalities with 3 Wards in each of them. The number of electors per ward is 
approximately 6,290 in Lindsay. North of the Trent Canal, the number of electors per ward is 
approximately 7,990. In the South East, the number of electors per ward is approximately 5,690. 

45 



Electoral Wards for the Upper Tier Government: Under this option, the County is divided into 
( " four municipalities with 3 Wards in each of them The number of electors per ward is 

approximately 6,290 in Lindsay. North of the Trent Canal, the number of electors per ward is 
approximately 7,990. In the South East, the number of electors per ward is approximately 5,690. 
In the South West, the number of electors per ward is approximately 5,350. The boundaries for 
these wards are described Table 7 and illustrated Map 1. 

Table 7: Ward Description for Upper Tier in A Two Tier System (illustrated on Map 1) 

Municipality Ward No.of Description 
Electors 

Lindsay 1 6,100 Within Lindsay, the north west quadrant commencing at the Scugog River and 
going west along the Town boundary to Angeline St. and then south to the old 
municipal boundary and along this line to Sanderling Cres. and south on it to 
Orchard Park Rd. and then east on it to Victoria Ave. and south on it to Colbome 
St. W. and east on it to William St. N. and south on it to Kent St. W. and west on 
Kent to the Town boundary. In Ops Township all land in the north west quadrant 
bounded on the east by the Scugog River and the Town and on the south by Dew 
Drop Inn Rd. and Kent St. W. 

2 6,840 Within Lindsay, the north east quadrant bounded on the west by the boundary of 
Ward 1 described above and on the south by Kent St. W .. from William St. to 
Lindsay St. and south on Lindsay St. to Glenelg St. and east on Glenelg St. E. 
projecting across the river and joining up with Eastview Rd. and eastward to the 
Town boundary at County Rd. 36. Within Ops Township it includes all the land 
east of the Scugog River. 

3 5,950 Within Lindsay all the remaining land that is not within Wards 1 and 2 being 
generally the land south of Kent St. W., Glenelg St. E. and Eastview Rd. In Ops 
Township, all land west of the Scugog River and south of Dew Drop Inn Rd. and 
Kent St. W. 

North 1 7,560 All of Dalton, Carden, Eldon, Longford, Laxton, Digby and Bexley north of the 
Trent Canal save and except Coboconk south of Grandy Road and Indian Point 
Road, west of Highway 35 and all of Indian Point and Grand Island 

2 8,060 Within Bexley, Coboconk south of Grandy Road and Indian Point Road, west of 
Highway 35 and all of Indian Point and Grand Island. In Somerville Township, 
all land north and west of a line commencing at the boundary of V erulam 
Township and going north along the western limit of lot 20, concessions 1, 2 and 
3 and the going east along the boundary between concessions 3 and4 to the 
western limit of lot 19 and then going north along this to Four Mile Lake, the 
heading north through the lake to the western limit of lot 14, concession 9 and 
going north on this to the southern limit of concession 10, then east on the 
boundary between concessions 9 and 10 to the western limit of lot 7, the south on 
this to the northern limit of concession 7, then east on the boundary between 
concessions 7 and 8 to the eastern boundary of the Township. All of the land 
within the Villages of Fenelon Falls and Sturgeon Point. Within Fenelon 
Township the land bounded on the north by Cameron Lake consisting of the east 
half oflots 20 to 23, concession 8, lots 20 to 23, concession 9 and lots 18 to 20, 
concession 10. All land in Fenelon Township east and north of the Trent Canal as 
it runs from Rosedale to Bobcaygeon. 
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3 7,920 All the land within Somerville Township south and east of the boundary 
described for in Ward 2 above. Within Verulam Township, all land north of the 
Trent Canal. South of the Trent Canal in Verulam Township, all the land east of 
Kenstone Beach Rd. and north of County Rd. 36 and Walmac Shore's Rd. 
including the former Village of Bobcaygeon. 

South West 1 5,700 All of Bexley, Eldon and Carden Townships south of the Trent Canal. The 
Village of Woodville. In Mariposa Township, land north of Farmstead Rd. west 
of White Rock Rd. and land north of Quaker Rd. east of White Rock Rd. 

2 5,200 All lands within Fenelon Township south and west of the Trent Canal as it runs 
from Rosedale to Lindsay excluding that portion adjacent to the Village of 
Fenelon Falls and being described as being in Ward 2 in the ''North" 
municipality. 

3 5,570 In Mariposa Township, land south of Farmstead Rd. west of White Rock Rd. and 
land south of Quaker Rd. east of White Rock Rd. 

South East 1 5,620 Within Fenelon Township, land south ofthe Trent Canal that runs from Lindsay 
to Bobcaygeon. In Verulam Township all the land south of the Trent Canal 
except that portion adjacent to Bobcaygeon in Ward 4 in the ''North" 
municipality. In Emily Township, all land north of St. Luke's Rd. and the 
projection of it to Pigeon Lake, west of Pigeon Lake. 

2 5,900 In Emily Township, all land south of St. Luke's Rd. and the projection of it to 
Pigeon Lake, west of Pigeon Lake and all lands east of Pigeon Lake save and 
except a portion in the south west corner described as having a northern boundary 
as Highway 7 from Emily Park Rd. (County Rd. 10) to Mount Horeb Rd and 
along it to the western Township boundary and includes all lands west of Emily 
Park Rd. (County Rd. 10) south of this and includes all land within the Village of 
Omemee that is north of Highway 7 (King St.). 

3 5,560 All of Manvers Township plus the south west comer of Emily Township that is 
not within Ward 2. 

Total 75,980 
Electors 

Electoral Wards for Lower Tier Government: The County is divided into four municipalities 
with four wards in each municipality. The number of electors per ward is 4,720 in Lindsay. 
North of the Trent Canal, the number of electors per ward is approximately 5,990. In the South 
East, the number of electors per ward is 4,270. For the South West, the number of electors per 
ward is 4,020. The boundaries for these wards are described Table 8 and illustrated Map 2. 
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Table 8: Ward Description for Area Mooicipalities in A Two Tier System (illustrated on Map 2) 

Municipality Ward No.of Description 
Electors 

Lindsay 1 4,330 The north west quadrant of Lindsay and Ops Township bounded on the east by the Scugog 
River in Ops, then along the Town boundary to the projection of Victoria Ave. N., then south 
along Victoria Ave. to Colbome St W. and west along Colbome to Highway 35 and south 
on 35 to Kent St. W. and then west along Kent and Dew Drop Inn Road to the Township 
boundary. 

2 4,900 The north east quadrant of Lindsay and Ops Township east of the Scugog River in Ops 
Township and then along the Town boundary to the projection of Victoria Ave. N., then 
south along Victoria Ave. to Kent St. W., then east along Kent St. W. to Lindsay St. and then 
north to Kent St E. and along it across the river to Riverview Rd and along it to County Rd. 
36 and north on it to Pigeon Lake Rd (County Rd. 17) and east along it to the Township 
Boundary. 

3 4,480 Within Lindsay, land south of Colbome St. W. and west of Victoria Ave. N. north of Kent 
St. W. South of Kent St. W and west of Albert St S. and the projection of it to the Town 
boundary and then east to the Scugog River. Within Ops Township, all land south ofDew 
Drop Inn and Kent St Wand west of the Scugog River. 

4 5,170 Within Lindsay the south east quadrant not included in Wards 1, 2 and 3 and all land in Ops 
Township east of the Scugog River and south of Pigeon Lake Rd (County Rd. 17). 

North 1 6,000 All of Dalton, Carden and Eldon Townships north of the Trent Canal. All of Laxton, Digby 
and Longford Townships. Within Bexley Township in the northwest comer and bounded on 
the east by the line between concessions 5 and 6, on the south by County Road 48 to 
Blanchard's Road and then along Blanchard's Road to the Township boundary. 

2 5,460 In Bexley Township the land north of the Trent Canal that is not included in Ward I. Within 
Somerville Township, all land north of a line commencing on Balsam Lake and running 
along the northern limit of lot 18 Concession Fronting on River, and along the boundary 
between concessions 3 and 4, in lots 20 to 24, north along the eastern limit of lot 20 to Four 
Mile Lake and running along the south shore of the lake eastward to approximately lot 17 
and all land north of the line between concessions 6 and 7 (also being the alignment of 
County Rd 121 between lots 10 to 2). 

3 6,100 Somerville Township not within Ward 2. All of the land within the Villages of Fenelon Falls 
and Sturgeon Point. Within Fenelon Township the land bounded on the north by Cameron 
Lake consisting of the east half oflots 20 to 23, concession 8, lots 20 to 23, concession 9 and 
lots 18 to 20, concession 10. Allland in Fenelon Township east and north of the Trent Canal 
as it runs from Rosedale to Bobcaygeon. 

4 5,990 Within Verulam Township, all land north of the Trent Canal. South of the Trent Canal in 
Verulam Township, all the land east ofKenstone Beach Rd. and north of County Rd. 36 and 
Walmac Shore's Rd including the former Village of Bobcaygeon. 

L -
South West 1 3,910 All land in Carden and Eldon Townships south of the Trent Canal north of the Palestine 

Road. Bexley Township south of the Trent Canal. Fenelon Township being lots 16 to 32 in 
concessions I to 6, excluding those lots that do not exist because of Balsam Lake. 

2 3,890 All land in Fenelon Township west of the Trent Canal as it runs from Rosedale to Lindsay 
excluding what is include in Ward 1 above ("South East" municipality) and Ward 3 in the 
"North" municipality. 

3 4,500 In Eldon Township all land south of the Palestine Road The Village of Woodville. Within 
Mariposa Township, all land north of Salam Rd. and that portion of the Little Britain Rd. 
(County Rd. 4) that would form an extension of Salam Road 

4 4,170 In Mariposa Township all land south of Salam Rd and that portion of the Little Britain Rd 
(County Rd. 4) that would form an extension of Salam Road. 
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South East I 4,340 Within Fenelon Township, land south of the Trent Canal that runs from Lindsay to 
Bobcaygeon. In Verulam Township all the land south of the Trent Canal except that portion 
adjacent to Bobcaygeon in Ward 4 in the "North" municipality. 

2 4,100 In Emily Township, all land west of the Pigeon Lake from Verulam Township down to 
Parkview Ct. and east along it to Emily Park Rd (County Rd. I 0) and south along it to 
Highway 7. Then west along Highway 7 to Mount Horeb Rd and along it to the Township 
boundary. This includes all land within the Village ofOmemee that is north ofHighway 7 
(King St.) 

3 4,350 The remaining portions of Emily Township and the Village ofOmemee that are not in Ward 
2. Within Manvers Township all land east of Highway 35 and north of Lifford Road and the 
easterly projection thereo£ 

4 4,290 The remaining portion ofManvers Township that is not within Ward 3. 

Total Electors 75,980 

e. Compensation of Councillors and Head of Council: 

This could be determined by the Transition Board or by the Commission. In either case the 
compensation should reflect the nature of the positions. It is the Commission's view that all 
council positions, under this model, should be part-time. To counter the view that fewer 
councillors would place an inordinately heavy load on those elected, the Commission wishes to 
remind councillors of their role. Specifically, councillors must bear in mind that their role is as 
policy makers, not administrators. The day-to-day task of administering policy must be left to 
staff and free from Councillor interference. 

Finally, a major advantage of part-time council positions over full-time time council positions 
and the scheduling of Council meetings in the evening could increase the pool of potential 
candidates. Evening meetings could also encourage more interest and greater attendance by 
members of the public- an important ingredient to keep councillors 'on their toes' and to ensure 
that they do not lose touch with those whom they represent. 

f. Committee Structure: 

There are basically two options here - Standing Committees of Council or Committee of the 
Whole. After reflection, it is the Commission's view that Committees of Council would be more 
efficient, effective and accountable in an operational sense, especially when the new 
municipality is coming into existence. A number of committees permits every aspect of a 
particular function/service to be explored and discussed in a timely and efficient manner, and in a 
forum that is smaller and less conducive to political posturing. It provides a greater opportunity 
for citizen input because citizens are less likely to be intimidated in appearances before a 
Committee that deals with a specific service than they are in presenting themselves before a 
much larger Committee of the Whole. The number of Standing Committees could be determined 
by the Transition Board. 
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g. Estimated Cost Savings: 

The accounting firm of Day and Day Chartered Accountants was retained by the Commission to 
undertake a cost impact analysis of a number of options and to provide expertise and advise on 
the financial implications and experiences of recent amalgamation and restructuring activities 
elsewhere in Ontario. Their extensive experience in this area and their ability to draw from best 
practices elsewhere has contributed immensely to the cost impact assessment. 

Appendix C (section C-5) describes, in some detail, the estimated cost savings from a two-tier 
structure with four area municipalities. In the Commission's view, these cost savings are 
conservative and easily achievable. Furthermore, they refer only to amalgamation or 
consolidation savings ( consolidation of current municipal governments and the elimination of 
duplication). They do not include efficiency savings ( cost savings from improvements in overall 
efficiency and process changes). Indeed, the Commission believes that additional savings under 
any of the options could be secured through changes in the way in which services are delivered, 
especially where improvements occur as a result of providing services in a seamless manner 

; - ( unrestricted by existing municipal boundaries). 

The cost analysis only considers potential for cost savings arising from consolidation of the 
current municipalities and the elimination of existing duplication. Services provided at the 
County level such as health services and social services are already amalgamated as one-tier 
services and would not generate consolidation savings. It must also be noted that projected 
restructuring savings are limited to those areas supported by the property tax rate. They do not 
include estimates of potential savings that may result in user fee or utility rate reductions. Indeed, 
a recent estimate suggests that there would be significant cost savings from merging seven 
municipal hydro-electric utilities in Victoria County19

• These savings are not included in our 
estimates, nor are potential savings from merging water and sewer utilities into a larger unit. 

All projected cost savings and property tax impacts are predicated on the following key 
assumptions. 
• Existing service levels to the public are maintained 
• Level average compensation adjustments for staff and volunteers 
• Existing non-tax revenue sources and non-tax revenue levels are considered to remain 

unchanged following restructuring. Such revenues are assumed to remain consistent under 
all restructuring options, including status quo 

• Projected restructuring savings are assumed to flow in their entirety to tax levy reduction and 
resultant property tax impact 

• Property tax impacts reflect projected annual restructuring savings at maturity, it being noted 
that the full amount of savings may not be realized immediately 

One of the critical success factors in any restructuring is to manage service levels to the public as 
well as staff and volunteer compensation to ensure that they do not migrate to the highest level of 

19 Ernst & Young Corporate Finance Inc. and Donahue & Partners, Report to Lindsay Hydro-Electric System 
and the Group of Seven, September 20, 1999. 
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the consolidated municipal grouping. When two or more municipalities come together, there 
may be differences in service levels and compensation that need to be managed. Savings from 
restructuring can quickly dissipate if service levels and compensation are allowed to "level up". 
This analysis does not reflect any costs due to "leveling up" of service levels provided to the 

r"' public or staff and volunteer compensation. This is an issue that the Transition Board and new 
Municipal Council(s) will have to address. 

( I 

Under this model, it is estimated that annual consolidation savings could 
amount to $1.6 million within a two-year period following restructuring. 

The Commission also completed an estimate of a two-tier system with seven area 
municipalities (not provided in this report because the methodology is the same as 
for the cost estimates provided). Estimated annual cost savings under this scenario 
amounted to $1.2 million. This is less than the four area municipality model and 
suggests, that the greater the number of area municipalities, the lower the annual 
cost savings. 

h. Evaluation of Estimated Cost Savings in the Submission from the 
Restructuring Committee for Bexley, Somerville, Laxton, Digby & Longford 

The commission has received a large number of submissions from the public supporting the 
amalgamation of Bexley, Somerville, Laxton, Digby and Longford, primarily because of the 
extensive savings reported by the restructuring committee for these municipalities. In particular, 
the restructuring committee reported savings of $983,000.20 While the Commission supports all 
efforts at saving taxpayers money, the Commission is responsible for ensuring that its final 
decision on amalgamations or restructuring is based on sound analytical and defensible cost 
grounds. Estimated savings provided by the restructuring committee are based on some 
assumptions and a methodology that the Commission has difficulty accepting. Indeed, a more 
recent submission21 by the Northern Road Superintendents did not support the magnitude of 
savings in the road area that were reported in the earlier study. 

The Commission retained Day & Day Accountants to evaluate the cost savings in both studies 
identified above. Their report is recorded in detail in Appendix D. In short, the Commission 
agrees with the conclusion of Day & Day with respect to cost saving. Based on best practices 
elsewhere and experience in a comparable municipality elsewhere, savings are more likely to 
amount to slightly less than $180,000. 

The Commission has two types of concerns with this projected estimate of$983,000. If these 
municipalities are actually able to save this amount, the Commission wonders why these 
municipalities did not amalgamate earlier. Why did the taxpayers have to wait until after this 
Commission was created to benefit from these savings? 

20 

21 

Submission 16 in the volume of submissions, January 10, 2000. 

Submission 155 in the volume of submissions, January 27, 2000 
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Of greater concern to the Commission, however, is the assumptions and methodology used in 
deriving this estimate of$983,000. In short, the Commission seriously questions how services 
can continue to be provided at similar standards by dramatically reducing the number of 
administrative employees (8.5 staff to 5) and cannot understand how such large savings can be 
projected for the other administrative areas ( audit, insurance, general administration, building, 
protective inspection, by-law enforcement, parks and recreation). 

Since public works constitutes the bulk of the savings ($618,000), the Commission has some 
concern with the way in which this figure was obtained. In support of this savings projection the 
report states "it was determined that a rate of 50% would be used in determining our savings, as 
our Road Superintendents are confident further savings will be achieved through bulk purchasing 
power". Upon review of the submission by the Road Superintendents, the following statement is 
confusing: "In actual fact there should be no loss of employment under Option "C". Once 
amalgamated, reclassification of some road related positions would further reduce expenditures." 
The Commission cannot understand how a 50% saving can be achieved with no job losses; after 
all, staff costs represent a significant component of the road budget within each of the 
municipalities. Further, the 1998 Financial Information Returns for these municipalities reported 
total road maintenance costs ofless than $700,000. How, then, can a savings of$618,000 
possibly be realized? 

Further problems exist with savings attributed to fire consolidation. For example, the proponents 
appear to have included capital cost savings in their analysis. In particular, both the Jaws of Life 
and the Tanker are almost certain to represent one-time capital cost savings. This is inconsistent 
with the approach taken in this Commission's cost analysis and with all other restructuring 
studies with which this Commission is familiar. As well, the restructuring committee's report 
states that ''the new municipality will allow for the employment of a professional full-time fire 
chief'. Is the additional cost associated with a full-time fire chief included in the savings 
projections? 

i. Funding Property Tax Based Services: 

Table 9 records the property tax impact on a residential property having an assessed value of 
$100,000 under three possible scenarios given that a saving of $1.6 million is achieved. Column 
2 lists the municipal tax on this property prior to this saving and the creation of the new 
municipalities. Column 3 records the property tax impact on this property with no area rating of 
specific services and assumes that a savings of $1.6 million is secured. Column 4 lists the 
property tax impact if area rating is used for public transit, fire, police and waste collection/ 
recycling. Column 5 notes the property tax impact if area rating is used for public transit, fire, 
policing, waste collection/ recycling and tax supported debt ( excluding municipal buildings). 

The issue that surfaces here is whether or not all services should be funded from the general 
property tax levy or whether area rating should be used to capture differences in standards. It is 
the Commission's view that area rating should be used to capture differences in service standards 
for transit, fire, police, solid waste collection/recycling and tax supported debt ( excluding 
municipal buildings). 
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Table 9: Property Tax Impact on A Residential Property Assessed at $100,000 
Partial Full 

No Area Area Area 
Municipality Actual Tax1 Rating Rating2 Rating3 

(col. 1) (col. 2) (col. 3) (col. 4) (col. 5) 
Town: $ 

Lindsay 1,512 -9% -7% -5% 
Villages: 

Bobcaygeon 1,130 -11% -5% -5% 
Fenelon Falls 1,246 -19% -4% -4% 
Omemee 1,190 -27% -10% -10% 
Sturgeon Point 1,140 -11% -20% -20% 
Woodville 1,148 -23% -16% -16% 

Townships: 
Bexley 1,031 -2% -5% -5% 
Carden 1,128 -10% -16% -16% 
Dalton 867 17% 12% 12% 
Eldon 874 1% 4% 4% 
Emily 924 -6% -9% -9% 
Fenelon 892 -1% -5% -5% 
Laxton, Digby & Longford 1,051 -4% -8% -8% 
Manvers 809 7% 6% 6% 
Mariposa 928 -5% -2% -2% 
Ops 950 45% 30% 19% 
Somerville 959 5% 0% 0% 

Verulam 1,080 -6% -7% -7% 

# of househo Ids with reductions 26,115 26,115 26,115 
# of households with no change 0 2,301 2,301 
# of households with increases 7,950 5,649 5,649 
# of households with> 10% 1,944 1,944 1,944 
Notes: 
1 1999 actual tax rates have been restated for Mariposa and Manvers ( streetlighting), Marisposa 
(waste collection and recycling), Woodville (landfill and recycling). 
2 Area rating for transit, fire, police and waste collection/recycling. 
3 Area rating for transit, fire, police, waste collection/recycling and tax supported debt ( excluding 
municipal buildings). 
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j. Property Tax Phase-In 

In every amalgamation or restructuring study, taxes on some property owners go up and taxes on 
other property owners go down. This generally arises because there is a different sharing of the 
tax base across all area municipalities for county-wide services after the amalgamation when 
compared with before the amalgamation. To offset significant increases, the Commission 
believes that there must be a phase in period. 

All increases in the rates of taxation for municipal purposes for the new municipality that would 
occur solely as a result of restructuring may be phased in over a five-year period. Where tax 
increases arise, such amounts shall be financed by a reduction in the decrease in the rates of 
taxation over an equivalent period. In practical terms, the Transition Board should set a threshold 
for allowing tax increase phase-ins. For example, they could establish a policy that allowed 
phase-ins for those residential properties experiencing tax increases of 10 percent or $200, 
whichever is greater, 10% or $500 for commercial and industrial properties, whichever is greater. 
The cost of the phase-ins would be funded by partially holding back the tax reductions to those 
properties experiencing reductions of say 10 percent. 

H. A Single Tier Structure 

Under one tier, all local municipalities would be amalgamated to form one large municipality. 
Since there would only be one level of municipal government across the entire geographical 
area, all municipal services would be the responsibility of this one level of government. As well, 
there would only be one political body responsible for making decisions. This is not to imply that 
uniform standards and service levels will be provided everywhere. Differences may be captured 
through the use of area rating, special charges or user fees. 

The case/or a single-tier, county-wide structure may be summarized as follows. 

• Improvements in economic efficiency ( cost savings because of fewer politicians, more 
efficient service delivery, less bureaucracy) could arise from the removal of 
administrative duplication; pooling of insurance; lower input prices associated with 
greater purchasing power; and greater scope for using sophisticated and specialized 
technical equipment. 

• Funding fairness in the provision of municipal services would emerge because there 
would be a wider tax base responsible for sharing the cost of services benefiting 
taxpayers across the entire area. For other services whose beneficiaries are confined to 
specific areas, area rating, local improvement charges or specific fees could be used. 

• Political efficiency and effectiveness leading to cost savings would surface as a result of 
eliminating the governing structures of the area municipalities. The current structure is 
more costly than it ought to be because politicians and administrators at the lower tier 
frequently prevent the migration of services up to the county level even where there is 
considerable evidence that this migration would lead to greater efficiency and lower costs 
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for taxpayers. 
• Accountability and clearer lines of responsibility would be improved because there 

would only be one level of municipal government and taxpayers would know who is 
responsible for the vast array of local services. At the moment, taxpayers are :frequently 
confused as to which level of municipal government is responsible for what. 

Not only does a one tier governing structure permit a municipality to meet the above mentioned 
objectives, it more quickly and successfully provides an environment in which the business 
community and citizens are able to meet and adapt to the challenges of the new economy and to 
compete effectively on the provincia4 national and international scene. In particular, a single tier 
municipality can more efficiently and effectively work towards a uniform and improved physical 
(highways and roads, road, water, sewer and electricity) and social or recreational (parks, 
recreation, libraries) infrastructure. It will eliminate the inefficient and wasteful competition that 
:frequently exists when one municipality competes with others to attract development away :from 
neighbouring jurisdictions without recognizing that it matters not where the new development 
locates or expands because everyone in the wider area benefits. As an example of this, journey
to-work patterns are such that residents of one municipality frequently work in adjacent 
municipalities. A single tier region-wide level of government will have the financial strength 
(base) to accept new responsibilities and to implement cost-sharing equity for those services that 
benefit all residents of the county. Finally, a single tier municipality can more effectively initiate 
policies that will avoid the social decay and environmental degradation that :frequently surfaces 
in an area :fractured by a number of separate governing units. 

Increasing evidence in favour of moving to a one-tier structure for decision-making and funding 
responsibility may be noted in a number of ways. First, recent provincial downloading initiatives 
have been directed almost entirely to the upper tier, thus increasing the relative importance of the 
County in the municipal scene. 

Second, lower costs for one-tier structures on a region-wide or county-wide basis in Ontario have 
been noted in a number of geographical areas. For example, the following is a comparison of the 
costs of one-tier versus two-tier structures for Ontario municipalities: 

• Brant County's move to a one-tier level of government identified expenditure reductions 
of $2.2 million. A move to a modified two-tier, by comparison, would have lowered 
spending by $1.3 million (reported in "A Review of Local Government In Dufferin 
County'', by Solutions North and Harvan Consulting, September 30, 1999, p. 42). 

• Prince Edward County's move to a one-tier governing structure is estimated to have 
saved $1.2 million (reported in "A Review of Local Government In Dufferin County", by 
Solutions North and Harvan Consulting, September 30, 1999, p. 42). 

• A recent report for Dufferin County estimates that a one-tier structure could save $3 
million while a modified two-tier structure could save $1.3 million ("A Review of Local 
Government In Dufferin County", by Solutions North and Harvan Consulting, September 
30, 1999, p. 43). 

• The amalgamation in Toronto saved over $48 million in 1998 and is estimated to be on 
track to save $72.5 million in 1999 and a further $29 .3 million in 2000 (in "Building the 
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New City of Toronto: Status Report on Amalgamation- January 1998 to June 1999", p. 
10). 

• The amalgamation of Chatham-Kent is estimated to have saved $7.8 million (from a 
presentation by Hugh Thomas to Senior Management of The Regional Municipality of 
Ottawa-Carleton, Spring of 1999). 

• A recent study for Ottawa-Carleton predicted savings of $50 million to $80 million for a 
one-tier system. By comparison, savings from a three city model would amount to one
sixth of the single tier option (by KPMG, "Ottawa-Carleton restructuring Options -A 
Financial Analysis", August 25, 1999). The Special Advisor's report for Ottawa
Carleton estimated the net savings that could be applied to the property tax by moving to 
one-tier to be $50 million (Special Advisor's Report to the Minister, "Local Government 
Reform in the Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton", November 25, 1999). 

• A financial analysis completed by KPMG for the Region of Sudbury' s submission to the 
Special Advisor appointed by the provincial government indicated that a one-tier 
structure for the Region would save $8 million ( attached to the Regional Chair's 
submission on October 14, 1999). The Special Advisor's report for Sudbury estimated the 
savings by moving to one-tier to be $8.5 million (Special Advisor's Report to the 
Minister, "Sudbury 2001", November 25, 1999). 

• The Special Advisor's report on Hamilton-Wentworth ( October 19, 1999) projected an 
annual saving of$10million under a one-tier system. This is over and above the savings 
of$19.5 million previously realized as a result of administrative consolidation of the 
Region and City of Hamilton. 

• The Special Advisor's report for Haldimand-Norfolk estimated annual savings from 
moving to one-tier to be $4 million. Comparable projected savings from moving to two 
single tiers was estimated to be $2.55 million ("Report of the Special Advisor", 
November 1999). 

Third, while most municipal politicians, administrators and policy analysts argue that income 
distributional services such as welfare and social housing should be funded entirely by the 
province, the reality is that municipalities are now responsible for funding social housing and 
around 20 percent of welfare services. Clearly, all arguments point to county-wide funding of 
these services for a variety of reasons. First, to discourage a municipality from exporting 
( transferring) its costs to other municipalities by encouraging social service recipients, for 
example, to move to different areas. Second, given that the province has linked GW A and 
Ontario Works, most of the workfare projects are located in urban areas; hence, many GWA 
recipients will be moving to these areas. Burdening taxpayers of an urban centre with additional 
GWA costs is unfair because taxpayers in this municipality would end up paying for a service 
that would otherwise not be their responsibility. Third, facilities for social housing are almost 
always located in urban municipalities and occupied by residents from across the entire area ( and 
from beyond). To apportion the municipal cost for these facilities on any basis other than one 
that extends across the entire region would be unfair. Why should the municipality in which the 
unit is housed, fund the cost for occupants from outside the local jurisdiction? 

To overcome the criticism that a county-wide governing structure may be seen as distant and 
inaccessible because of the vast area encompassed, it is frequently suggested that a network of 
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'community committees, or access points' be implemented and that they operate out of a portion 
of the existing municipal offices or municipal libraries. These offices would have a skeleton staff 
to provide a prescribed set of services or information for local citizens. In fact, these offices 
would continue to provide the types of citizen assistance that is currently available from local 
municipal offices. 

The case against a single-tier, county-wide structure may be summarized as follows: 

• The elimination of competition between municipalities and the reduction in incentives for 
efficiency and cost savings. 

• The least costly and most efficient size of government may differ for different services; that 
is, efficiency and cost savings may be different for roads than for fire or police or recreation. 
In other words, some services may benefit from economies of scale (lower cost per unit) if 
assigned to larger units of government while other services may suffer from diseconomies of 
scale (higher cost per unit). 

• For services whose benefits are entirely local in nature, local preferences may not be 
reflected in the quantity and quality of service provided. 

• The area is too large and citizens will become removed from their local politicians leading to 
a reduction in the levels of service. 

Concerns such as these are important but they are mainly concerns with the cost of delivering 
services and not specifically with the governance structure (see discussion above). For example, 
competition can be secured through greater use of alternative service delivery vehicles such as 
'contracting out'. Competitive elements exist when the private sector is permitted to compete 
( through bidding) against the public sector. In Canadian municipalities where this has occurred, 
primarily for solid waste collection and in some cases for maintenance of roads, per unit costs 
have been similar for both private and public sector collectors. This similarity in costs, it has 
been observed, is the result of competitive forces. 22 In fact, contracting out and competition may 
be possible for almost every municipal service. Briefly and succinctly, most of the efficiency 
gains from contracting out have resulted from an increased scope for or increasing competition, 
however, these gains may not be possible without some private ownership. In other words, some 
degree of privatization through contracting out may be a necessary but not sufficient condition 
for substantial performance improvements. 

Further performance improvements could be secured through benchmarking the costs of 
delivering municipal services in Victory County with other municipalities of similar size across 
the province. The results of this exercise could be reported annually in a 'report card' that 
presents per unit costs for all services across all comparable municipalities in Ontario. This 
would permit citizens/taxpayers to compare the performance of their local council with other 
municipalities and to judge whether or not Council's performance is acceptable. 

22 Harry Kitchen, "Private Provision of Local Public Services: Canadian Evidence and Interpretation", 
Working Paper 94-05, Department of Economics, Trent University, Peterborough, Ontario. 
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While it may be true that the least costly and most efficient size of municipal government differs 
for most services, all evidence obtained by this Commission (reported above and in Appendix 
A.) indicated that savings are larger when service responsibility is assumed by larger governing 
jurisdictions (such as a county or region) rather than smaller governing jurisdictions. Further, for 
those services that only benefit specific areas of the larger jurisdiction or where local preferences 
may dictate different standards and levels, these could be accommodated and funded from 
revenues collected from beneficiaries of the service through user fees or special charges on the 
property tax bill. 

The claim made in many of the submissions that the area is too large to be governed by a single
tier governing unit and that this will lead to all kinds of disastrous and harmful consequences is 
one that the Commission has treated seriously. Although no one actually provided any evidence 
of the kinds of serious consequences that would be generated under a one-tier structure, the 
Commission believes that it is important to allay as many concerns as possible. To this end, the 
Commission would create four community centres and citizen advisory committees throughout 
the Count. While critics may dismiss these as being of much use, the Commission believes that 
they are necessary. Further, the Commission believes that concerns over size, distant and 
potential problems are exaggerated. In fact, one submission from a cottage owner who lives in 
Toronto may have summed it up. "We listened to many Toronto neighbours complain a year or 
so back about the impending horrors that would flow from the amalgamation of 6 cities into the 
new Toronto. None of these bad things occurred and indeed Toronto is a better place due to the 
amalgamation, and most Torontonians have long forgotten why they were upset in the first 
place." It might also be noted that many opponents of the mega-city merger claimed that its 
implementation by the Province (in 1997) would lead to a number of the Conservative MPPs, 
especially those in the OTA, losing their seats in the 1999 provincial election. Clearly, this did 
not happen. In fact, the provincial election was held and it is virtually impossible to find any 
record of any criticism or comment that was levied against the amalgamation during the 1999 
provincial election campaign. It is no longer an issue. 

H.1 Design of A One-Tier Governing Structure for Victoria County 

All existing municipal corporations, including the County, would be dissolved and one new 
municipal government would be created. At this point, the Commission is proposing the 
following structure bearing in mind, as with any of the proposed options in this report, it is for 
discussion purposes only. 

a. Governance Structure: 

The following is a possible governing structure. 

1. Size of Council - seventeen members made up of the Head of Council and sixteen 
councillors. 

2. Head of Council - elected at large by the electors in the County. 
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3. Distribution of Councillors- elected from newly created wards across the County (ward 
boundaries described below and map on the following page) with each ward having roughly 
the same number of electors. 

4. Full-time or part-time positions - Head of Council is full-time and councillors are part-time. 
5. Committee Structure- standing committees rather than Committee of the Whole. 
6. Community Service Centres - required to ensure citizens have access to information and 

municipal services. 
7. Boards and Commissions - a seven member Police Service Board, a Board of Health, a 

Hydro-Electricity Board plus volunteer boards for recreation, fire, cemeteries and other areas 
as required. 

Council Size: A Council of seventeen members is a substantial reduction from the current 
complement of94 municipal politicians but, as is recorded in Table 10 is in line with council size 
for other comparable recently restructured municipalities. Sixteen councillors for Victoria 
County produces a lower number of electors per councillor than exists in Chatham-Kent or will 
come into existence in the newly created municipalities ofHaldimand and Norfolk. Brant County 
and Prince Edward County, by comparison, have fewer electors per councillor. This is likely 
attributed to the fact that local councils in these latter two municipalities were responsible for 
their own restructuring as opposed to restructuring by a Special Advisor. 

Table 1 O:Comparison of Council Size and Electors per Councillor in Comparable Restructured 
Municipalities. 

Number of Councillors Electors per 
Municipality Electors ( excluding head of councillor 

council) 
Norfolk 53,208 8 6,651 
Haldimand 37,983 6 6,331 
Brant county 29,400 14 2,100 
Chatham-Kent 109,350 17 6,432 
Prince Edward County 37,500 15 2,500 
Proposal for Victoria County 76,000 16 4,750 

It is the commission's view that Council size of seventeen will ensure: 
• adequate representation with each citizen having reasonable access to his or her Councillor; 
• that a range of community interests are represented; 
• manageable workloads for Councillors in providing service to the new municipality and 

staffing of the various Committees especially following the recent provincial downloading 
initiatives and additional responsibilities that will be assumed after all services are brought 
into the new municipality's governing structure; 

• effectiveness of debate and efficiency of decision-making by limiting the size of Council to 
manageable proportions. 

• the retention of part-time council positions. 
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b. Ward Boundaries: 

The proposed ward system is based on having approximately the same number of electors per 
ward and capturing communities of interest. While these are objectives, deviations do surface. 

····1 For example, in some areas, there may be physical barriers to equalizing electors per ward or the 
distance covered may be too large. In any case, a generally accepted guideline is that electors per 
ward should not vary from the average by more than 25% in either way. Another important 
feature in designing new ward boundaries is to draw them, wherever possible, so that they do not 
coincide with the boundaries of the existing area municipalities population or elector growth in 
the future. 

In this single tier option, it is proposed that the County be divided into sixteen wards. The 
number of electors per ward is approximately 4,750. The ward boundaries are described in Table 
11 and illustrated on Map 3. 

Table 11: Description of Proposed Ward Boundaries in Single-Tier Option (illustrated on Map 3) 

Ward No.of Description 
Electors 

1 4,340 All of Carden and Dalton Townships; Eldon Township north of the Canal; all of Longford 
Township; all of Digby Township except lots 1 to 23, concession l; concessions 1 to 4 of 
Laxton Township; and all lands bounded on the west of the west boundary of concession 6, 
north of County Road 48, west of the western lot line of lot 8, North Bay Range and north of 
the Canal in Bexley Township. 

2 5,140 Land lying north of the Trent Canal including Grand Island in Bexley and Laxton 
Townships that is not included in Ward 1. In Somerville Township all land lying west oflot 
16, concessions 13 and 14, and lots 36 to 74, Concession Fronting on the River (Gull River 
and Silver and Shadow Lakes). 

3 4,110 All remaining land in Somerville Township that is not included in Ward 2. 

4 5,430 All of Eldon Township south of the Trent Canal; the Village of Woodville; lots 1 to 5, 
concession 15 Mariposa Township; and lots 6 to 23, concessions 8 to 15 Mariposa 
Township. 

5 4,680 Bexley Township south of the Trent Canal; Fenelon Township west of the Trent Canal 
between Rosedale and Lindsay excluding that describe as being in Ward 6. 

6 4,510 The Village of Fenelon Falls. In Fenelon Township lots 21 to 32, concessions 7 and 8; east 
half of lot 20 concession 8, all land lying north of and including lot 20, concession 9; and 
lots 18 to 32 in concessions 10 and 11 that are not within the Village. 

7 4,200 In Fenelon Township lots 11 to 17, concessions 10 and 11; the Village of Sturgeon Point; 
and all land north of the Trent Canal in the Municipality ofBobcaygeon/Verulam. 

8 5,390 All land in Mariposa Township excluding that included in Ward 4. 

9 4,330 Within Lindsay, all land north ofColbome St. W. and west of Victoria Ave. N. and its 
projection northward to the Town limit and then eastward along the Town boundary to the 
Scugog River. In Ops Township all land lying north of Dew Drop Inn Road and the Kent St 
West extension on the west side of Lindsay, west of the Scugog River. 
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10 4,750 Within Lindsay all land lying north of Kent St. East and West and Riverview Road, east of 
Victoria Ave. N. and its projection northward to the Town limit. In Ops Township all land 
lying north of Pigeon Lake Road (County Road 17), east of the Scugog River and bounded 
on the east by Post Road. 

11 4,480 In Ops Township all lands lying south of Dew Drop Inn Road and the Kent St West 
extension on the west side of Lindsay and west of the Scugog River. Within Lindsay, all 
land south ofColbome St. W., west of Victoria Ave. N. and north of Kent St. W. South of 
Kent St. W., all land west of Albert St. S. and its extension south to the Town limit and then 
east along the boundary to the Scugog River. 

12 5,050 In Ops Township, all land south of Pigeon Lake Rd. (County Rd. 17), west of Post Road 
south to Tracey's Hill Road, all land west of Highway 7 between concessions 7 and 8 and 
west of Hillhead Rd. southward to the Township boundary westward over to the Scugog 
River. In Manvers Township, lots 1 to 16, concession 14. 

13 5,120 All land south of the Trent Canal in the Municipality ofBobcaygeon/Verulam. 

14 5,650 In Fenelon Township all land south of the Trent Canal between Lindsay and Bobcaygeon. 
In Ops Township, land lying east of Post Road north of Tracey's Hill Rd., land east of 
Highway 7 between concessions 7 and 8, and east ofHillhead Rd. south of Tracey's Hill Rd. 
and north of Confederation and Crosswind Roads. In Emily Township, land north of and 
bounded on the south by Highway 7, west of Omemee, the Village boundary to Sturgeon 
Rd. (County Rd. 7), north to Grassy Road and then east along Grassy Road to the Pigeon 
River and includes all land west of Pigeon Lake and River north of this line. In the Village 
of Omemee it includes land north of Highway 7 (King St. W.) and west of Sturgeon Rd. N. 
(County Rd. 7). 

15 4,240 Includes the remaining land in Emily Township and the Village of Omemee that is not 
within Ward 14. It also includes the land south of Confederation and Crosswind Roads east 
of Hillside Rd. in Ops Township and lots 17 to 25, concession 14 in Manvers Township. 

16 4,560 All land in Manvers Township except lots 1 to 25, concession 14. 

Total 75,980 

c. Compensation of Councillors and Head of Council 

This could be determined by the Transition Board or by the Commission. In either case the 
compensation should reflect the nature of the positions. It is the Commission's view that 
Councillors should be part-time while the head of Council should be full-time. To counter the 
view that a one-tier system would place an inordinately heavy load on the elected councillors, the 
Commission wishes to remind councillors of their role. Specifically, councillors must bear in 
mind that their role is as policy makers, not administrators. The day-to-day task of administering 
policy must be left to staff and free from Councillor interference. 

Finally, a major advantage of part-time council positions over full-time time council positions 
and the scheduling of County Council meetings in the evening could increase the pool of 
potential candidates. Evening meetings could also encourage more interest and greater 
attendance by members of the public-an important ingredient to keep councillors 'on their toes' 
and to ensure that they do not lose touch with those they represent. 
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d CommitteeSuucture: 

There are basically two options here- Standing Committees of Council or Committee of the 
Whole. After reflection, it is the Commission's view that Committees of Council would be more 
efficient, effective and accountable in an operational sense, especially when the new 
municipality is coming into existence. A series of committees permits every aspect of a 
particular function/service to be explored and discussed in a timely and efficient manner, and in a 

: 

1 

forum that is smaller and less conducive to political posturing. It provides a greater opportunity 
for citizen input because citizens are less likely to be intimidated in appearances before a 
Committee that deals with a specific service than they are in presenting themselves before a 
much larger Committee of the Whole. The number of Standing Committees could be determined 
by the Transition Board. 

e. Community Service Centres: 

Under this single tier model where the central administration buildings are located in Lindsay, it 
is proposed that four service centres be located in the community libraries or existing municipal 
office space in Kirkfield, Bobcaygeon, Fenelon Falls, and Norland. These service centres will 
operate like those in Chatham-Kent and will have prime responsibility for ensuring that resident 
and other client needs are responded to in a timely, effective and co-ordinated fashion. Each 
service centre will provide a single point of contact for anyone requiring civic information, 
wishing to conduct business with the municipality (paying tax bills, securing permits and 
applications) or having a request for service or making complaints about the service offered by 
the municipality. The service centre will provide services in person, by telephone and 
electronically. In some cases, it will provide referrals to particular experts or service delivery 

l .: agencies, however, as technology is developed, it should resolve as many concerns as possible. 

i. J 

Essentially, these service centres will provide citizens with essentially the same services that they 
now get from village and township offices. 

f. Community Advisory Committees: 

To overcome the criticism that a governing body that a single-tier governing body for Victoria 
county may be seen as distant and inaccessible because of the vast area encompassed, a network 
of 'community advisory committees' is recommended. Each will operate out of the newly 
created service centres. These committees are important and critical in the creation of a single 
tier government because they will ensure the preservation of community identity and permit the 
active engagement of citizens in building healthy and vital communities. 

• Composition of Community Advisory Committee -. Each community advisory committee 
will be made up of the elected municipal councillors for that area plus a number of citizens 
who volunteer their time. Membership on each committee and its size will be determined by 
the newly elected councillors for that area. Probably the easiest and best way of appointing 
members would through a response to advertisements in local newspapers calling for 
volunteers. 

• Community Advisory Committees and the Preservation of Voluntarism - Since these 
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committees will be dominated by volunteers, they satisfy a major provincial objective of 
preserving and promoting voluntarism within our communities. Increasing the level of 
vo lunteerism, as many councillors and citizens who participated in the earlier discussions 
suggested, will help to build stronger partnerships between the local government and the 
citizens of our communities leading to healthier more vibrant places in which to live, work 
and play. 

• Responsibilities of Community Advisory Committees - These committees are to be advisory 
committees. They will seek citizen input and advise their local councillors on issues that 
should be brought before the new council. They will permit the retention and preservation of 
distinct and unique communities of interest - communities such as Sturgeon Point, 
preservation of historical sites and protection of the character and beauty of the Trent-Severn 
waterway. They will have no taxing powers and no opportunity for making decisions that 
might commit the elected council for the new municipality to current and ongoing 
expenditure decisions. They are designed to seek citizen input that local councillors may 
then take back to council for discussion, debate and possible action. 

• Compensation for Members of Community Advisory Committees - Since these are volunteer 
positions, volunteers will not be compensated for their services. 

g. Estimated Cost Savings 

Appendix C (section C-4) describes, in some detail, the estimated cost savings from a single-tier 
municipality, sometimes referred to as the uni-city model. 

Under this model, it is estimated that annual consolidation savings could 
amount to $3.3 million within a two-year period following restructuring. 

h. Funding Property Tax Based Services: 

Table 12 records the property tax impact on a residential property having an assessed value of 
$100,000 under three possible scenarios given that a saving of $1.6 million is achieved. Column 
2 lists the municipal tax on this property prior to this saving and the creation of the new 
municipalities. Column 3 records the property tax impact on this property with no area rating of 
specific services and assumes that a savings of$1.6 million is secured. Column 4 lists the 
property tax impact if area rating is used for public transit, fire, police and waste collection/ 
recycling. Column 5 notes the property tax impact if area rating is used for public transit, fire, 
police, waste collection/ recycling and tax supported debt (excluding municipal buildings). 

The issue that surfaces here is whether or not all services should be funded from the general 
property tax levy or whether area rating should be used to capture differences in standards. It is 
the Commission's view that area rating should be used to capture differences in service standards 
for transit, fire, police, solid waste collection/recycling and tax supported debt (excluding 
municipal buildings). 
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Table 12: Property Tax Impact on A Residential Property Assessed at $100,000 
Partial Full 

No Area Area Area 
Municipality Actual Tax1 Rating Rating2 Rating3 

(col. 1) (col. 2) (col. 3) (col. 4) (col. 5) 
Town: $ 

Lindsay 1,512 -32% -20% -13% 
Villages: 

Bobcaygeon 1,130 -10% -9% -12% 
Fenelon Falls 1,246 -18% -9% -11% 
Omemee 1,190 -14% 2% 0% 
Sturgeon Point 1,140 -10% -24% -27% 
Woodville 1,148 -11% -11% -14% 

Townships: 
Bexley 1,031 -1% -10% -13% 
Carden 1,128 -9% -21% -23% 
Dalton 867 18% 6% 2% 
Eldon 874 17% 10% 7% 
Emily 924 11% 7% 3% 
Fenelon 892 15% 1% -3% 
Laxton, Digby & Longford 1,051 -3% -12% -15% 
Manvers 809 26% 24% 20% 
Mariposa 928 10% 4% 0% 
Ops 950 8% 9% 5% 
Somerville 959 7% -5% -8% 

Verulam 1,080 -5% -12% -15% 

# of households with reductions 16,788 18,568 22,344 
# of households with no change 0 0 3,379 
# of households with increases 17,277 15,497 8,342 
# of households with> 10% 10,474 2,024 2,024 
Notes: 
1 1999 actual tax rates have been restated for Mariposa and Manvers (streetlighting), Marisposa 
( waste collection and recycling), Woodville (landfill and recycling). 
2 Area rating for transit, fire, police and waste collection/recycling. 
3 Area rating for transit, fire, police, waste collection/recycling and tax supported debt ( excluding 
municipal buildings). 

i. Property Tax Phase-In 

In every amalgamation or restructuring study, taxes on some property owners go up and taxes on 
other property owners go down. This generally arises because there is a different sharing of the 
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tax base across all area municipalities for county-wide services after the amalgamation when 
compared with before the amalgamation. To offset significant increases, the Commission 
believes that there must be a phase in period. 

All increases in the rates of taxation for municipal purposes for the new municipality that would 
occur solely as a result of restructuring may be phased in over a five-year period. Where tax 
increases arise, such amounts shall be financed by a reduction in the decrease in the rates of 
taxation over an equivalent period. In practical terms, the Transition Board should set a threshold 
for allowing tax increase phase-ins. For example, they could establish a policy that allowed 
phase-ins for those residential properties experiencing tax increases of 10 percent or $200, 
whichever is greater, 10% or $500 for commercial and industrial properties, whichever is greater. 
The cost of the phase-ins would be funded by partially holding back the tax reductions to those 
properties experiencing reductions of say IO percent. 

I. Three Single Tier Municipalities for Victoria County 

In this structure, there would be no upper-tier or County level of government. In its place and in 
place of the sixteen area municipalities, there would be two, three or four single tier 
municipalities. So far, almost all of the submissions recommending this option have argued for 
three municipalities and it is this option that is discussed in this section. The three suggested 
municipalities include a North Victoria municipality above the canal; a South Victoria 
municipality below the canal; and a third municipality including Lindsay and Ops or a portion of 
Ops. 

While proponents of this option provided thoughtful and persuasive arguments in support of it, 
they also recognize potentially serious difficulties in making it work in the best interest of 
taxpayers. For example, who would assume responsibility for services that the province has 
mandated must be provided County-wide (social services, social housing, and land ambulance)? 
Who would assume responsibility for services where there are definite economies of scale 
(roads, solid waste and general administration)? Who should assume responsibility for services 
where it is important that there be improved and uniform application of provincially legislated 
standards (fire and building inspections)? These issues are important and their resolution is 
critical to any serious consideration of this option as a viable alternative. 

Perhaps as a starting point, it may help if the case for and the case against this option are 
recorded. The arguments listed here compare the three single tier option with the single tier 
option for County. This discussion does not compare the single tier option with the two-tier 
option since this was done in sections I and J (above). 

The case for three single tiers rather than one single tier is as follows: 
• Its smaller geographical area improves accessibility, democracy and accountability to 

citizens/taxpayers. 
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• It is more sensitive to local preferences by recognizing urban and rural differences and 
historical ties. 

• It more easily permits communities of interest to have different standards and level of 
service. 

• There is less of a tendency for 'leveling up' of municipal service costs. 
• The existence of three municipalities would provide a more competitive environment and an 

improved incentive for each of them to be more vigilant in controlling their costs. 
• There would be a greater opportunity to 'benchmark' specific service costs across 

municipalities. 

The case against three single tiers rather than one single tier is as follows: 
• There would be greater duplication and higher costs created by three basically identical 

administrative structures. 
• It would require more politicians and staff. 
• It would lead to wasteful, expensive and inefficient competition when these municipalities 

compete against each other in efforts and programs to attract new business and development. 
• It would not be able to take advantage of economies of scale for certain services without 

some kind of inter-municipal agreement, special purpose body or upper tier governance unit. 
• It would require some kind of inter-municipal agreement or special purpose body for those 

services that the province has mandated must be provided across larger geographical areas 
than would be encompassed in each of these new municipalities. 

• It would be more difficult to ensure the uniform application of provincially required 
standards without some kind of agreement across all municipalities. 

When one weighs the arguments for and against the option of having three municipalities, some 
of them are more substantial than others. The jury is out on whether or not one gets better 
representation under the three municipality alternative; certainly, one might get more 
representation (see discussion in F.6 above). While it may also be true that three municipalities 
could better capture local preferences, the reality is that recent provincial downloading to the 
upper tier, the requirement that municipalities adhere to provincial standards and the opportunity 
to benefit from economies of scale suggest that there are very few services where local 
preferences are actually possible or relevant ( see discussion in 1.1 and Appendix A). 
Furthermore, for those services where standards may differ, these differentials can also be 
reflected in a single tier county-wide option. 

The suggestion that rural and urban municipalities should not be part of the same governing 
structure is not applied consistently in the proponents' submission for three municipalities. On 
the one hand, they recommend that Lindsay stand alone (with a small portion of Ops) and not be 
part of a larger agricultural area. On the other hand, they combine the urban areas of 
Bobcaygeon, Fenelon Falls, Omemee, Woodville, and so on with the surrounding agricultural 
communities. Finally, there are some sound arguments for combining both agricultural and urban 
areas in the same governing unit, such as recently transpired in the merger of 
Bobcaygeon/Verulam (see discussion in F.2, F.3 and F.4). 
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The argument that three municipalities would be more likely to prevent the 'levelling up' of 
service costs should be addressed. Whether or not levelling up will occur cannot be predicted. 
Ultimately, it will depend on the willingness of the politicians to control costs and to set 
standards. Indeed, there may be very good arguments for improving service levels ( see 
discussion in F .1 ). The point here is that it is not necessarily a bad thing to have a levelling up of 
services; indeed, it may be a disservice to tax payers in the long run if many services are not 
'levelled up'. Furthermore, in the only submission23 received by the Commission that estimated 
cost savings from amalgamation, substantial savings were identified and further, the submission 
suggested that this could lead to enhanced services. Is this not 'levelling up'? Finally, the 
proximity of these three municipalities to each other suggests that levelling up under this option 
will be no different than any potential levelling up that might emerge under one municipality for 
the entire area. 

Arguments that three municipalities would provide a more competitive environment and a better 
opportunity to 'benchmark' are really arguments for the way in which services are delivered and 
not necessarily for the governing structure. Indeed, the ability to deliver services in a competitive 
environment was critical and major component of one of the submissions24 recommending the 
three municipality option. It should also be noted that this Commission is not opposed to 
'contracting out'. Indeed, efficiency in any organization (private sector or public sector) is 
unlikely to be achieved without some type of competition or competitive force. Competitive 
elements exist when the private sector is permitted to compete (through bidding) against the 
public sector. In Canadian municipalities where this has occurred, primarily for solid waste 
collection and in some cases for maintenance of roads, per unit costs have been similar for both 
private and public sector collectors. This similarity in costs, it has been observed, is the result of 
competitive forces. 

Having argued that competitive forces are important in securing efficiency gains and saving 
costs in delivering municipal services, there is one area in which inter-municipal competition is 
wasteful, costly and unproductive. For example, each of these municipalities would do what 
every other municipality of a comparable size does and that is, to attempt to attract more 
economic activity through expanded development and tourism. Situations such as this where 
municipalities compete with each other work against county-wide interests and undermine the 
ability of the entire area to speak with a single identifiable voice. One should note, "what is good 
for any municipality in the County is good for the County and what is good for the County is 
good for any municipality". This is a major concern in a rapidly changing and global economy 
where the importance of co-ordinated and integrated policies cannot be understated. 

Not only would the creation of three municipalities rather than one be more costly because there 
would be three virtually identical administrative structures, there are other problems, as well. 

23 A submission from the Restructuring Committee for the Township of Bexley, United Townships of Laxton, 
Digby, and Longford, and the Township of Somerville, January 10, 2000. 

24 "The People's Choice: Shaping Our Government'', by Paul Pagneulo, Ted Spearing and Shawn A. 
Sutcliffe, January 17, 2000. 
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Who is to assume responsibility for services recently downloaded from the province? How do we 
take benefit from those services that provide county-wide economies of scale or produce 
spillovers across these jurisdictional boundaries? The general response is that these concerns can 
be resolved through the judicious use of inter-municipal agreements or special purpose bodies. In 
the Commission's view, neither of these is an acceptable solution. Indeed, an earlier cited 
submission25 recommending three municipalities agrees with this view. 

Inter-municipal Goint-use or joint-service) agreements create the potential for serious problems. 
For instance, at some point in time, difficulties will emerge and problems will surface with these 
arrangements. The municipality buying the service will eventually become upset with the cost 
and generally suspect that it is being overcharged, particularly with respect to overhead. The 
municipality selling the service frequently develops concerns because it does not feel that it is 
fairly compensated. As partial evidence of this, one may refer to the current arrangement for 
social services in Victoria and Haliburton Counties. The County of Victoria employs the staff 
and handles all caseloads in Haliburton County on a fee per case base. Haliburton has expressed 
concern, on occasion, because they do no have control of the employees and feel, thereofre that 
they do not have enough control over what is going on. Victoria has also had concerns over the 
funding formula which is based on case loads and not on assessment as it should be ( see 
Appendix A). The discontent with this agreement has been greater than it need be and greater 
than it would likely be if this service were provided under one governing unit over the entire 
jurisdiction. In reality, then, inter-municipal agreements are a 'second best' solution for they can 
lead to a jungle of 'ad hoc' and complex arrangements that even the most conscientious 
municipal voter will have trouble understanding. They can reduce local accountability and lead 
to inefficiency and ineffectiveness in service responsibility. 

A more recent suggestion for handling county-wide services involves the creation of a service 
board or service boards. A service board is a two-tier system of municipal government with one 
important difference - it is inferior to the current structure. Let me expand. While advocates of 
the service board concept are uniform in their view that the service board's role is to provide and 
sell services to area municipalities, this is where uniformity and consistency over their 
responsibility and operation stops. For example, views differ on the services for which these 
boards should be responsible ( social services, arterial roads, police, water and sewer, waste 
management, major roads and highways, planning and economic development, etc.); whether or 
not they should be structured as a special purpose body(ies) or whether they should continue as 
local governing units; how these boards should be governed ( appointed or elected officials, and 
if elected, should they be directly elected or indirectly elected); how should they be financed 
(taxing authority or not); and whether or not the purchase of services by the area municipalities 
from the service board should be voluntary or compulsory. 26 

25 Ibid. 

26 For a critical and detailed discussion of service boards, see Appendix E. 
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1.1 Design of A Governance Structure for Three-Municipalities in Victoria 
County. 

The three municipalities proposed include: 
• the Town of Lindsay and the Township of Ops; 
• all municipalities north of the Trent canal; 
• all municipalities south of the Trent canal excluding Lindsay and Ops. 

The design of this governance structure ignores issues of responsibility for services that 
generally benefit from being provided in geographical areas that are larger than those in this 
three municipality model. Once again and as with other options, this one is provided for 
discussion purposes. 

a. Governance: 

The following is an illustration of the structure of the governing council. 

1. Size of Council - each municipality would have a seven member council made up of the 
Head of Council and six councillors. 

2. Head of Council - elected at large by the electors in each municipality. 
3. Distribution of Councillors - elected from newly created wards in each of the municipalites 

across the County (ward boundaries described below and map on the following page) with 
each ward having roughly the same number of electors. 

4. Full-time or part-time positions-Head of Council is full-time and councillors are part-time. 
5. Committee Structure-standing committees rather than Committee of the Whole. 
6. Community Service Centres - required to ensure citizens have access to information and 

municipal services. 
7. Boards and Commissions-a seven member Police Service Board, a Board of Health, a 

Hydro-Electricity Board plus volunteer boards for recreation, fire, cemeteries and other areas 
as required. 

Council Size: A Council of seven members for each of the municipalities is a substantial 
reduction from the current complement of municipal politicians. On average, it represents about 
3,600 electors per councillor. 

b. Ward Boundaries 

The proposed ward system is based on having approximately the same number of electors per 
ward and capturing communities of interest. While these are objectives, deviations do surface. 
For example, in some areas, there may be physical barriers to equalizing electors per ward or the 
distance covered may be too large. In any case, a generally accepted guideline is that electors per 
ward should not vary from the average by more than 25% in either way. Another important 
feature in designing new ward boundaries is to draw them, wherever possible, so that they do not 
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coincide with the boundaries of the existing area municipalities population or elector growth in 
the future. 

In this single tier option, it is proposed that the County be divided into three municipalities with 
six wards in each municipality. The number of electors per ward is approximately 3,150 in 
Lindsay. North of the Trent Canal, the number of electors per ward is approximately 3,990. 
South of the Trent Canal excluding Lindsay, the number of electors per ward is approximately 
5,520. The ward boundaries are described in Table 13 and illustrated on Map 3. 

Table 13: Description of Ward Boundaries in Three Mwticipality Option (illustrated on Map 4) 

Municipality Ward No.of Description 
Electors 

Lindsay & 1 3,590 Within the Township of Ops, all land north of Dew Drop Inn Rd. and Kent St. 
Ops W. and west of Angeline St. N. In Lindsay, all land north of Kent St. W. and 

west of Angeline St. N. and all land within the area bounded on the north by 
Elgin St., on the east by William St. N. to Wellington, then east to Lindsay St. 
N. and south on it to Kent St. W. and then west to Angeline St. N. 

2 3,400 In Lindsay, all the land east of Angeline St. N, north of Elgin St., west of 
William St. N. and the extension thereof to the Town boundary and east along 
the boundary to the Scugog River. In Ops Township all the land rrorth of 
Lindsay between Angeline St. N. and the Scugog River. 

3 2,940 In Ops Township, all land east of the Scugog River and north of Pigeon Lake 
Rd. (County Rd. 17). Within the Town of Lindsay, all the land north of 
Queen and Wellington Streets and east of William St. N. 

4 3,090 In the Town ofLindsay all land east of the Scugog River, south of Queen St. 
and east of Lindsay St. N. Also land west of the Scugog River, east of 
Lindsay St. S. and south of George St. E. In Ops Township, all land south of 
Pigeon Lake Rd. (County Rd. 17) and east of the Scugog River. 

5 2,900 In Ops Township all land south of the Town boundary between the Scugog 
River and Angeline St. S. (County Rd. 4) extending through to and including 
Ridgewood Rd. In Lindsay, the land bounded on the west by Albert St. S. and 
the extension of it to the Town boundary, on the south by the Town boundary, 
on the east by the Scugog River and Lindsay St. S. up to George St. E., then 
along George St. E. to the Scugog River and northward along it to Lindsay St. 
and then south on Lindsay St. to Kent St. and west along Kent St. W. to Albert 
St. 

6 2,960 In Lindsay land bounded on the north by Kent St. W. and on the east by 
Albert St. S. and the extension of it to the Town boundary and to the south and 
west the Town boundary. In Ops Township, land bounded on the north by 
Dew Drop Inn Road and Kent St. W., on the east, the Town boundary, 
Angeline St. S. (County Rd. 4) extending through to and including Ridgewood 
Rd. and the Scugog River and the western boundary of the Township. 
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4,000 

3,840 

3,620 

3,780 

4,280 

4,040 

5,540 

5,650 

5,620 

5,280 

All of Carden, Dalton and Eldon Townships north of the Trent Canal; all of 
Longford Township; all of Digby Township except lots 1 to 23, concession 1; 
all of concessions 1 to 4 of Laxton Township; and all lands within Bexley 
Township in the northwest comer and bounded on the east by the line between 
concessions 5 and 6, on the south by County Road 48 to Blanchard's Road 
and then along Blanchard's Road to the Township boundary. 

All of Bexley, Laxton and Digby north of the Trent Canal that is not within 
Ward 1 except for lots 5 and 6, Concessions 10 and 11 ofLaxton Township 
(Norland). 

Within Laxton Township, lots 5 and 6, Concessions 10 and 11 (Norland) and 
within Somerville Township all land north of a line commencing on Balsam 
Lake and running along the northern limit of lot 18 Concession Fronting on 
River, and along the boundary between concessions 3 and 4, in lots 20 to 24, 
north along the eastern limit of lot 20 to Four Mile Lake and running along the 
south shore of the lake eastward to approximately lot 17 and all land north of 
the line between concessions 6 and 7 (also being the alignment of County Rd. 
121 between lots 10 to 2). 

Somerville Township not within Ward 3. In Verulam Township land north of 
County Rd. 8 between Fairbairn Rd. and the western boundary of the 
Township. Land within Fenelon Township north of County Rd. 121 and east 
and north of the Trent Canal (Cameron Lake). Within the Village of Fenelon 
Falls land north of Colbome St. and Short St. being County Rd. 121 east of 
the Fenelon River. 

Within Fenelon Township the land bounded on the north by Cameron Lake 
consisting of the east half of lots 20 to 23, concession 8, lots 20 to 23, 
concession 9, lots 18 to 20, concession 10 and lots 11 to 24, concessions 10 
and 11 south of County Rd. 121. The Village of Sturgeon Point. All land 
within Verulam Township, north of the Trent Canal (Sturgeon Lake), south of 
County Rd. 8 and west of Fairbairn Rd. 

Within Verulam Township, all the land east of Fairbairn Rd. and north of the 
Trent Canal. The former Village ofBobcaygeon. South of the Trent Canal in 
V erulam Township, all the land east of Kenstone Beach Rd. and north of 
County Rd. 36 and Walmac Shore's Rd. 

All land in Carden and Eldon Townships south of the Trent Canal. The 
Village of Woodville. In Mariposa Township lots 1 to 10, concessions 6 to 15 
and lots 11 to 23, concessions 11 to 15. 

All land in Bexley Township south of the Trent Canal. All land within 
Fenelon Township south and west of the Trent Canal running between 
Mitchell Lake and Lindsay, excluding that portion adjacent to the Village of 
Fenelon Falls in Ward 5 in the ''North" municipality. 

Within Fenelon Township land south of the Trent Canal that runs from 
Lindsay to Bobcaygeon. In Verulam Township all the land south of the Trent 
Canal except that portion adjacent to Bobcaygeon in Ward 6 in the ''North" 
municipality. In Emily Township, all land north of St. Luke's Rd. and the 
projection of it to Pigeon Lake, west of Pigeon Lake. 

In Mariposa Township all land north of Lake Scugog that is not within Ward 
1. 
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5 5,710 In Emily Township, all land south of Ward 3 but excluding concessions 1 and 
2. 

6 5,750 All ofManvers Township and concessions 1 and 2 of Emily Township. 

Total 75,990 
Electors 

c. Estimated Cost Savings: 

Appendix C ( section C-6) describes, in some detail, the estimated cost savings for three 
municipalities. 

Under this model, it is estimated that annual consolidation savings could 
amount to $1. 7 million within a two-year period following restructuring. 

d. Funding Property Tax Based Services: 

Table 14 records the property tax impact on a residential property having an assessed value of 
$100,000 under three possible scenarios given that a saving of $1.6 million is achieved. Column 
2 lists the municipal tax on this property prior to this saving and the creation of the new 
municipalities. Column 3 records the property tax impact on this property with no area rating of 
specific services and assumes that a savings of$1.6 million is secured. Column 4 lists the 
property tax impact if area rating is used for public transit, fire, police and waste collection/ 
recycling. Column 5 notes the property tax impact if area rating is used for public transit, fire, 
police, waste collection/ recycling and tax supported debt ( excluding municipal buildings). 

The issue that surfaces here is whether or not all services should be funded from the general 
property tax levy or whether area rating should be used to capture differences in standards. It is 
the Commission's view that area rating should be used to capture differences in service standards 
for transit, fire, police, solid waste collection/recycling and tax supported debt (excluding 
municipal buildings). 

e. Property Tax Phase-In 

: ! 

L In every amalgamation or restructuring study, taxes on some property owners go up and taxes on 
other property owners go down. This generally arises because there is a different sharing of the 
tax base across all area municipalities for county-wide services after the amalgamation when 
compared with before the amalgamation. To offset significant increases, the Commission 
believes that there must be a phase in period. 

All increases in the rates of taxation for municipal purposes for the new municipality that would 
occur solely as a result of restructuring may be phased in over a five-year period. Where tax 
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Table 14: Property Tax Impact on A Residential Property Assessed at $100,000 
Partial Area Full Area 

No Area Rating2 Rating3 

Municipality Actual Tax1 Rating (col. 4) (col. 5) 
(col. 1) (col. 2) (col. 3) 

Town: $ 
Lindsay 1,512 -8% -6% -4% 

Villages: 
Bobcaygeon 1,130 -10% -4% -4% 
Fenelon Falls 1,246 -19% -4% -4% 
Omemee 1,190 -28% 2% 2% 
Sturgeon Point 1,140 -11% -19% -19% 
Woodville 1,148 -25% -12% -12% 

Townships: 
Bexley 1,031 -2% -5% -5% 
Carden 1,128 -10% -16% -16% 
Dalton 867 17% 12% 12% 
Eldon 874 -1% 10% 10% 
Emily 924 -7% 6% 6% 
Fenelon 892 -3% 0% 0% 
Laxton, Digby & Longford 1,051 -4% -7% -7% 
Manvers 809 6% 23% 23% 
Mariposa 928 -7% 3% 3% 
Ops 950 46% 31% 20% 
Somerville 959 6% 0% 0% 

Verulam 1,080 -6% -7% -7% 

# of households with reductions 27,796 16,267 16,267 
# of households with no change 0 6.077 6,077 
# of households with increases 6,269 11,721 11,721 
# of households with > 10% 1,944 3,968 3,968 
Notes: 
1 1999 actual tax rates have been restated for Mariposa and Manvers (streetlighting), Marisposa (waste 
collection and recycling), Woodville (landfill and recycling). 
2 Area rating for transit, fire, police and waste collection/recycling. 
3 Area rating for transit, fire, police, waste collection/recycling and tax supported debt ( excluding 
municipal buildings). 

increases arise, such amounts shall be financed by a reduction in the decrease in the rates of 
taxation over an equivalent period. In practical terms, the Transition Board should set a threshold 
for allowing tax increase phase-ins. For example, they could establish a policy that allowed 
phase-ins for those residential properties experiencing tax increases of 10 percent or $200, 
whichever is greater, 10% or $500 for commercial and industrial properties, whichever is greater. 
The cost of the phase-ins would be funded by partially holding back the tax reductions to those 
properties experiencing reductions of say 10 percent. 
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J. Summary 

Introduction: 

This restructuring Commission was formed by the Minister of Municipal Affairs on December 
15, 1999. It was charged with responsibility for restructuring municipal government in Victoria 
County. As part of the public consultation process, the Commission has produced this draft 
report. It evaluates three options advanced by local politicians, citizens, and the business 
community, as being potentially new governing structures for Victoria County. The first option 
includes a two-tier system. The second option eliminates all existing municipal governments and 
replaces them with a single-tier level of government for the entire county. The third option 
eliminates all existing municipal governments and replaces them with three single-tiers: one for 
the north, one for the south excluding Lindsay and Ops Township (or part of Ops Township), and 
one that includes Lindsay and Ops Township (or part of Ops Township). 

The evaluation in this report concentrates on strengths and weaknesses of each alternative and 
provides an estimate of expected cost savings and potential tax impacts under each of them. At 
this point, the Commission does not have a preferred choice. Each option is examined and the 
Commission wishes to emphasize that each of these could be changed or altered, perhaps 
dramatically, before the final decision is made. This draft is intended to solicit public response 
and input, an important ingredient in assisting the Commission in reaching its decision on the 
preferred option. The Commission's final or preferred option will be published in a report that 
will be released at a press conference during the last week of March 2000. 

Problems with the Status Quo: 

A question that arose on a number of occasions during the consultation process was 'why 
change?' or 'what is wrong with the current system?' In other words, 'if it ain't broke, don't fix 
it'. While the Commission heard these comments, it does not agree with them. The 'status quo' 
is not working effectively and efficiently and all too often, not in the best interests of the 
taxpayer. In the Commission's view, the system 'is broke'. The existence of sixteen area 
municipalities, each with similar, if not identical, service responsibilities is costly and inefficient 
because service responsibilities are restricted to municipal boundaries rather than more logical 
and rational service areas. Second, the existence of so many area municipalities, each operating 
in a small geographical area, has led to the use of a number of joint-use or joint-service 
agreements with many of these agreements being the subject of dispute and disagreement. Third, 
a major inadequacy of the 'status quo' is the hesitancy or unwillingness to migrate service 
responsibility to the level of government that can best control all benefits and costs within its 
borders (solid waste, roads) and generate cost savings for taxpayers (administrative services such 
as tax billing and insurance). Fourth, there is some question as to whether or not the current tax 
and economic base of many of the area municipalities is strong enough to face the challenges and 
problems that will confront the residents of Victoria County in this century. Firth, the fact that 
County Council is not constituted by directly elected members inhibits efficient and effective 
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decision making. Sixth, if the current system had been functioning smoothly, effectively_and 
efficiently, presumably this Commission would not have been created. 

The New Reality: 

Given that the 'status quo' is no longer an option in this Commission's view, the real challenge is 
to replace it with a structure that is best able to cope with the new reality in Ontario. For 
example, recent provincial downloading has been directed almost entirely to the County, thus 
increasing its' role so that county services now absorb forty-eight cents of every municipal 
property tax dollar; whereas the county absorbed an average of twenty-five cents of every dollar 
before downloading. This is not a complete picture, however, because the forty-eight cent figure 
does not include property tax funding for land ambulance and social housing - both will soon 
become a county funding responsibility, thus increasing even further the relative importance of 
the upper-tier. 

A growing tendency for people to live in one jurisdiction and work in neighbouring jurisdictions 
has, in many instances, effectively removed inter-municipal differences attributed to local 
preferences and produced a levelling out of citizen expectations for both the quantity and quality 
of services provided across all municipalities. 

Arguments that rural and tourist areas should be excluded from urban areas in any governing 
structure may be unrealistic and impractical for a variety of reasons. Urban areas are the focal 
point for most economic, recreational and social activity across a large geographical area. 
Consequently, the governance of urban centres revolves around the need to maintain a coherent 
balance among policies for the entire area - transportation issues impact on the rural area as 
much as the urban area; provision of social services and social housing for the rural and urban 
area alike must be shared across the entire region to prevent the migration of recipients to the 
urban centres leaving them with the task of paying the entire bill; and region-wide land use 
planning is important if the rural and tourist communities are to retain their identity and resist the 
temptation to urbanize and capture the increased assessment. Rural areas around an urban 
centred jurisdiction generally have better arterial roads, more recreation programs, enhanced 
library services and better fire protection and safety standards, to name only a few, when 
compared with municipalities that are not part of an urban/rural governing structure. 

Frequently Raised Concerns with Municipal Restructuring: 

Many participants in the public consultation process raised a number of issues, concerns and 
questions about restructuring and its impact on taxpayers. For example, the Commission was told 
on a number of occasions that restructuring would not lower the cost of municipal services and 
reduce taxes. The Commission disagrees with this assertion because there is ample evidence 
supporting the opposite. In fact, the only cost savings estimate on any municipal amalgamation 
in Victoria County indicated substantial savings. 

Second, many participants suggested that amalgamations will lead to a loss in local identity. The 
notion that local identity is lost if a municipality no longer has its own governing unit is 
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unwarranted and incorrect. Bobcaygeon will still be Bobcaygeon; Fenelon Falls will still be 
Fenelon Falls; and so on. At the moment, Coboconk is Coboconk and Bethany is Bethany and 
Kirkfield is Kirkfiekd and they do not have their own governing units. 

Third, many written submissions stated that they should not have to pay for services that are not 
accessible to them. The Commission agrees with this position. Area rating and specific charges 
for services benefiting specific individuals will accommodate this concern. 

Fourth, the Commission was told on a number of occasions that rural and urban communities 
should not be part of the same governing unit. This marriage would not work, it was alleged, 
because the differences are so great that they could not be accommodated. The Commission 
wonders about this. These kinds of marriages have worked in amalgamations in other Counties 
and the recent merger ofBobcaygeon and Verulam is testimony to it being implemented in 
Victoria County. 

Fifth, the question was often asked- is cost savings the only rationale for restructuring? The 
short answer to this question is no! Obviously, cost savings are important but there is at least one 
other valid reason for restructuring and that is to create a fairer tax base for sharing the cost of 
those municipal services whose benefits spread across the County. 

Sixth, a large number of submissions implored the Commission to retain a two-tier structure 
because, the submissions state, it provides citizens/taxpayers with better access to local 
politicians and better representation. While access would be improved, this is not the same thing 
as saying that the political system is better. Accessibility, effectiveness and the quality of the 
representation system depends on the quality of elected officials and not numbers or location. 

Seventh, many submissions and presentations spoke of the importance of maintaining 
volunteerism within each local community. Volunteerism is an important and essential ingredient 
in the vitality and life of these communities. The Commission agrees with this. The Commission 
does not share the view, however, that the level ofvolunteerism is driven by the governing 
structure of the municipality. Volunteerism is driven by communities of interest and these 
communities will continue, regardless of the governing structure. 

Eighth, a major concern of many citizens and politicians is what happens to the assets and 
liabilities of a municipality after it merges or amalgamates with a neighbouring municipality. 
The Commission's position_is that all accumulated reserves, reserve funds and development 
charge funds would remain with the taxpayers in the municipality that created them. They should 
be applied to their former municipality's share of future capital costs within the newly 
amalgamated municipality. Similarly, after amalgamation, the existing debt of a municipality 
( except for municipal buildings) should remain with property owners in that municipality's 
original boundaries. It will not be transferred to the property owners of the other municipalities 
within the amalgamated area. 

Ninth, throughout the County, various donations or bequests have been designated for specific 
parks, heritage sites or facilities. These facilities are an important and vital component in every 
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municipality where they are located and because of this, communities do not want to lose them 
or lose control of their operation. The Commission agrees with this and will not change it. 

Options: 

Local governments across Victoria County are responsible for a wide range of services designed 
to benefit local residents. It is critical, therefore, that the local government structure or system be 
designed to achieve this in the most efficient, effective and accountable manner. While any 
system will work if the right municipal officials are in charge or if municipal officials have a 
desire and willingness to make it work, a weak system may not achieve its desired goals or 
objectives if officials at the two levels have conflicting views or goals. Emphasis, here, is on 
responsibility for policy setting and funding. It is not on delivery. Services may be delivered in 
a variety of ways - direct provision by the local municipality, purchasing from another 
municipality or level of government, contracting from the private sector, use of volunteers, and 
so on. 

From the Commission's first round of meetings ( early January) with local councils and public 
input through written and oral submissions, a vast majority support a two-tier structure although 
there is no consistency or uniformity on a few critical issues. For example, opinions differ on the 
number of area municipalities that should be created. The most frequently mentioned number 
was four but considerably less than fifty percent of all two-tier supporters recommended this 
number. Other suggestions extended all the way to fourteen area municipalities. As well, those 
supporting a two-tier option lack consistency in two other important areas. First, there was no 
consensus as to 'which level of municipal government should be responsible for what services', 
and second, there was no consistency in their views on whether County Councillors should serve 
concurrently on local and county councils or whether they should serve only on County Council. 
Finally, not a single submission in support of a two-tier structure indicated how their version of a 
two-tier system would effectively overcome the problems with the current system. 

While a small number of oral and written submissions supported a county wide, one-tier 
structure, their arguments were generally uniform and consistent. They viewed it as the option 
that would generate the greatest cost savings. It would eliminate the current two-tier system 
which, in their view, is not working and will not work because of ongoing conflicts and 
'squabbles' at County Council. It would smooth the way for seamless service delivery, 
something that has not happened in the current two-tier system. Further, they continued, careful 
use of area rating would ensure that taxpayers would not pay for services to which they did not 
have access. 

An even smaller minority suggested that the County be separated into two, three or four single
tier municipalities. While this option has the advantages of a single-tier system in that there is 
only one governing unit, there was no consensus on the governing structure for handling county
wide services. Some suggested that they should be handled through inter-municipal agreements, 
special purpose bodies, or a service or management board. Others, however, rejected these 
vehicles or instruments, but were unable to offer a viable and responsible way in which these 
responsibilities could be assumed. 
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Governance Structure -A Two Tier Option 

Recent provincial downloading of service and funding responsibilities has left the municipal 
sector with an increased range of responsibilities with all downloaded services, other than septic 
tank inspection, assigned to the upper tier in a two-tier structure. Indeed, there has been virtually 
no disagreement with the assignment of these services to the upper tier. Where disagreement has 
surfaced, however, is over the assignment of services that have been provided and funded by the 
municipal sector for some time. After evaluating each municipal service based on: first, an 
appropriate set of principles for assigning responsibility in a two tier system; current practice in 
Victoria County; and available cost studies and best practices drawn from other jurisdictions, it is 
apparent that the vast majority of municipal services should be the responsibility of a single 
county-wide governing unit. In fact, there is very little left for the lower tier other than fire 
suppression, parks and recreation, street lighting and sidewalks, and public transit, all of which 
could easily migrate to the County with no loss in the ability of local communities to have 
different service standards. With such a restricted set or responsibilities, one really has to 
question the wisdom, merits and relevance of retaining a lower tier level of government in 
Victoria County. 

Let us, for the time being, ignore the arguments over whether or not a two-tier system should 
exist and assume that it will. Further, let us leave all expenditure responsibilities with the level 
of municipal government that is currently responsible for them. In this structure, the 
Commission proposes four area municipalities plus a County. This is similar to the Hemson 
report and was the option that was most frequently suggested by local councils. 

Upper Tier Council: The following is the Commission's proposal for the size and structure of 
the upper tier council in this two-tier system. 
1. Size of Council - thirteen members made up of the Head of Council and twelve councillors. 
2. Head of Council - elected at large by the electors in the County. 
3. Distribution of Councillors -three councillors elected by wards from each of the four area 

municipalities. 
4. Directly elected Councillors - serve only on the upper tier Council. 
5. Full-time or part-time positions-Head of Council is full-time and councillors are part-time. 
6. Committee Structure - standing committees rather than Committee of the Whole. 
7. Boards and Commissions - a seven member Police Service Board, a Board of Health, a 

Hydro-Electricity Board. 

Councils in Area Municipalities: The following is the Commission's proposal for the size and 
structure of the councils in each of the four area municipalities. 
1. Size of Council - five members made up of the Head of Council and four councillors. 
2. Head of Council - elected at large by the electors in the municipality. 
3. Distribution of Councillors-four councillors elected by wards with ward boundaries not 

coterminous with the upper tier ward boundaries. 
4. Directly elected Councillors - serve only on the Council in the area municipality. 
5. Full-time or part-time positions - all positions are part-time. 
6. Committee Structure - standing committees rather than Committee of the Whole. 
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7. Boards and Commissions - Conservation Authority, volunteer boards for recreation, 
cemeteries and fire, and so on, if required. 

Governance Structure -A One-Tier Option: 

In a one-tier system, there is only one governing unit and it is responsible for all services. 
1. Size of Council - seventeen members made up of the Head of Council and sixteen 

councillors. 
2. Head of Council-elected at large by the electors in the County. 
3. Distribution of Councillors- elected from newly created wards across the County. 
4. Full-time or part-time positions - Head of Council is full-time and councillors are part-time. 
5. Committee Structure - standing committees rather than Committee of the Whole. 
6. Community Service Centres - required to ensure citizens have access to information and 

municipal services. 
7. Boards and Commissions-a seven member Police Service Board, a Board of Health, a 

Hydro-Electricity Board, A Conservation Authority plus volunteer boards for recreation, fire, 
cemeteries and other areas as required. 

Governance Structure - the Three Municipality Option 

The three municipalities proposed include: 
• the Town of Lindsay and the Township of Ops; 
• all municipalities north of the Trent canal; 
• all municipalities south of the Trent canal excluding Lindsay and Ops. 

The design of this governance structure ignores issues of responsibility for services that 
generally benefit from being provided in geographical areas that are larger than those in this 
three municipality model. Once again and as with other options, this one is provided for 
discussion purposes. 

1. Size of Council - each municipality would have a seven member council made up of the 
Head of Council and six councillors. 

2. Head of Council - elected at large by the electors in each municipality. 
3. Distribution of Councillors-elected from newly created wards in each of the 

municipalities across the County. 
4. Full-time or part-time positions - Head of Council is full-time and councillors are part

time. 
5. Committee Structure- standing committees rather than Committee of the Whole. 
6. Boards and Commissions-a seven member Police Service Board, a Board of Health, a 

Hydro-Electricity Board, member ship on the Conservation Authority plus volunteer 
boards for recreation, fire, cemeteries and other areas as required. 
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Estimated Cost Savings: 

In the Commission's view, the estimated annual cost savings are conservative and easily 
achievable. Furthermore, they refer only to amalgamation or consolidation savings 
( consolidation of current municipal governments and the elimination of duplication). They do 
not include efficiency savings ( cost savings from improvements in overall efficiency and process 
changes). Indeed, the Commission believes that additional savings under any of the options 
could be secured through changes in the way in which services are delivered, especially where 
improvements occur as a result of providing services in a seamless manner ( unrestricted by 
existing municipal boundaries). It should also be noted that projected restructuring savings are 
limited to those areas supported by the property tax rate. They do not include estimates of 
potential savings that may result in user fee or utility rate reductions. Indeed, a recent estimate 
suggests that there would be significant cost savings from merging seven municipal hydro
electrical utilities in Victoria County .. 

Table 1 illustrates annual estimated cost savings under each of the three options. The one tier 
model is estimated to save twice as much annually as either of the other alternatives. This is a 
saving that would be passed on to taxpayers in Victoria County. The transitional costs ( one time 
implementation costs) are highest for the three municipality model and roughly the same for the 
other two possibilities. Transitional costs, it should be noted, for a Provincially constituted 
Commission have always been absorbed by the Province and there is every reason to believe that 
this practice would be applied in Victoria County. 

Table 1: Estimated Cost Impact Under Possible Options 

Two-Tier Single-Tier Three Municipalities 

Annual Operating Cost Savings of Savings of Savings of 

Impact r~-:;-... mion 8-t:'(;million $ 1.7 million 

Transitional Costs $ 5.4 million $ 5.5 million $ 6.4 million 

\Y ~v I ·C. 
Distribution of Tax Impact: 

3:3 

The Commission's view is that some services should be area rated to capture or permit 
differences in service standards and levels. In particular the Commission believes that area rating 
should be used to capture differences in service standards for transit, fire, police, solid waste 
collection/recycling and tax supported debt (excluding municipal buildings). Table 2 records this 
property tax impact on a residential property having an assessed value of$100,000 for each 
option given that the estimated annual savings reported in Table 1 are achieved. 
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Table 2: Property Tax Impact on A Residential Property Assessed at $100,000 Under Each 
Option With Area Rating for Transit, Fire, Police, Waste Collection/Recycling and Tax 

Supported Debt (excluding municipal buildings). 
Three 

Municipality Actual Tax1 Two-Tier Single- Municipalities 
Tier 

Town: $ 
Lindsay 1,512 -5% -13% -4% 

Villages: 
Bobcaygeon 1,130 -5% -12% -4% 
Fenelon Falls 1,246 -4% -11% -4% 
Omemee 1,190 -10% 0% 2% 
Sturgeon Point 1,140 -20% -27% -19% 
Woodville 1,148 -16% -14% -12% 

Townships: 
Bexley 1,031 -5% -13% -5% 
Carden 1,128 -16% -23% -16% 
Dalton 867 12% 2% 12% 
Eldon 874 4% 7% 10% 
Emily 924 -9% 3% 6% 
Fenelon 892 -5% -3% 0% 
Laxton, Digby & Longford 1,051 -8% -15% -7% 
Manvers 809 6% 20% 23% 
Mariposa 928 -2% 0% 3% 
Ops 950 19% 5% 20% 
Somerville 959 0% -8% 0% 

Verulam 1,080 -7% -15% -7% 

# households with reductions 26,115 22,344 16,267 
# households with no change 2,301 3,379 6,077 
# households with increases 5,649 8,342 11,721 
# households with > 10% 1,944 2,024 3,968 
1 1999 actual tax rates have been restated for Mariposa and Manvers (streetlighting), 
Marisposa (waste collection and recycling), Woodville (landfill and recycling). 

Property Tax Phase-In: 

In every amalgamation or restructuring study, taxes on some property owners go up and taxes on 
other property owners go down. This generally arises because there is a different sharing of the 
tax base across all area municipalities for county-wide services after the amalgamation when 
compared with before the amalgamation. To offset significant increases, the Commission 
believes that there must be a phase in period. 
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All increases in the rates of taxation for municipal purposes for the new municipality that would 
occur solely as a result of restructuring may be phased in over a five-year period. Where tax 
increases arise, such amounts could be financed by a reduction in the decrease in the rates of 
taxation over an equivalent period 
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Appendix A. Assignment of Service Responsibility in a Two-Tier System 

A.I Principles 

Services should be assigned to one level oflocal government or the other on the basis of whether 
or not they: 
• generate spillovers; 
• benefit from economies of scale; 
• must be provided at a minimum standard; 
• involve some redistribution of income; 
• reflect local preferences. 

While it is unlikely that all of these principles could be achieved simultaneously for each service, 
their general application provides a solid basis for assigning services to one tier or the other. 

Controlling Spillovers: Where the provision of a specific service in an area municipality has an 
impact (benefit or cost) on residents of other area municipalities within the county, 'spillovers' 
are said to occur. Spillovers may consist of two types. They may confer benefits (positive 
spillovers) upon residents in neighbouring municipalities with residents in the latter community 
benefiting from the service free of charge or for a user fee or tax that is less than the cost of the 
service consumed. Or, they may create a negative impact on residents of neighbouring 
municipalities where the neighbouring residents incur costs without any opportunity to control 
the activity generating the spillover. 

One way of controlling these externalities and removing any resultant inefficiency is to design a 
government jurisdiction large enough to ensure that the benefits from a public service are 
enjoyed by the residents living within the boundaries of that jurisdiction or that the cost of 
government activity is funded by the residents within the jurisdiction. This suggests that there is 
a role for a county-wide level of municipal government for services such as welfare, social 
housing, land ambulance and major highways or arterial roads to name a few. County-wide 
responsibility is necessary to ensure that the proper level of service is provided and that all costs 
and benefits are taken into consideration in reaching decisions on service quantity and quality. 

Other ways in which these spillovers may be controlled include provincial grants and co
ordination among municipalities. In reality, neither of these latter two possibilities is likely to be 
as effective. Provincial grants are declining and they are not very effective in capturing 
spillovers. Municipal co-ordination through special inter-municipal agreements, special purpose 
bodies, or service boards is unaccountable, inefficient and ineffective over the long run. 

Economies of Scale: Economies of scale exist when the per unit cost of delivering services 
declines as the population base served increases. For services displaying this characteristic, a 
case may be made for county-wide responsibility. As examples, economies of scale are found in 
the provision of services such as water, sewerage, major transportation routes, solid waste, and 
police (services for which fixed infrastructure costs are large). This is not an argument for local 
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government production and delivery; it is an argument for assigning decision-making and 
funding responsibility to the level of government that is most capable of securing these 
economies 

Ensure A Uniform Quantity and Quality of Service: Given that a county includes a number of 
area municipalities, it should play an important and crucial role in ensuring that a uniform 
quantity and quality of certain services is provided across all area municipalities. This includes 
social services, social housing, arterial roads, land ambulance, fire prevention, and some would 
argue, policing to name a few. Failure of the county to assume responsibility for these services 
has the potential for generating problems. For example, if social housing differs across area 
municipalities, there is an incentive for recipients to move to those jurisdictions offering the 
highest level of support, subsequently leading to higher taxes on the residents of the new 
community. Similarly, common standards for arterial roads ensures that residents, regardless of 
their residency within the county, will benefit from the same standard of service. 

Local Preferences: For those services where spillovers are not prevalent, economies of scale are 
not apparent and county-wide uniform standards are not required, a strong case exists for leaving 
responsibility with an area municipality. A major advantage of this is that local preferences can 
be reflected in both the quantity and quality of service available, an important ingredient in 
making local government service delivery both effective and accountable. In addition, as long as 
each of the area municipalities is responsible for these services, a competitive environment will 
be created (in the sense that neighbouring municipalities can benchmark the cost of providing 
specific services with each other) leading to stronger incentives for efficient and effective service 
responsibility. 

Redistribution of Taxes: A question that frequently surfaces in the financing of local 
government services is 'Who should pay?'. The commonly offered response is that those people 
who are direct beneficiaries of the services received should pay for them. While this is a 
plausible response for those services where specific beneficiaries can be identified and user fees 
employed, it does not provide a basis for financing those services that provide collective benefits 
to residents of the entire county. For these services, a county wide property tax levy may be 
appropriate even though some service expenditures may be more heavily concentrated in certain 
areas of the county than in others. Indeed, if there is a need for greater expenditures in certain 
area municipalities to control such things as environmental problems, to provide for social 
services or to prevent crime, all of which potentially impact on all residents in the county if left 
unchecked, then a redistribution of local taxes and user fees from some area municipalities to 
fund expenditures in other area municipalities is appropriate. This is akin to the funding of 
provincial or federal expenditures where taxes are imposed on some areas of the province or 
country to finance projects in other areas. After all, the nature of government, regardless of the 
level, is that it is responsible for being involved in some activities of a redistributional nature. 

Summary: In summary, the county should be responsible for those services: 
• whose benefits extend across the county; 
• that generate spillovers across the county; 
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• that benefit from economies of scale; 
• that are primarily income redistributional in nature; 
• where uniform county-wide standards are expected. 

The area municipalities should be responsible for those services that are not redistributional in 
nature, do not generate spillovers, do not benefit from economies of scale and where uniform 
county-wide standards are not expected. More specifically, the area municipalities should be 
responsible for those services whose benefits are confined primarily to the local community and 
for which residents should have a choice over both quantity and quality of service. 

It should be noted, however, that the task of assigning policy setting responsibility and funding 
to either a county-wide level of government or to the local municipalities on the basis of these 
criteria is not as clear-cut as one might think. For instance, some individuals might perceive 
significant spillovers in certain services while others do not. The allocation of service 
responsibility to a particular level of government, then, will partially reflect the views of the 
individual( s) determining the allocation. In spite of this potential caveat in assigning service 
responsibility, there are services on which most analysts, policy makers, municipal officials and 
local citizens will agree. There are others, however, on which agreement is less likely. All and 
all, application of these principles in assigning service responsibility should provide a basis for 
an efficient, effective and accountable two-tier system of municipal government 

A.2 Specific Services 

Other than migrating responsibility for solid waste management to the County of Victoria, there 
has been virtually no migration of service responsibility between the area municipalities and the 
County over the past two decades. Indeed, a rationale approach to the transfer of all service 
responsibility appears to have been thwarted at every attempt. Even the latest decision to give the 
County responsibility for all components of solid waste management has been challenged by two 
municipalities and is now in the courts. Quite frankly, this is not a very responsible way to run a 
two-tier governing structure where taxpayer interests must be front and foremost. Indeed, this is 
a specific example of problems created in the current two-tier governing structure. Ignoring these 
problems or the time being, the remainder of this section reviews the range of municipal services 
provided and assigns them to either the County or the area municipalities on the basis of the 
principles (Section A.1 ), provincial requirements, and the available evidence and best practices 
employed elsewhere. 

a. Health and Social Services 

The health and social service category includes general welfare assistance, Ontario Works 
(workfare), social housing, child care, and family benefits. While it may be argued all funding 
and decision-making responsibility for these services should rest with the province, the reality is 
that the province has down loaded increased funding responsibility for most social services. 
Hence, as long as policy decisions and partial funding remains the responsibility of municipal 
governments, it is critical that a county-wide body assume responsibility for this service. Indeed, 
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the province has stated that social housing (under the Local Services Improvement Act) and the 
Ontario Works Program are upper tier responsibilities. 

Social services are primarily income redistributional in nature and generate county-wide, if not 
province-wide, benefits. County-wide responsibility helps to ensure that recipients are treated 
uniformly and fairly across the entire geographical area. The establishment of a uniform system 
across the county removes the incentive for recipients to move from one municipality to another 
in order to benefit from improved or easier access to welfare assistance ( controls for spillovers). 
An area-wide system is large enough to benefit from economies of scale (lower per unit costs) in 
planning, administering, and delivering services. 

The mandate of public health includes monitoring communicable diseases, health protection, 
health promotion ( advocacy and education), and the setting and monitoring of public health goals 
and objectives. The province and municipalities currently share the costs of public health 
programs that are delivered by local boards of health. The nature of public health is such that it 
may be evaluated under two criteria: spillovers and uniform standards. Implementation of the 
public health mandate means that the consequences often extend beyond local boundaries. In 
additio~ it is essential that public health activities meet uniform standards across the county. 

How Should These Costs Be Apportioned across the County? The choice is between 
apportionment on the basis of assessment across the entire county or on caseloads for family 
benefits, G WA and Ontario Works; and the municipality in which the occupant last resided for 
long term care facilities? The current practice in Victoria County is to apportion these costs on 
the basis of assessment. Indeed, this is appropriate for a variety of reasons including the 
following. 

1. First, assessment eliminates the incentive for a municipality(ies) to export (transfer) its 
costs to other municipalities by encouraging social service recipients, for example, to 
move into the more urbanized areas because of greater work opportunities, better 
municipal amenities including public transit, and more facilities for improving job skills, 
etc. Funding, on the basis of caseloads, by comparison, provides an incentive for a 
municipality to export its caseload and hence, its costs, to another municipality. 

2. Second, now that the province has linked GWA and Ontario Works, most of the workfare 
projects will be located in the more urbanized areas and hence, many G WA recipients 
will live in these areas. Burdening taxpayers of an urban centre with additional GWA 
costs, as could very well happen under caseload funding, is unfair because taxpayers in 
this municipality would end up paying for a service that would otherwise not be their 
responsibility. 

3. Third, since social service benefits will be uniform across the entire County and are 
income distributional in nature, each municipality's share of social service funding 
should reflect that municipality's share of the relative wealth in the County. Assessment 
is a measure of wealth; therefore, each municipality's share of health and social service 
costs should be identical to that municipality's share of county-wide assessment. 

4. Fourth, facilities for social housing and long term care (homes for the aged) are almost 
always located in urban centres and occupied by residents from across the entire area 
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(and from beyond). To apportion the municipal cost for these facilities on any basis other 
than assessment creates a potential for unnecessary administrative costs and inequities 
and distortions in correctly assigning costs to the various municipalities. To illustrate, 
consider the following example. Suppose a rural resident, upon retirement, moves into an 
urban municipality for a few years prior to moving into a long term care facility. Who 
should pay this occupant's long term health care cost if it is not funded on the basis of 
assessment? Should it be the municipality from which the occupant moved initially or 
should it be the municipality in which the occupant last resided ( the current practice for 
long term care)? If it is the latter, one could argue an inequity has been created because 
the occupant only resided in the last municipality for a relatively short time. If it is the 
former, considerable administrative costs could be incurred in tracing back and assigning 
costs. The problem becomes even more complicated for those residents who move from 
municipality to municipality prior to moving into a long term health care facility. Similar 
problems are created if social housing is not funded on the basis of assessment. 

Land Ambulance 

While the Province previously assumed the bulk of the funding for land ambulance, it recently 
downloaded this funding responsibility to the upper tier level of local government to take effect 
before 2001. Because it will be a County responsibility, its cost should be apportioned across all 
municipalities on the basis of assessment. There is really no other revenue source or fair basis for 
apportioning the cost of this service. 

There are a variety of ways in which ambulance services may actually be delivered, however. 
The County could set up its own ambulance delivery system or it could buy this service from 
another municipality or from the private sector. Current practice, in many places, is to move in 
the direction of 'contracting out' or purchasing it from the private sector. If contracting out is the 
preferred option, it is important that the elected councillors retain ownership over the level and 
standard of service provided. 

c. Roads and Bridges (including roadway drainage) 

The Town of Lindsay, the townships, villages and county are currently responsible for a network 
of (local) roads and bridges. With few exceptions, the current configuration of the road system 
dates back many decades. At that time, local roads were those that serviced local traffic and 
communities while county roads were defined as arterials connecting municipalities and 
providing critical access to provincial highways. Since then, however, changing traffic patterns 
have altered the nature of some of these roads. The recent transfer of234 centre lane km. of 
provincial highways to the County plus the migration of 62 centre lane km. of roads from the 
area municipalities has left the County with responsibility for 711 centre lane kilometres of 
roads. This leaves the County with about twenty-five percent of all roads in Victoria County and 
about fifty percent of the traffic flow. Current funding comes almost entirely from property 
taxes. 
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An issue that frequently surfaces around road responsibility is whether it would be less expensive 
and more efficient to have either the area municipalities assume responsibility for all road 
maintenance and construction or whether the County should assume this responsibility. If the 
County assumes all responsibility, it will be able to control spillovers and ~nsure a uniform 
quantity and quality of service for all arterial and connector roads and to apply lesser standards to 
local roads. As well, it will be able to organize all maintenance activities on the basis of seamless 
service areas that are unrestricted by municipal boundaries. Finally, each integrated service 
delivery area will be able to better utilize specialized equipment and to shift manpower around as 
need requires. If, on the other hand, area municipalities assume responsibility for all roads, 
intermunicipal arrangements will be required to control spillovers and ensure uniformity for 
arterials and connectors. As well, the opportunity to efficiently utililze specialized equipment and 
to shift manpower around is more restricted. 

Recent reports and memorandum (May 26, 1998, October 26, 1998 and December 14, 1999) of 
the Ad-hoc Committee on Roads & Bridges Service Delivery Options in Victoria County have 
attempted to address the cost impact of a variety of maintenance alternatives. The two most 
commonly considered include: i) transferring all maintenance responsibilities to the area 
municipalities with the County setting standards for County roads and continuing to be 
responsible for bridges and ii) transferring all responsibilities to the County. Of these two 
options, these reports and memorandum estimate that lower tier responsibility for all roads and 
bridges would save $1 million per year or about 10% of current costs while county-wide 
responsibility for all roads and bridges would save $3 million or 30% of current costs. 
Furthermore, it might be noted that the Ontario Goods Road Association (OGRA) suggests that 
anticipated savings from lower tier responsibility for all roads should generate savings over the 
two-tier system of something between of 5% and 25%. Savings under upper tier responsibility 
could be expected to be in the range of30% to 50% when compared with the two-tier system. 

Once again, these results are consistent with those found in other studies and other regions of the 
province. The following will illustrate this: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

In the County of Hastings, it has been estimated that savings from County responsibility 
for all roads, as opposed to lower tier responsibility for all roads, would generate an 
additional savings of32.2 percent over a ten year period (report on "Alternative Road 
Management System Options", by McCormick Rankin, February 1997). ' 
In the County of Simcoe, additional savings from County responsibility, as opposed to 
lower tier responsibility for all roads, would amount to 69.2 percent over a ten year 
period (report on "Alternative Road Management System Options", by McCormick 
Rankin, February 1997). 
A recent study for the Region of Ottawa-Carleton estimated an annual savings of $4.5 
million to $9. 7 million if all roads were put under a one-tier region wide management 
system (by KPMG, "Ottawa-Carleton restructuring Options - A Financial Analysis", 
August 25, 1999). 
A study for the Region of Durham projected an annual estimated cost savings of $2.4 
million to $5.3 million if all roads were put under a one-tier, region-wide responsibility 
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(by W. Douglas Armstrong and Harry Kitchen, ''Notes for Discussion on Service 
Responsibility for Planning, Fire and Roads: Principles and Issues to be Considered", 
June 29, 1999; "Notes for Discussion on Cost Impact of Additional Road Management 
Systems", September 7, 1999; and "Report to the Governance Committee: Regional 
Municipality ofDurham", January 11, 2000). 
In the study entitled "A Review of Local Government In Dufferin County", by Solutions 
North and Harvan Consulting, September 30, 1999 (p. 44), it was estimated that a one
tier road system for Dufferin County would save $1.1 million. 

While the arguments and available evidence suggest that all road maintenance activities be 
concentrated at the County, this is not to say that the County must assume responsibility for 
delivery. As with many services, there are a number of delivery options including contracting 
out. Ultimately, the choice as to the way in which the service is delivered must left to the elected 
politicians. 

d. Water and Sewer 

At the moment, all water and sewer systems are the responsibility of the area municipalities, 
although in most instances their delivery has either been assigned to a Water Board in Lindsay 
(to disappear in the near future) or contracted out to the Ontario Clean Water Agency (OCW A) 
in other communities. Because water systems are in place in a number of area municipalities and 
sewers in fewer of them, there is some debate over whether responsibility for these services 
should remain with the area municipalities or migrate to the County. Arguments for leaving them 
with the area municipalities revolve around the fact that there are no spillovers from one serviced 
area to adjacent municipalities that need to be captured nor is there any need for imposing 
uniform standards that are mandated by the Ministry of the Environment. Arguments for 
migrating service responsibility to the County, however, are based on the view that the County 
may be able to benefit from economies of scale in construction, design/tendering, maintenance, 
inspection, meter reading, testing, quality control and billing. One billing agency, it has been 
estimated, would be less costly than a number of them. In fact, based on practices elsewhere, 
savings in billing alone could lead to a reduction of between 15-20% at the lower end and 50% at 
the upper end. The range reflects both the scale of the system to be integrated and improvements 
required.27 Support for this was provided in a thoughtful submission from a Commissioner of the 
Lindsay Water and Sewer Commission who argued that a county-wide integrated water and 
sewer system would be more efficient and less expensive to operate. Similar operational cost 
savings and efficiencies have been estimated for the proposed merger of seven separate hyrdro
electric commissions into one governing unit ("Inventing Our Future" - Final Report, December 
30,1999). 

This is not to suggest that the County need be directly involved in the actual operation of all 
water and sewer systems 

27 See "Responsibility for Services in the Region of Waterloo" (p.17-20) in a Report 
for the Regional Municipality of Waterloo, June 27, 1996. 
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e. Public Transit 

The Town of Lindsay is the only municipality with a public transit (bus) system. The County is 
partially responsible for a Care-A-Van that services the County. In a two-tier structure, there is 
no apparent reason why this responsibility should change. 

f. Solid Waste Collection, Recycling and Disposal 

Until very recently, the County was responsible for landfill and capacity replacement while the 
area municipalities were responsible for collection and recycling. This, however, has changed 
and the County has assumed all responsibility for collection, disposal and recycling. Full county 
responsibility will be phased in as local collection contracts expire. This move to integrate 
collection, recycling and disposal follows a pattern in a number of other counties and regions. 
Indeed, recent experience suggests that county-wide or region-wide responsibility for all aspects 
of solid waste and recycling allows one level of government to control spillovers and to capture 
economies of scale without sacrificing local preferences. At the same time, there is mounting 
evidence to suggest that one-tier responsibility across a large geographical area generates 
significant cost savings. For example: 

• When Peel Regional government assumed responsibility for all garbage collection and 
recyclables in Brampton and Mississauga in 1995, a savings of32 percent was realized 
(reported in "Peterborough County/City Municipal Review", May 1, 1997 by W. Douglas 
Armstrong and Harry Kitchen, p. 65; and "Wellington County Restructuring Study", 
September 18, 1997, by W. Douglas Armstrong and Harry Kitchen, pp. 38-39). 

• In January of 1995, the Regional government in Ottawa-Carleton assumed responsibility for 
solid waste collection (were already responsible for recycling and disposal) across the entire 
region. Once the net impact of the transferral was completed, a savings of22 percent was 
anticipated (reported in "Peterborough County/City Municipal Review", May 1, 1997 by W. 
Douglas Armstrong and Harry Kitchen, p. 65; and "Wellington County Restructuring Study", 
September 18, 1997, by W. Douglas Armstrong and Harry Kitchen, pp. 38-39). 

• In January 1996, the Regional government in Halton assumed full responsibility for solid 
waste collection (it already had responsibility for waste disposal and recycling). The overall 
projected savings were estimated at 36 percent of 1995 costs. More specifically, it was 
estimated that taxpayers in Burlington would experience a 17 percent reduction in costs; 
taxpayers in Halton Hills a 31 percent reduction; taxpayers in Milton a 22 percent reduction; 
and taxpayers in Oakville a 34 percent reduction (reported in "Peterborough County/City 
Municipal Review", May 1, 1997 by W. Douglas Armstrong and Harry Kitchen, p. 65; and 
"Wellington County Restructuring Study", September 18, 1997, by W. Douglas Armstrong 
and Harry Kitchen, pp. 38-39). 

• During 1997, the Regional Government in Niagara took over responsibility for all aspects of 
solid waste collection, disposal and recycling. It was estimated that this would generate a 17 
percent reduction in disposal costs and a 20 percent reduction in waste collection and 
diversion (reported in "Peterborough County/City Municipal Review", May 1, 1997 by W. 
Douglas Armstrong and Harry Kitchen, p. 65; and "Wellington County Restructuring Study", 
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September 18, 1997, by W. Douglas Armstrong and Harry Kitchen, pp. 38-39). 
• As of the year 2000, solid waste collection has become a responsibility of the Region of 

Waterloo. 
• A 1996 study on ''Solid Waste Management" (by Totten Sims Hubicki Associates) 

alternatives for Renfrew County concluded that transferring all so lid waste management 
activities to the county could generate long term cost savings of $1 million or 20 percent per 
County-wide responsibility does not mean that identical service levels need be established 
across the entire geographical area. Indeed, service levels frequently differ across counties 
and regions and correspondingly, area rating (tipping fees, bag charges or higher taxes for the 
serviced area and no charge to the area not serviced or serviced at lower levels) are used for 
funding purposes. 

As with other services, a recommendation to assign service responsibility is distinct from a 
recommendation for actually delivering the service. Actual delivery could be handled in a variety 
of ways. Probably the best approach for area wide collection would be to separate the County 
into a number of zones and to allow contractors or existing municipal departments to bid on 
contracts for one or more of the zones. This is the current practice in Ottawa-Carleton and 
Northumberland County. Separating the geographical area of Victoria County into a series of 
zones would create a competitive environment that would help to 'ensure that residents get the 
best value for their buck'. Different levels of service could exist from zone to zone and even 
within each zone. This decision, however, must be made by the elected politicians. 

As well, decisions must be made on who should actually collect the garbage, that is, should it be 
the municipality itself or should it be 'contracted out'. Some recent evidence from a national 
survey on residential solid waste collection services28 noted the following that should be of 
relevance in making this decision. 29 

• Private contractors cost less per household than own-forces operation. Of 315 local 
government respondents, government collection was 9 .1 percent more costly that private 
contractor collection. 

• Public-private cost differences tended to differ by region. In Ontario, public (local 
government) collectors were 30 percent more expensive than contract (private sector) 
collectors. 

• More frequent collection costs more. Local governments offering collection more frequently 
than once per week were 12.6 percent more costly per household than those collecting solid 
waste once per week or less. 

28 

29 

This survey was conducted by the Local Government Institute of the University of 
Victoria in 1996. A questionnaire was mailed to all Canadian local governments 
with populations over 5000 as well as to one-quarter of those in the 1000-5000 
range. Over 300 responses were received. 

Reported in Local Services Research Review, The Newsletter of the Local 
Government Institute, University of Victoria, Victoria, B.C., winter 1996, vol. 1, 
number 2, pp. 1-2. 
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• Public collectors tended to have more complaints per 1000 households served in 1994 (17.1 
per 1000 households) that did private contractors (15.2 per household). 

• Contractors who had their latest contract renewed were 5.5 percent more costly on average 
than contractors who had to win their latest contract through competitive bidding. 

g. Planning 

Victoria County is responsible for the County Official Plan (OP), Subdivision Approvai 
Municipal Plan Review and Official Plan Approval, Consents ( except for Lindsay) and for 
reviewing a number of other development related matters. The area municipalities are 
responsible for their Zoning By-Laws, Site Plan Control, Minor Variances and other related 
matters. The Town of Lindsay, Village of Fenelon Falls and Township of Ops have their own 
official plans. For the remaining area municipalities, the County's OP applies and it has more 
detail on policies than most County Ops. 

Since there is one Official Plan for the County and since all area municipalities adhere to it, there 
is really no solid analytical argument for two tiers of planning. In fact, there are solid arguments 
in favour of single-tier planning ( as in the Region of Sudbury) because it allows for specialized 
expertise, a better basis for ensuring uniformity and conformity, and fewer staff - all ingredients 
that would produce a better system for the taxpayer. Economies of scale would also emerge if all 
consents and reviews of pits and quarries, for example, were assigned to the County. This would 
involve only one planning department performing this function rather that sixteen separate 
planning departments carrying out a task that is essentially identical and uniform across the 
County. 

1_ 1 h. Building/Plumbing/Septic Inspections and Approvals 

j \ 

Area municipalities are currently responsible for building and plumbing inspections that meet 
federal and provincial building and associated codes and regulations. While a few municipalities 
have full-time building inspectors, many have part-time inspectors or have entered into shared 
service responsibilities with neighbouring municipalities. 

As of October 1, 1997, septic system inspection and approval became a municipal responsibility. 
In particular, under the Water and Sewage Services Improvement Act: 
• Local municipalities are responsible for providing inspections and approval for all 

classified sewage disposal systems with a daily flow of 4500 litres per day or less. This 
includes residential systems and most commercial systems. 

• Upper tier municipalities are responsible for all classified sewage systems with a daily 
sewage flow greater than 4500 litres per day. This includes larger restaurants, shopping 
plazas, trailer parks and communal systems. 

• Municipalities may enter into agreements for the joint performance of their 
responsibilities including the upper tier assuming responsibility for septic system 
inspection everywhere. 

• Municipalities must designate inspectors and their approving authority for sewage 
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systems and the inspectors must be certified by the Ministry of the Environment and 
Energy. 

• Costs may be recovered through a fee for service system. 

Because provincial and federal legislation stipulates the level of service to be provided across all 
municipalities and because of the importance of controlling for spillovers and benefiting from 
economies of scale, it is recommended that building/plumbing/septic inspections and approvals 
become an upper tier responsibility. This is similar to Lambton County where the County is 
responsible for these services. Indeed, this transferal of responsibility in Lambton County 
produced a number of gains. For example, the current practice of using part time employees in 
many municipalities means that many building inspectors have insufficient time to gain a 
thorough and complete working knowledge of legislative changes and technical advancements 
related to building and plumbing issues. Quite often there is not the means to provide upgrading 
of expertise or the desire on behalf of the local municipality to develop an expert in a particular 
aspect of inspections. Indeed, in the public consultation phase, the Commission heard complaints 
from citizens about the inadequate and less than uniform application of inspection standards. 
Finally, the importance of transferring the inspection function to the upper tier is becoming more 
and more apparent as insurance companies become increasingly more vigilant in insisting on 
proper and complete inspections to minimize potential liability losses. 

Approvals and inspections related to septic systems, building and plumbing are related to 
planning and land use approval and development. A coordinated function involving these three 
services (which are essentially two services if you consider septic approvals as part of plumbing) 
directly tied into planning and economic development functions on a county-wide basis would 
allow for greater efficiency and effectiveness and convenience for the citizen. In addition to a 
more effective and efficient level of service, county-wide responsibility would benefit from 
economies of scale. Shifting this service to the County should not lead to any cost impact on the 
tax base because the service should be funded on a cost recovery basis. 

i. Police Protection 

At the moment, policing in Victoria County is a lower tier responsibility. The Town of Lindsay 
has its own police force and it is responsible for both the Town and Township of Ops, and the 

I ' Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) looks after the rest of the villages and townships. In a two-tier 
system, it is not uncommon to hear discussion and debate over whether policing responsibility 
should be a responsibility of the County or the area municipalities. 

Assigning responsibility to the area municipalities is preferred by those who argue and believe 
that policing is very much a local issue and that it is easier to relate to a local force than one that 
is much larger. Supporters of a county-wide force, on the other hand, argue that a county wide 
police force is better able to control spillovers, to ensure the seamless delivery of police 
protection which is extremely important for protection and safety, and to provide specialized 
units and to meet more generally the requirements of the Police Services Amendment Act, 1997. 
A county-wide police force permits the deployment of officers to accommodate seasonal shifts in 
population and events. For example, proportionately more police protection can be shifted to 

93 



cottage country in certain months or to municipalities hosting special events. This ability to 
move a police force around, it has been suggested, leads to cost reductions, efficiency gains and 
improved levels of service. Indeed, the limited evidence that is available on the costs of policing 
suggests that the larger the serviced area, the lower the cost per unit. For example, a comparison 
of per capita policing costs30 (for 1997) across municipalities in Ontario with their own police 
force indicated that average per capita costs were $138 for municipalities from 50,000 to 100,000 
people; $148 for municipalities from 15,000 to 50,000 people; $153 for municipalities from 
5,000 to 15,000 people; and $199 for municipalities from Oto 5,000 people. By comparison, 
average per capita costs for Ontario Provincial Policing in municipalities from 15,000 to 50,000 
people was $90; from 5,000 to 15,000 was $104; and in municipalities from Oto 5,000 was $84. 

When all arguments are considered, the strongest case is for a county-wide force. Having noted 
this, it does not mean that the Ontario Provincial Police should necessarily be selected. 
Certainly, they could be considered but there are other options as well. The Town of Lindsay's 
police force could be expanded to police the entire county (Chatham-Kent set up its own 
municipal police force) or policing might be purchased from the Region of Durham. The actual 
choice of police force must be the responsibility of the newly elected Council. 

j. Fire Protection 

Fire protection is a service that has traditionally and historically been the responsibility of the 
area municipalities. Municipal fire departments are responsible for the provision of services to 
maintain the life safety, fire protection and fire prevention requirements of their individual 
municipalities. While their major focus is fire suppression, fire departments promote effective 
practices through inspection, education and approvals to prevent or minimize the occurrence of 
fire through enforcement of legislation. 

Within Victoria County, the Town of Lindsay, Bobcaygeon/V erulam and Omemee has a 
composite (a mix of full-time and volunteers) fire department. The amalgamation of Bexley, 
Laxton, Digby & Longford, and Somerville includes a proposal to hire a full-time fire chief 
leading them to a composite department. The remaining municipalities have volunteers. 
Although municipalities have their own fire departments, 'mutual aid agreements' are in place to 
lower response times in dealing with 'cross-border' problems and with emergencies where 
assistance from neighbouring fire departments is required. Mutual aid agreements, however, are 
not the best solution when a matter of minutes can be critical to an individual's protection, safety 
and life. 

Early in the public consultation phase of this restructuring process, the Fire Chiefs from Victoria 
County presented (January 4, 2000) the Commission with a list of the following four items that 
would benefit fire service in Victoria County. 
• Central dispatch - each department uses an individual service and this is detrimental to 

implementation of 'automatic aid'. 

30 These estimates were calculated from data provided in Crime and Police Resources in Canadian 
Municipalities, 1997, annual publication from Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics, Statistics Canada, Ottawa. 
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• Automatic aid - automatic aid would solve many of the problems within the County 
regarding municipal boundaries and response times. 

• Standardized level of service - each department currently provides a different level of 
service in fire prevention, fire suppression and training. 

• Staffing problems - all departments are experiencing problems with having volunteer staff 
available, especially during daytime hours. 

The meeting that accompanied the presentation of the above items was extremely helpful. In the 
course of the discussion, it became apparent that many of the above listed concerns could only be 

n improved through a County-wide presence in fire service. 
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'Mutual Aid', which municipalities currently have, differs from 'Automatic Aid' because the 
former must be requested while the latter is automatic. Automatic aid is a system that dispatches 
the closest available assistance (time and/or distance) regardless of local municipal boundaries. 
It leads to the provision of a seamless service and can reduce the critical time between 
commencement of a fire and application of an extinguishing agent to the fire. Life, property and 
environmental losses would subsequently be reduced. Public and fire fighter safety would 
improve. 

Under 'Automatic Aid', each fire department operates under conditions of a firm contract to 
provide protection or a mutual assistance plan in which there is an interlocking automatic 
response schedule between the fire departments. In other words, responses are effectively those 
of a single organization. To make this fully and effectively operational, a central 
communications or single dispatch centre would be required ( could 'piggy-back' on to the 911 
central response currently in place). This would provide communications, via a common radio 
frequency, between fire apparatus responding from different fire departments. As well, 
participating fire departments should be trained on and use common operational methods. 
Implementation of both 'automatic aid' and a central dispatch system is best handled through a 
centralized county-wide system. 

The new Fire Protection and Prevention Act (1996) emphasizes fire prevention (inspections), 
public education, training and communications. Its implementation and on-going enforcement by 
the Ontario Fire Marshall makes it more difficult for volunteer fire chiefs and local fire fighters 
to devote sufficient time to these tasks. In fact, municipalities currently staffed with volunteers 
will be under pressure to move to a full time fire chief and possibly some additional full time 
staff regardless of whether or not they restructure. To take advantage of economies of scale and 
to adhere to these new provincial requirements, it is recommend~d that the County be 
responsible for facilitating the provision of these support services. Finally, the importance of the 
County in assuming responsibility for inspection is becoming more and more apparent as 
insurance companies are increasingly more vigilant in insisting on proper and complete 
inspections to minimize potential liability losses. Leaving responsibility for inspections with 
local forces, especially those made up of volunteers, creates potential problems. Most volunteers 
work during the day and have little time to inspect structures such as schools and other buildings 
that must be done during the day-time. As well, volunteers tend to be more lax in forcing 

95 



,-

1 
I 

! I 

' '-

i 

C 

i i 
I 

r i 

L: 

I I 

I. Economic Development and Tourism 

Economic development is currently the responsibility of the County. Traditionally, economic 
development has been considered important to a municipality for at least two reasons - more jobs 
and more assessment. This is generally why municipalities fight hard to attract new business and 
to retain and encourage the expansion of existing businesses and to attract tourists. In recent 
years, this traditional thinking has faced some criticism. First, local government officials cannot 
direct businesses to specific municipalities. Businesses will locate where market forces dictate, 
not where government officials dictate or hope. This is evident from the literature on locational 
decisions. 

As well, there is even some question about the impact that development within a specific 
municipality has onjobs and the tax base of that community. Many of these presumed benefits to 
an area municipality from the location or expansion within that municipality actually spill over 
into adjacent municipalities. For example, journey-to-work patterns are such that residents of one 
municipality frequently work in adjacent municipalities. A similar share-the-wealth reality is at 
work with regard to the tax base. While the increase in a municipality's tax base will increase its 
yield from property taxes, that municipality does not keep all additional tax revenue. For 
instance, increased commercial/industrial assessment means this area municipality now pays a 
higher proportion of County expenditures. The other area municipalities within the County do 
not receive any additional tax revenue but they benefit because they pay a smaller proportion of 
County costs. Taxpayers in every municipality, then, benefit from increased assessment, 
regardless of its location. In other words, if the Town of Lindsay or Villages ofBobcaygeon or 
Fenelon Falls benefit because of their location, taxpayers in the rest of the County also benefit. 

m.Airport 

Currently, the only public airport is located just west of Lindsay in Ops Township. The Town of 
Lindsay owns the land and buildings but these are leased to a private operator who, in turn, 
operates the airport facility. A municipal airport is viewed as an asset to any community. It 
provides a service for private plane owners and operators and commercial operators. It is also 
important as a landing strip for planes that service the local commercial and industrial sector. 
Given the importance of municipal airports for serving a much larger geographical area than the 
specific municipality in which each is located and the critical role that it plays in economic 
development and tourism, its overall operation should be the responsibility of the upper tier level 
of government. 

While the concept of regional airport or regional airport authority is not popular in Canada or in 
Ontario, it is appropriate because the airport services a much wider area than the municipality in 
which it is located. As with most other services, County responsibility for a municipal airport is 
not a recommendation that it actually run the airport. Indeed, the airport operation could be 
contracted out through a lease to a private operator, although council must maintain ownership 
and set the general policy that is to be followed in the airport's operation. 
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n. Libraries 

There are two library systems in Victoria County- one in Lindsay and the Township of Ops and 
a county system for fourteen of the remaining municipalities (Manvers and Sturgeon Point are 
not in and do not contribute to the County library system). While opinions vary on whether or 
not the County should be responsible for library services or whether this should be left to the 
area municipalities, a county-wide system is able to control or internalize all spillovers; ensure 
that uniform standards are maintained; and to benefit from administrative economies of scale in 
purchasing books and materials and arranging for interlibrary exchanges of books and materials 
without the use of intermunicipal agreements. 

o. Parks and Recreation 

Each municipality is currently responsible for local parks, recreational facilities, recreation 
programs and cultural events. The County is responsible for a seasonal park (Centennial Park) 
and for a linear park that was a former rail corridor. Funding for facilities and many programs 
comes from a combination of,user fees and general property taxes. Over the past few years, 
every municipality has moved towards an increased reliance on specific charges or user fees and 
a reduced reliance on property taxes. There are no apparent spillovers from local recreation 
programs and no need for uniform standards of service. As such, there may be no reason to 
assign local program responsibility to the County although there may be some economies of 
scale (administrative savings) and some savings in time for potential users in having centralized 
booking for arenas and community halls. 

p. Street Lighting and Sidewalks 

Local municipalities·are now responsible for street lighting and sidewalks. Current funding 
comes from a combination of general property taxes and area rates where these services are only 
provided to specific areas in the community, mainly built-up or urban areas. In assigning 
responsibility for these services, the arguments are similar to those for recreation and cultural 
services. Responsibility could be left with the area municipalities 

q. Administrative Services 

This section covers a number of administrative functions where there appear to be cost savings, 
better control of spillovers and increased efficiencies from improved rationalization. 
Legal Services: Each Township, Village, the Town and County require legal services for a 
variety of purposes. As a municipality is a legal entity and operates within legislation set out by 
statute, legal services cover a wide range of subjects. Some of these requirements such as 
searching property title are routine while others including labour relations, liability claims, 
contracts and agreements are more complex. A number of municipal officials utilize legal 
services for some routine matters as the level of expertise is not available within each 
municipality. It has been noted, however, that budget restrictions cause municipalities to be 
reluctant to hire legal assistance in some instances. 
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Throughout the County each municipality obtains the service of solicitors on a 'as needed basis'. 
For those issues that are complex or unusual the municipal solicitor will recommend an expert in 
that field. From evidence collected elsewhere, it is apparent that there are savings from county
wide coordination of some legal services, especially those of a more routine nature. At the same 
time, there is a general recognition that each municipality will require specialized legal expertise 
on issues of local interest. 

Human Resources: Human resource services are currently provided at each municipality. In a 
two tier structure, responsibility for most human resource tasks should rest with the upper tier. 
Indeed, arguments support one human resource department for all public sector organizations 
within the county. These include schools, hospitals and all local governments and other local 
public sector agencies. Each of these organizations could have a very small complement of on
site personnel to handle day-to-day issues but most of the work that is common to all 
organizations should be centralized. Specific services that should be centralized include health 
and safety programs, staff training and development/recruitment. Further centralization and co
ordination would eliminate much of the remaining overlap; for example, savings could be 
generated in general pre-employment testing, safety and general employee training programs 
especially for volunteer and full-time fire fighters. Indeed, there may be other areas for saving of 
a similar nature. 

Purchasing: Any decentralized purchasing system where each unit of local government 
purchases on its own is almost always more costly because of its' inability to take advantage of 
quantity discounts and to spend sufficient time in searching around for the best deal. A full-time 
centralized purchasing staff and this could include more than local governments ( could include 
other public sector institutions) is able to take advantage of quantity discounts and is better 
positioned to obtain the best deal. Not only would this involve the purchase of items such as 
computer paper, salt, sand, aggregate, and gravel, it should also involve the purchasing of 
vehicles, fire fighting equipment and recreational supplies. To facilitate this, it is important that 
formal purchasing procedures and policies be in place. 

Based on experience elsewhere where there has been a concerted move towards more centralized 
purchasing activity, considerable savings have been generated. For example, savings in the order 
of25 to 40 percent have been noted for paper supplies, garbage bags and office supplies; 10 
percent for salt; and 30 % for propane to name a few. Furthermore, these examples are 
indicative of the kinds of savings that could be secured for a variety of other materials and 
supplies. Based on this, there is a strong argument for centralizing all purchasing. In addition, 
further cost saving would come from freeing up local staff who, in the past, spent time securing 
prices, gathering information on materials and products, preparing tender specifications, etc .. 

Auditing and Accounting Services: According to the Municipal Act each municipality is 
required to appoint an auditor. The auditor is responsible for expressing an opinion on the 
accuracy of the financial statements. This service can not be consolidated as each council has a 
responsibility to appoint an auditor. 
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Although it is not appropriate to centralize the audit function, it is important to keep in 
mind that auditors carry out a great deal of general bookkeeping services and offer advice 
in most municipalities. Accounting requirements differ from auditing responsibilities. It 
is important that each municipality have financial expertise to ensure that the accounting 
function is carried out properly, but it is also true that cost reductions in audit fees would 
follow if the auditor were not responsible for accounting services that could otherwise be 
handled by a bookkeeping service. 

Tax Billing & Collection: Each Township, Village and the Town has a legal obligation to set tax 
rates, to bill and collect taxes from taxpayers within their municipality. Currently, each of the 
area municipalities prepares its own tax bills, mails them and collects the taxes. In Ontario, tax 
collection is the responsibility of local municipalities (Municipal Act RSO, 1990, Capt M.45, 
Section 155). The Act requires that local Councils establish certain rates and that the collector is 
responsible for collecting taxes. Since 1998, however, the County has a say in determining tax 
rates. 

In the absence of legislated authority, the County does not have the power to levy and collect 
taxes. Its levying ability is restricted to that of directly levying an amount on the local 
municipality. Notwithstanding this, the County could, by agreement with the area municipalities, 
arrange to coordinate the billing and collecting of taxes. While municipalities prepare their own 
tax bills and collect their own taxes, the process is time-consuming and in some cases, the 
equipment is not as technically sophisticated as may be desirable. Furthermore, the preparation 
of the tax roll, the process of billing and mailing is virtually identical everywhere. In work that 
has been completed elsewhere, it is apparent that this process could benefit from a centralized 
approach. In this day of computerization and computer networking, time and effort could be 
saved from centralized billing. Staff could be freed up to perform other important and necessary 
tasks. Indeed, there is no reason why the County needs sixteen separate tax billing and collection 
agencies, each doing identical taks, when one could do the job. 

Insurance: As with all enterprises, local government is required to insure its assets on behalf of 
its citizens. Since insurance premiums have grown over the decades of the eighties and nineties, 
many municipalities have increased their deductible limits in attempting to keep insurance 
premiums down. 

While it has been argued that municipalities could insure themselves, substantial reserves would 
be required to protect against a major claim. Based on responses from insurance industry 
representatives and experience where municipalities have merged in other counties in Ontario, 
substantial savings can be secured if all insurance is rolled into one package. This saving comes, 
primarily, from reduced administration costs when one package is administered rather than 
many. One insurance package does not mean that every municipality must have the same 
coverage; indeed, this would be unlikely even though each insures for the same things. 
Insurance premiums would continue to be paid by each municipality and each municipality 
would be responsible for minimizing its risk of potential losses. 
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Summary: There are a number of administrative functions currently provided by all municipal 
governments in Victoria County. Clearly, this is an area where there is considerable duplication, 
waste and inefficiency, all of which could be eliminated under a single county-wide governing 
structure. One governing unit would generate cost savings, control spillovers and increase 
efficiencies through an improved rationalization of manpower and technology. Indeed, the 
submission from the Town of Lindsay (January 5, 2000, p. 14) recommended that wherever 
appropriate, all administrative services be centralized or co-ordinated in the interest of cost 
savings. 
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Appendix B: Nineteen Points 

This is a response to the October 22, 1999 letter sent from Mr. John Macklem, Warden of the 
County, to the Honourable Steve Gilchrist, Minister of Municipal Affairs. The letter, while not 
part of the Terms of Reference for this study, requested that any County restructuring address 
each of the following nineteen points. The following is the Commission's response to each of 
these points. 

1. The level of service currently provided by each individual municipality and how 
restructuring will affect it. 

The financial analysis is based on 1999 budgets and service levels to the public. A fundamental 
assumption made in the analysis is that levels of service to the public will not change on an 
overall basis. (level averaging) 

2. Implementation schedules for services that will be changed from current practices and how it 
will impact on the ratepayers; for example, liabilities. 

Any changes to service levels will be made by the Transition Board or the new municipal 
Council(s) 

3. The total and nature of the population of the County - ex. what services and at what level of 
service is expected for the age of the population. 

Any new services or changes to existing levels of service are decisions to be made by the new 
Council(s) 

4. Impacts on Commercial/Industrial/Farm properties and on Urban/Rural municipalities and 
their ratepayers. 

Tax impacts on all municipalities under each restructuring option will be shown as part of the 
financial analysis. The municipal property tax impact on a residential property valued at 
$100,000 is shown for each municipality. Municipal property tax changes are also reported on a 
percent basis - this will allow taxpayers in all other property tax classes ( commercial, industrial, 
multi-residential, farm) to determine the impact on their municipal property tax. 

5. Highway maintenance on the downloaded highways - what is expected and what can 
actually be delivered and at what cost. 

The impact will be the same under all restructuring scenarios, including status quo. This is really 
not a municipal restructuring issue. 

6. The implementation of the leveling of current different levels of fire protection and fire 
prevention service throughout the County. 
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Levels of services provided for various functions and various municipalities must be decided by 
the Transition Board and/or new Municipal Council(s). The financial analysis shows the impact 
of area rating fire services by municipality (18 distinct fire rates) based on existing costs and 
service levels. Two distinct fire rates could also be established; one for Lindsay/Ops and one for 
the balance of the County municipalities. 

7. Rehabilitation of aging sewer systems and its impact on the County as a whole. 

Water and sewer costs, where services are provided, are funded from a sewer surcharge (user 
fee) and are not part of the municipal property tax bill. Concerns regarding aging sewer systems 
and water supply are common to all restructuring options including status quo and therefore are 
not restructuring issues. 

8. Rehabilitation of aging water supply and environmental protection and its impact on the 
( --, County as a whole. 
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Water and sewer costs, where services are provided, are funded from a sewer surcharge (user 
fee) and are not part of the municipal property tax bill. Concerns regarding aging sewer systems 
and water supply are common to all restructuring options including status quo and therefore are 
not restructuring issues. 

9. Police services and protection - different levels and service providers - how to equalize and 
what financial impact on the County as a whole. 

Levels of services for various functions and various municipalities must be determined by the 
Transition Board and/or new Municipal Council(s). Two police tax rates could be implemented; 
one for Lindsay/Ops (Municipal Police Force) and one for the balance of the County 
municipalities (OPP Police). 

10. Parks and recreation - various levels of service throughout the County - how to equalize and 
what financial impact on the County as a whole. 

Service level decisions must be made by the Transition Board and/or the new Council(s). Parks 
and recreation services are generally available for use by all taxpayers, regardless of where they 
reside. Since non-resident user fees are not in place, everyone should pay equally through the 
general tax rate for the use of these services and there should be no area rating. The status quo 
arrangement may be unfair. 

11. Hydro issues 

No comment because there is a major study that has just been completed hydro restructuring. 
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12. Health care protection 

This issue has equal ramifications to all restructuring options, including status quo. 

13. Impact of official plans and zoning by-laws to limit liability and provide proper planning 

This issue must be decided by the new Council(s). 

14. Development charges - standardization and use of development charges throughout the 
County. 

This issue must be decided by the new Council(s). 

15. Application of building code - standardization of building permit fees and its impact 
throughout the County. 

This issue must be decided by the new Council(s). 

16. Potential impact on school facilities and child safety. 

The Commission is not in a position to comment on this. 

17. Careful review of existing policies that must be consistent with statutory obligations and the 
consolidation of those policies by an amalgamated municipalities to limit liability and how 
this will be fully implemented at the operational level to limit liability 

This issue must be decided by the new Council(s). 

18. Identify existing tax levels to be evaluated in relation to each other and the impact on the 
classes of properties throughout the County 

Tax impacts on all municipalities under each restructuring option will be shown as part of the 
financial analysis. The municipal property tax dollar impact on a residential property valued at 
$100,000 is presented for each municipality. The municipal property tax change on a percentage 
basis is provided and will permit taxpayers in all other property tax classes ( commercial, 
industrial, multi-residential, farm) to determine the impact on their municipal property tax. 

19. Other taxation rates and levies applicable in individual communities (i.e. area rated) 

The financial analysis restates some existing municipal property tax rates for the purpose of 
equalization. The following represent specific examples of this: street lighting costs are 
generally recovered through the general property tax rate except in a couple of municipalities 
where street lighting costs are area rated to specific properties. The analysis places all street 
lighting costs in the general tax rate and recalculates the municipal property tax for each 
municipality. 
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Curbside garbage collection is provided in almost all municipalities ( exceptions are Ops, LDL, 
Woodville) and the costs are recovered in the general tax rate. An exception is Mariposa where a 
$28 per household user fee is charged. The financial analysis restates the Mariposa property tax 
rate by including the cost of garbage collection in the property tax. Area rating of waste 
collection services is also appropriate so that those not receiving the service do not pay for it. 

105 



Appendix C: Financial Report to the Restructuring Commission 

By: DAY&DAY 
Chartered Accountants 
February 2, 2000 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

FOR APPENDIX C 

Page 

IN"TRODUCTION ................................................................................................................ 107 

MlJNICIPAL PROFII.,ES .................................................................................................... 108 

ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL RESTRUCTURING SAVINGS ........................................ 120 

PROPERTYTAXIMPACTS .............................................................................................. 144 

ONE TIME TRANSITIONAL COSTS ............................................................................... 151 

RESERVES, RESERVE FUNDS, LONG TERM DEBT AND PHYSICAL ASSETS .... 153 

CREATION OF 3 SINGLE TIER MlJNICIP ALITY'S -
ISSUES AND CONCERN"S ................................................................................................. 155 

106 



A. INTRODUCTION: 

We have been retained by you to act as financial advisors in support of your role as 
Restructuring Commissioner for local government reform in the County of Victoria. We 
understand that your review and ultimate decisions are to be guided by the following principles: 

Less Government 

• fewer municipalities 
• reduced municipal spending 
• fewer elected representatives 
• reduced special purpose bodies 

Effective Representation 

• accessible 
• accountable 
• representative of population served 
• size that permits efficient priority-setting 

Best Value for Taxpayer's Dollar 

• efficient service delivery 
• reduced duplication and overlap 
• ability to capture the costs and benefits of municipal services within the same jurisdiction 
• clear delineation of responsibilities between local government bodies 

Ability to Provide Municipal Services From Municipal Resources 

• local self reliance to finance municipal services 
• ability to retain and attract highly qualified staff 

Supportive Environment for Job Creation, Investment and Economic Growth 

• streamlined, simplified government 
• high quality services at the lowest possible cost 

Our role as financial advisor is to develop a fmancial profile of each of the municipalities, 
project restructuring savings based on various options as established by you and provide property 
tax impact analyses of such options. 
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Our Process 

In order to prepare our analysis we relied on information provided by the municipalities and the 
County during meetings held in Lindsay on January 6 and 7, 2000. Information utilized in our 
analysis included: 

• 1998 Financial Information Returns 
• 1998 audited Financial Statements 
• 1999 current budgets 
• 1999 capital budgets 
• Organization charts or employee lists 
• Current compensation information 
• 1999 property tax calculations 
• 1999 assessment information 

The above information supplemented by telephone, e-mail and fax correspondence with all 
municipalities provided us with sufficient resource to complete this report. 

Our focus in this report is to identify restructuring impacts on municipal property taxes. 
Therefore we have not reviewed potential savings or tax and rate impacts that could effect 
education taxation, hydro rates, sewer rates or water rates. 

B. MUNICIPAL PROFILES: 

We have developed the following municipal profile for each municipality within the County. 
Data included in the profile has been extracted from sources believed to be reliable, including the 
1998 Financial Information Return. We have not analyzed the information and present it simply 
for your information. 

Expenditures extracted from the 1998 Financial Information Returns for 
inclusion in Exhibits B-2 through B-7 reflect only the expenditures incurred for 
salaries, wages and employee benefits and materials, services, rents and 
:financial expenses. We have not included expenditures for net long-term debt 
charges, transfers to own funds, other transfers and interfunctional transfers 
since we feel that such expenditures are less relevant in the context of a 
restructuring study and can potentially distort intermunicipal comparisons. 

It is important to note that many municipalities provide services to 
neighbouring municipalities and/or the County, generally on a fee for service 
cost recovery basis. In order to provide more comparable cost data, we have 
reduced expenditures by the amount of revenues derived from these services 
per Schedule 3 of the Financial Information Return. 
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Exhibit B-1 shows existing population, household count, area (hectares), weighted taxable 
assessment, weighted payment in lieu assessment, total weighted assessment and the number of 
continuous full time employees for each of the municipalities within the County. 

Exhibit B-1 
Population, Households, Area, Weighted assessment (000's), Full-time employees (FTE's) 

Population Weighted 
Pop'n Permanent Area Assessment Taxable PIL's 

Municipality Permanent & Seasonal Hholds (Hectar~) COOO's) ('OOO's) ('OOO's) FfE's 
Town of Lindsay 16,815 16,815 7,724 1,528 986,537 38,375 948,162 151 
TownshipofOps 4,165 4,990 1,644 23,815 224,505 222,565 1,940 13 
Township of Mariposa 6,929 8,532 2,858 31,101 369,587 369,157 430 19 
Village of Woodville 719 719 298 246 33,000 32,567 433 2 
Township ofEldon 2,887 4,651 1,681 25,685 191,664 189,856 1,808 10 
Township ofFenelon 5,593 7,297 3,776 22,251 483,902 481,624 2,278 10 
Township of Carden 837 2,215 787 18,684 83,880 82,585 1,295 4 
Township of Dalton 462 940 300 16,654 29,822 29,789 33 1 
Township of Laxton 983 2,684 1,051 46,850 116,277 116,159 118 6 
Township of Bexley 1,230 3,253 1,277 12,266 199,911 194,902 5,009 6 
Township of Somerville 2,066 5,822 2,301 28,345 275,740 275,128 612 9 
Township ofVerulam 4,108 6,559 2,488 24,392 309,224 308,886 338 10 
Village of Bobcaygn 2,575 2,994 1,481 487 213,619 209,463 4,156 12 
Village ofFenelon Falls 1,806 2,171 1,034 243 113,011 107,989 5,022 6 
Village of Sturgeon Point 90 235 127 150 21,625 21,625 0 1 
Township of Emily 6,362 8,120 2,693 24,082 320,229 318,194 2,035 13 
Village of Omemee 1,141 1,275 521 336 48,215 45,704 2,511 3 
Township ofManvers 5,283 6,264 2,024 29,575 289,787 288,342 1,445 15 
Victoria County 152 
Total 64,051 85,536 34,065 306,690 4,310,535 4,242,697 67,838 443 
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Exhibit B-2 identifies the relationship between expenditures incurred for General Government 
purposes to total expenditures of the municipality. General Government and total expenditures 
are also expressed on a per household basis for ease of comparison. The General Government 
function of expenditures includes the cost of elected officials and general administration. 

Exhibit B-2 
Gross expenditures incurred for General Government and Total Expenditures per 1998 
Financial Information Return 

Gen 
General Per Total Per Gov't/f otal 

Municipality Government Household Expenses Household Expenses 

Town of Lindsay $2,830,707 $ 366.48 $ 15,317,673 $1,983.13 18% 
Township of Ops $ 313,971 $ 190.98 $ 1,895,341 $1,152.88 17% 
Township of Mariposa $ 349,209 $ 122.19 $ 2,800,015 $ 979.71 12% 
Village of Woodville $ 115,683 $ 388.20 $ 483,557 $1,622.67 24% 
Township of Eldon $ 249,068 $ 148.17 $ 1,350,875 $ 803.61 lS°/o 
Township of Fenelon $ 317,798 $ 84.16 $ 2,268,586 $ 600.79 14% 
Township of Carden $ 142,846 $ 181.51 $ 641,274 $ 814.83 22% 
Township ofU:tlton $ 80,507 $ 268.36 $ 278,163 $ 927.21 29% 
Township of Laxton $ 166,859 $ 158.76 $ 709,421 $ 675.00 24% 
Township of Bexley $ 176,261 $ 138.03 $ 1,064,944 $ 833.94 17% 
Township of Somerville $ 270,829 $ 117.70 $ 1,539,650 $ 669.12 lS°/o 
Township ofVerulam $ 248,977 $ 100.07 $ 1,622,514 $ 652.14 15% 
Village ofBobcaygn $ 416,331 $ 281.11 $ 2,460,431 $1,661.33 17% 
Village of Fenelon Falls $ 375,578 $ 363.23 $ 1,940,809 $1,876.99 19% 
Village of Sturgeon Pt $ 52,038 $ 409.75 $ 119,513 $ 941.05 44% 
Township of Emily $ 354,532 $ 131.65 $ 1,882,253 $ 698.94 19% 
Village of Omemee $ 195,661 $ 375.55 $ 1,248,781 $2,396.89 16% 
Township of Manvers $ 301,291 $ 148.86 $ 2,335,142 $1,153.73 13% 
Victoria County $2,519,551 $ 73.96 $ 16,594,836 $ 487.15 15% 

Total $9,477,697 $ 278.22 $ 56,553,778 $1,660.17 17% 
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Elected officials costs are included within the general government function. Exhibit B-3 
identifies the number of elected officials in each municipality and the cost of elected officials. 
Costs are shown on a gross expenditure and per household basis. 

Exhibit B-3 
Number of elected officials and expenditures per 1998 Financial Information Return 

Number of Cost of 
Elected Elected Per 
Officials Officials Household 

Town of Lindsay 9 $ 131,778 $ 17.06 
Township of Ops 5 $ 49,543 $ 30.14 
Township of Mariposa 5 $ 54,591 $ 19.10 
Village of Woodville 5 $ 13,423 $ 45.04 
Township of Eldon 5 $ 31,877 $ 18.96 
Township of Fenelon 5 $ 56,454 $ 14.95 
Township of Carden 5 $ 11,310 $ 14.37 
Township of Dalton 5 $ 7,535 $ 25.12 
Township of Laxton 5 $ 34,611 $ 32.93 
Township of Bexley 5 $ 27,187 $ 21.29 
Township of Somerville 5 $ 50,622 $ 22.00 
Township of Verulam 5 $ 38,642 $ 15.53 
Village ofBobcaygn 5 $ 64,655 $ 43.66 
Village of Fenelon Falls 5 $ 78,693 $ 76.11 
Village of Sturgeon Point 5 $ - $ 
Township of Emily 5 $ 49,931 $ 18.54 
Village of Omemee 5 $ 17,002 $ 32.63 
Township of Manvers 5 $ 37,825 $ 18.69 
Victoria County $ 157,275 $ 4.62 
Total 94 $ 912,954 $ 26.80 
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Exhibit B-4 shows Fire and Police expenditures incurred by each municipality and expresses 
such expenditures on a per household basis. 

Exhibit B-4 
Fire and Police Expenditures per 1998 Financial Information Return 

Fire Fire Per Police Police Per 
Municipality Expenses Household Expenses Household 
Town of Lindsay $ 1,040,264 $ 134.68 $ 3,022,238 $ 391.28 
Township of Ops $ 120,811 $ 73.49 $ 483,389 $ 294.03 
Township ofMariposa $ 193,734 $ 67.79 $ 502,932 $ 175.97 
Village of Woodville $ 26,383 $ 88.53 $ 45,397 $ 152.34 
Township ofEldon $ 61,098 $ 36.35 $ 295,002 $ 175.49 
Township ofFenelon $ 151,379 $ 40.09 $ 755,095 $ 199.97 
Township of Carden $ 25,676 $ 32.63 $ 56,042 $ 71.21 
Township ofDalton $ 5,626 $ 18.75 $ 44,687 $ 148.96 
Township ofLaxton $ 24,235 $ 23.06 $ 199,116 $ 189.45 
Township ofBexley $ 51,214 $ 40.10 $ 327,800 $ 256.70 
Township of Somerville $ 86,173 $ 37.45 $ 296,139 $ 128.70 
Township ofVerulam $ 227,657 $ 91.50 $ 393,436 $ 158.13 
Village ofBobcaygn $ 119,436 $ 80.65 $ 396,912 $ 268.00 
Village of Fenelon Falls $ 103,575 $ 100.17 $ 250,000 $ 241.78 
Village of Sturgeon Point $ 16,579 $ 130.54 $ 5,860 $ 46.14 
Township ofEmily $ 221,803 $ 82.36 $ 510,206 $ 189.46 
Village of Omemee $ 71,296 $ 136.84 $ 124,000 $ 238.00 
Township ofManvers $ 218,382 $ 107.90 $ 523,000 $ 258.40 
Victoria County $ - $ $ - $ 
Total $ 2,765,321 $ 81.18 $ 8,231,251 $ 242.81 

112 



Expenditures contained within the Transportation Services function of the Financial Information 
Return include roadways, winter contro4 transit, parking, street lighting and air transportation. 
Exhibit B-5 accumulates gross expenditures for roadways and winter control net of recoverables 
from other municipalities and expresses the total on a per household basis for each municipality. 

Expenditures for garbage collection and disposal are depicted below in Exhibit B-5. Costs are 
expressed in terms of gross dollars and per household. 

Exhibit B-5 
Roadways & Winter Control and Garbage Collection & Disposal Expenditures per 1998 
Financial Information Return 

Roadways& Per Garbage Per 
Municipality Wmter Control Household Collection Household 
Town of Lindsay $ 1,411,532 $ 182.75 $ 389,901 $ 50.48 
Township of Ops $ 444,397 $ 270.31 $ 90,848 $ 55.26 
Township ofMariposa $ 778,543 $ 272.41 $ 149,607 $ 52.35 
Village of Woodville $ 15,429 $ 51.78 $ 15,408 $ 51.70 
Township ofEldon $ 527,662 $ 313.90 $ 102,523 $ 60.99 
Township ofFenelon $ 759,134 $ 201.04 $ 256,534 $ 67.94 
Township of Carden $ 199,690 $ 253.74 $ 44,638 $ 56.72 
Township ofDalton $ 47,039 $ 156.80 $ 24,073 $ 80.24 
Township ofLaxton $ 127,965 $ 121.76 $ 29,963 $ 28.51 
Township ofBexley $ 159,616 $ 124.99 $ 107,720 $ 84.35 
Township of Somerville $ 388,221 $ 168.72 $ 190,981 $ 83.00 
Township ofVerulam $ 646,694 $ 259.93 $ 188,467 $ 75.75 
Village of Bobcaygn $ 177,589 $ 119.91 $ 152,639 $ 103.06 
Village of Fenelon Falls $ 128,758 $ 124.52 $ 62,533 $ 60.48 
Village of Sturgeon Point $ 28,374 $ 223.42 $ 16,949 $ 133.46 
Township ofEmily $ 711,668 $ 264.27 $ 95,343 $ 35.40 
Village of Omemee $ 46,078 $ 88.44 $ 144,288 $ 276.94 
Township ofManvers $ 729,377 $ 360.36 $ 219,561 $ 108.48 
Victoria County $ 3,081,296 $ 90.45 $ 572,129 $ 16.80 
Total $ 10,409,062 $ 305.56 $ 2,854,105 $ 83.78 
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Expenditures for Parks and Recreation are shown in Exhibit B-6 on both a gross and per 
household basis. 

Exhibit B-6 
Parks and Recreation expenditures per 1998 Financial Information Return 

Parks& Per 
Municipality Recreation Household 

Town of Lindsay $ 2,325,905 $ 301.13 
Township of Ops $ 167,948 $ 102.16 
Township of Mariposa $ 459,609 $ 160:81 
Village of Woodville $ 157,238 $ 527.64 
Township of Eldon $ 12,693 $ 7.55 
Township of Fenelon $ 38,935 $ 10.31 
Township of Carden $ 27,319 $ 34.71 
Township ofDalton $ 9,455 $ 31.52 
Township of Laxton $ 45,205 $ 43.01 
Township ofBexley $ 38,997 $ 30.54 
Township of Somerville $ 50,655 $ 22.01 
Township of Verulam $ 8,022 $ 3.22 
Village ofBobcaygn $ 191,045 $ 129.00 
Village ofFeneloo Falls $ 166,296 $ 160.83 
Village of Sturgeon Point $ 6,393 $ 50.34 
Township of Emily $ 169,261 $ 62.85 
Village of Omemee $ 13,520 $ 25.95 
Township ofManvers $ 238,134 $ 117.66 
Victoria County $ 156,948 $ 4.61 

Total $ 4,283,578 $ 125.75 

Planning and development expenditures as reported in the Financial Information Return includes 
planning and zoning activities, commercial and industrial costs, residential development 
expenditures, agriculture and reforestation costs and tile drainage/shoreline assistance. 

The planning and zoning activity includes official plan and zoning by-law administration, 
subdivision control, urban renewal surveys and studies, land division committees, and 
committees of adjustment. 
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The commercial and industrial activity includes industrial park development, tourist information 
and promotion, urban renewal programs, economic development and business improvement 
programs. 

Exhibit B-7 shows the combined expenditures for the planning and zoning activity and the 
commercial and industrial activity in gross dollars, and expresses such costs on a per capita and 
per household basis 

Exhibit B-7 
Planning and Zoning/Commercial and Industrial expenditures per 1998 Financial Information 
Return 

Planning' Per 
Connrercial Household 

Town of Lindsay $ 169,526 $ 21.95 
Township of Ops $ 18,224 $ 11.09 
Township of Mariposa $ 8,731 $ 3.05 
Village of Woodville $ - $ 

Township of Eldon $ 2,264 $ 1.35 
Township of Fenelon $ 12,760 $ 3.38 
Township of Carden $ 20,627 $ 26.21 
Township of Dalton $ - $ 

Township of Laxton $ - $ 

Township ofBexley $ 10,398 $ 8.14 
TownshipofSorrervilw $ 1,328 $ 0.58 
Township of Verulam $ 5,996 $ 2.41 
Village ofBobcaygn $ 39,572 $ 26.72 
Village of Fenelon Falls $ 62,199 $ 60.15 
Village of Sturgeon Point $ - $ 

Township of Emily $ 25,189 $ 9.35 
Village of Omemee $ 4,264 $ 8.18 
Township ofManvers $ 1,347 $ 0.67 
Victoria County $ 346,317 $ 10.17 
Total $ 728,742 $ 21.39 
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Exhibit B-8 depicts Reserve, Reserve Fund, Long-Term Debt and Unfinanced (Pre-financed) 
Capital information for each municipality. Reserves and Reserve Funds have been combined 
and expressed on the basis of gross and per household dollars. Long -Term Debt and 

r ~ Unfinanced (Pre-financed) Capital is expressed on the same basis. We have also provided a 
reserves/reserve funds net of debt obligations calculation and expressed it on the same basis. 

Exhibit B-8 
Reserves, Reserve Funds and Long Term Debt and Unfinanced (Pre-Financed Capital) 

Reserves' Unfinanced Reserves 

Resave Per Loog-term Per (Prefinanred) Per Netof Per 

Municipality Funds Household Debt Household Capital Household Debt Cblig. Household 

i I Town of Lindsay $4,132,874 $535.07 $11,674,513 $1,511.46 $6,069,374 $785.78 ($13,611,013) ($1,762.1~ 
l 

Towmhip of Q>s $1,471,287 $894.94 $67,202 $40.88 $174,230 $105.98 $1,229,855 $748.~ 

Towmhip of:Mnip<m $1,092,640 $382.31 $487,163 $170.46 $41,014 $14.35 $564,463 $197.5( 

Village ofWoodville $212,361 $712.62 $131,323 $440.68 $7,610 $25.54 $73,428 $246.4( 

T<mmbip of Eldon $678,142 $403.42 $87,374 $51.98 $0 $0.00 $590,768 $351.4L 

T<Mmhip ofFenelon $1,953,873 $517.45 $194,549 $51.52 ($34,372) ($9.10) $1,793,696 $475.0~ 

Towmhip of Carden $322,961 $410.37 $5,974 $1.59 $0 $0.00 $316,987 $402.7~ 

Towmhip ofntlton $158,818 $529.39 $5,401 $18.00 $0 $0.00 $153,417 $511.35 

Tmwship of Laxton $677,142 $64428 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $677,142 $6442f 
r Towmhip ofBexley $1,129,067 $884.16 $194,023 $151.94 ($250) ($020) $935,294 $732.4; ! 

Township of Somerville $551,378 $239.63 $216,977 $94.30 ($3,582) ($1.56) $337,983 $146.85 

Towmhip ofVerulam ·$454,156 $182.54 $16,171 $6.50 $81,973 $32.95 $356,012 $143.~ 
{ Village ofBobcaygn $1,143,839 $772.34 $2,123,333 $1,433.72 ($46,823) ($31.62) ($932,671) ($629.7(. 
I 

Village ofFenelon Falls $331,795 $320.88 $806,000 $779.50 $0 $0.00 ($474,205) ($458.6] 

Village of Sturgeon Point $49,679 $391.17 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $49,679 $391.1~ 

Towmhip of Emily $935,996 $347.57 $399,165 $148.22 $0 $0.00 $536,831 $199.JL 

Village of Ontemee $333,624 $640.35 $0 $0.00 $34,040 $65.34 $299,584 $575.0: 

Towmhip ofMimvers $1,737,640 $858.52 $21,415 $10.58 $41,345 $20.43 $1,674,880 $827.51 

I 
.- Victoria County $20,355,717 $597.56 $3,525,371 $103.49 ($127,175) ($3.73) $16,957,521 $497.8( 

Total $37,722,989 $1,107.38 $19,955,954 $585.82 $6,237,384 $183.10 $11,529,651 $338.M 

I 

l_ .' 
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Exhibit B-9 provides a calculation of the percentage of unpaid taxes of the total 1998 tax levy for 
each municipality. 

Exhibit B-9 
Unpaid taxes as a percentage of 1998 tax levy per 1998 Financial Report 

Taxes Tax 
Receivable Levy Percentage 

Town of Lindsay $ 1,726,562 $ 22,287,504 7.7% 
Township of Ops $ 719,956 $ 3,587,685 20.1% 
Township of Mariposa $ 817,952 $ 5,324,766 15.4% 
Village of Woodville $ 88,340 $ 556,978 15.9% 
Township of Eldon $ 435,713 $ 2,585,743 16.9% 
Township of Fenelon $ 708,681 $ 6,841,524 10.4% 
Township of Carden $ 189,986 $ 1,362,408 13.9% 
Township of Dalton $ 105,926 $ 431,104 24.6% 
Township of Laxton $ 220,135 $ 1,838,942 12.0% 
Township of Bexley $ 431,699 $ 3,089,028 14.0% 
Township of Somerville $ 491,087 $ 4,114,790 11.9% 
Township of Verulam $ 587,087 $ 4,972,363 11.8% 
Village of Bobcaygn $ - $ 3,727,799 0.0% 
Village of Fenelon Falls $ 419,495 $ 2,320,796 18.1% 
Village of Sturgeon Point $ 3,514 $ 353,184 1.0% 
Township of Emily $ 461,262 $ 4,660,142 9.9% 
Village of Omemee $ 140,611 $ 947,129 14.8% 
Township of Manvers $ 722,155 $ 4,103,580 17.6% 
Victoria County n/a n/a n/a 
Total $ 8,270,161 $ 73,105,465 11.3% 
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Exhibit B-10 identifies the municipal property tax paid in 1999 on a residential property in the 
municipality based on a $100,000 current value assessment. It is noted that the municipal 
property tax represents the combined impact of the County property tax, the County Library tax 
and the lower tier municipal property tax. The education tax is excluded. 

Exhibit B-10 
Actual 1999 municipal property tax on a residential property assessed at $100,000 

County Collllty Municipal 
Municipality General Library Municipal Tax 

Town of Lindsay $ 508.79 $ $ 1,003.03 $ 1,511.82 
Township of Ops $ 508.79 $ $ 440.92 $ 949.71 
Township ofMariposa $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 352.70 $ 879.22 
Village of Woodville $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 543.20 $ 1,069.72 
Township ofEldon $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 347.70 $ 874.22 
Township ofFenelon $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 365.60 $ 892.12 
Township of Carden $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 601.01 $ 1,127.53 
Township ofDalton $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 340.29 · $ 866.81 
Township ofLax.ton $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 524.22 $ 1,050.74 
Township ofBexley $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 504.45 $ 1,030.97 
Township of Somerville $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 432.50 $ 959.02 
Township ofVerulam $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 553.50 $ 1,080.02 
Village of Bobcaygn $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 603.60 $ 1,130.12 
Village of Fenelon Falls $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 719.50 $ 1,246.02 
Village of Sturgeon Point $ 508.79 $ $ 631.00 $ 1,139.79 
Township ofEmily $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 397.88 $ 924.40 
Village of Omemee $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 663.23 $ 1,189.75 
Township ofManvers $ 508.79 $ $ 290.67 $ 799.46 

It should be noted that Townships of Mariposa and Manvers recover streetlighting costs via 
special area rates while all other municipalities recover such costs through general property 
taxes. Similarly, the Township of Mariposa recovers the cost of waste collection via user 
charges and the Village of Woodville recovers waste disposal and recycling costs through user 
charges. All other municipalities fund waste collection, recycling and waste disposal costs 
through general property taxes. For the purposes of comparison, Mariposa, Manvers and 
Woodville tax rates have been restated to reflect the inclusion of streetlighting, waste collection, 
recycling and waste disposal costs in the tax levy. Restated 1999 property taxes based on a 
$100,000 residential property are shown in Exhibit B-11. 
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Exhibit B-11 
Restated 1999 municipal property tax on a residential property assessed at $100,000 

County County Municipal 
Municipality General Library Municipal Tax 

Town of Lindsay $ 508.79 $ $ 1,003.03 $ 1,511.82 
Township of Ops $ 508.79 $ $ 440.92 $ 949.71 
Township of Mariposa $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 401.41 $ 927.93 
Village of Wocxlville $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 621.94 $ 1,148.46 
Township of Eldon $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 347.70 $ 874.22 
Township of Fenelon $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 365.60 $ 892.12 
Township of Carden $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 601.01 $ 1,127.53 
Township of Dalton $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 340.29 $ 866.81 
Township of Laxton $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 524.22 $ 1,050.74 
Township of Bexley $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 504.45 $ 1,030.97 
Township of Somerville $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 432.50 $ 959.02 
Township of Verulam $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 553.50 $ 1,080.02 
Village of Bobcaygn $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 603.60 $ 1,130.12 
Village of Fenelon Falls $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 719.50 $ 1,246.02 
Village of Sturgeon Point $ 508.79 $ $ 631.00 $ 1,139.79 
Township of Emily $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 397.88 $ 924.40 
Village of Omemee $ 508.79 $ 17.73 $ 663.23 $ 1,189.75 
Township of Manvers $ 508.79 $ $ 300.16 $ 808.95 
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C. ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL RESTRUCTURING SA VIN GS 

c ... 1 Restructuring Options to be Considered 

We have been asked to estimate the potential savings and property tax impacts that could result 
from the following three restructuring scenarios. 

1. Dissolution of the existing lower tier municipalities and the County and the creation of one 
municipal government, which we will refer to as a unicity. 

2. Amalgamation of the existing eighteen lower tier municipalities into four new lower tier 
municipalities and the continuation of existing County government. 

3. Dissolution of the existing lower tier municipalities and the County and the creation of three 
single tier municipal government units. 

C-2 Results of Other Municipal Restructuring Initiatives in Ontario 

We are aware of the reported restructuring savings of the new Municipality of Chatham-Kent 
and new City of Toronto. 

The Municipality of Chatham-Kent reports total restructuring savings from the dissolution of the 
County of Kent, the separated City of Chatham and 21 lower tier municipalities to be $10.4 
million. The Municipality notes that $2.8 million of the savings relates to PUC operations. 
Therefore $7 .6 million of the reported savings is potentially available for property tax reduction. 

The City of Toronto has generated an 18-month post amalgamation status report entitled 
"Building the New City of Toronto". The report states that the City is on track to achieve 
annualized amalgamation savings of$150 million (10% of amalgamated programs) by the end of 
2000 as a result of the dissolution of Metropolitan Toronto and 6 lower tier municipalities. 

We also acknowledge the results of the following restructuring studies as identified by Harry 
Kitchen in his presentation paper to AMO - Regions and Counties dated October 25, 1999. 

• Brant County's move to a one-tier level of government identified expenditure reductions of 
$2.2 million. A move to a modified two-tier, by comparison would have lowered spending 
by $1.3 million (reported in "A review of Local Government In Dufferin County", by 
Solutions North and Harvan Consulting, September 30, 1999, p. 42). 

• Prince Edward County's move to a one-tier governing structure is estimated to have saved 
$1.2 million (reported in "A review of Local Government In Dufferin County'', by Solutions 
North and Harvan Consulting, September 30, 1999, p. 42). 
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• A recent report for Dufferin County estimates that a one-tier structure could save $3 million 
while a modified two-tier structure could save $1.3 million ("A review of Local Government 
In Dufferin County", by Solutions North and Harvan Consulting, September 30, 1999, p. 43). 

Furthermore, we are familiar with the following conclusions of Special Advisors retained by the 
Province to provide restructuring recommendations in the Regions of Ottawa-Carleton, 
Hamilton-Wentworth, Sudbury and Haldimand-Norfolk. 

• In the Region of Ottawa-Carleton annual savings resulting from a move to one-tier of 
municipal government were projected to be $50 million. 

• In the Region of Hamihon-Wentworth annual savings resulting from a move to one-tier 
municipal government were projected to be $10 million, it being noted that a savings of 
$19.5 million was previously realized as a result of administrative consolidation. 

• In the Region of Sudbury annual savings resulting from a move to one-tier of municipal 
government were projected to be $8.5 million. 

• In the Region ofHaldimand-Norfolk annual savings from moving to one-tier were projected 
at $4 million. Comparable projected savings from moving to two single tier municipalities 
were estimated to be $2.55 million. 

C-3 Our Approach and Key Assumptions 

Our analysis was based on information contained in 1999 budgets, detailed organization charts, 
compensation data and other supplemental information obtained from each of the municipalities. 

We point out the following two distinct types of cost savings to be derived from municipal 
restructuring: 

1. Consolidation or amalgamation savings - the consolidation of the current municipal 
governments and the elimination of duplication 

2. Efficiency savings - cost savings from improvements in overall efficiency and process 
changes 

Our analysis has only considered potential for cost savings arising from consolidation of the 
current municipalities and the elimination of existing duplication. Services provided at the 
County level such as health services and social services are already amalgamated as one-tier 
services and would not generate consolidation savings. It is also important to note that our 
projections of restructuring savings are limited to those areas supported by the property tax rate. 
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We have not attempted to estimate potential savings that may result in user fee or utility rate 
reductions. 

Our projections for cost savings and property tax impact are predicated on the following key 
assumptions. 

• Existing service levels to the public are maintained 
• Level average compensation adjustments for staff and volunteers 
• Existing non-tax revenue sources and non-tax revenue levels are considered to remain 

unchanged following restructuring. Such revenues are assumed to remain consistent under 
all restructuring options, including status quo 

• Projected restructuring savings are assumed to flow in their entirety to tax levy reduction and 
resultant property tax impact 

• Property tax impacts reflect projected annual restructuring savings at maturity, it being noted 
that the full amount of savings may not be realized immediately 

"Levelling up" of service levels and compensation 

One of the critical success factors in any restructuring is to manage service levels to the public as 
well as staff and volunteer compensation to ensure that they do not migrate to the highest level of 
the consolidated municipal grouping. When two or more municipalities come together, there are 
differences in service levels and compensation that must be managed. Savings from 
restructuring can quickly dissipate if service levels and compensation are allowed to "level up". 

Our analysis does not reflect any costs due to "levelling up" of service levels provided to the 
public or staff and volunteer compensation. 

The Transition Board and the new Municipal Council( s) will have to address these issues. 

122 



: ! 

C-4 Projected Restructuring Savings Under Unicity Model 

The unicity would have the following population, household count, area, and weighted current 
value assessment (CV A). 

64,051 
Households 34,065 
Area in hectares 306,690 

$ 4,242,698 
$ 67,840 
$ 4,310,538 

Elected Officials 

The combined cost for elected officials as contained in the individual 1999 municipal budgets 
totals $1,027,000. Assuming that the unicity would be served by a full time Mayor and a sixteen 
member Council (part-time), we project consolidation savings of$500,000. 

General Administrative Staff 

The combined general administrative full time staff complement of the existing municipalities 
totals 72 full time equivalent positions. We have reviewed the organizational charts for the new 
municipality of Chatham-Kent, which has a population of approximately 104,000; a household 
count of approximately 45,000 and encompasses approximately 248,000 hectares. Based on 
staffmg levels in place in Chatham-Kent for general administration, and assuming the creation of 
four satellite offices, we project a general administrative staff complement of 58. Assuming a 
fifteen-percent benefit cost and projected salary levels for the new municipality, we project 
unicity staff cost savings of $460,000. 

Audit Fees 

Combined audit costs in the existing municipality's total approximately $215,000. We project 
an audit fee for a unicity to be $65,000. Therefore a consolidated savings of $150,000 is 
predicted. 

Insurance cost 

The Municipality of Chatham-Kent reports restructuring savings on insurance costs to be 
$900,000. The new City of Toronto reports restructuring savings on insurance cost to be $4.9 
million, representing a 54% reduction from 1997 costs. 

Combined existing insurance premiums paid by municipalities total $670,000. We have 
estimated a savings of $220,000 in insurance based on a 25% reduction from existing costs. 
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Other General Administrative costs 

Other general administrative costs include travel, training, office supplies, telephone, mailing, 
photocopying, advertising, office equipment rental, office equipment maintenance, etc. 

, 1 In all cases, there is duplication in costs incurred. Such duplication would be eliminated in a 
unicity model. We estimate a savings of $125,000 as a result of the elimination of such 
duplication, representing a savings of approximately 10% on existing general administrative 
costs. 

Building Maintenance costs 

The creation of one single-tier government unit in Victoria County will allow for a reduction in 
the number of municipal offices required to be maintained to serve the public. We estimate 

,~ savings of $75,000 or 15% of the amount presently budgeted for building maintenance by all 
municipalities. 

Fire Services 

The Town of Lindsay is served by 14 full time fire personnel and 15 volunteer 
firefighters. The Village ofBobcaygeon is served by 3 full time and 34 volunteer 
firefighters. The Village ofOmemee is served by 3 full time and 25 volunteer 
firefighters. All other municipal firefighting forces in the County are composed of 

'I volunteers. 
l ) 

r 

Many municipalities have entered into joint servicing arrangements including: 

Township ofEldonand Village of Woodville 
Town ofLindsay and Township of Ops (Ops also retains a volunteer force of 11 
members) 
Township of Fenelon, Village of Fenelon Falls and Village of Sturgeon Point 
Township of Carden and Township of Dalton 
Township of Laxton, Digby & Longford and Township of Somerville 
Village ofBobcaygeon and Township ofVerulam 
Village ofOmemee and Township of Emily 

The amount of property tax raised in 1999 to support Fire Services within each municipality as 
well as the cost per household is shown below. The total amount levied for Fire Services in the 
County and the County-wide cost per household is also shown for comparative purposes. 
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Fire Services cost supported by 1999 property taxes - $ net tax levy and$ per household 

Net Tax Levy Cost per 
Municipality ($) H'hold ($) 
Town of Lindsay 1,287,581 167 
Township of Ops 149,050 91 
Township ofMariposa 220,163 77 
Village of Woodville 22,475 75 
Township ofEldon 90,538 54 
Township of Fenelon 142,000 38 
Township of Carden 32,525 41 
Township of Dalton 4,750 16 
Township of Laxton, Digby & Longford 70,611 67 
Township of Bexley 65,113 51 
Township of Somerville 168,496 73 
Township of Verulam 256,626 103 
Village of Bobcaygeon 157,977 107 
Village of Fenelon Falls 88,800 86 
Village of Sturgeon Point 4,864 38 
Township ofEmily 290,386 108 
Village ofOmemee 46,298 89 
Township ofManvers 249,156 123 
County total levy and average cost per 
household 3,347,409 98 

Further sharing of facilities, equipment and rationalization of volunteer firefighters coupled with 
more efficient service areas as a result of the elimination of old municipal boundaries are likely 
to result in cost savings to a restructured municipality. However, subject to a detailed analysis 
focussing on facilities, equipment and staffing rationalization, no cost savings are projected 
under any restructuring scenario. We caution that the control of levelling up as described earlier 
in this section of our report is critical, particularly in the area of volunteer firefighting 
compensation and training. 

Police Services 

The Town of Lindsay operates an independent Police Force, which is staffed by 50 full-time 
(professional and civilian) employees. The Township of Ops purchases policing services from 
the Town of Lindsay. All other municipalities within the County purchase policing services 
from the O.P .P. 

The amount of property tax raised in 1999 to support Police Services within each municipality as 
well as the cost per household is shown below. The total amount levied for Police Services in 
the County and the County-wide cost per household is also shown for comparative purposes. 
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Police Services cost supported by 1999 property taxes - $ net tax levy and $ per household 

Net Tax Levy Cost per 
Municipality ($) H'hold ($) 
Town of Lindsay 2,781,895 360 
Township of Ops 477,828 291 
Township of Mariposa 395,205 138 
Village of Woodville 51,964 174 
Township of Eldon 252,000 150 
Township ofFenelon 390,600 103 
Township of Carden 61,326 78 
Township of Dalton 31,661 106 
Township ofLaxton, Digby & Longford 116,000 110 
Township ofBexley 218,208 171 
Township of Somerville 164,630 72 
Township ofVerulam 265,549 107 
Village of Bobcaygeon 367,946 248 
Village of Fenelon Falls 285,000 276 
Village of Sturgeon Point 6,000 47 
Township ofEmily 419,397 156 
Village of Omemee 141,852 272 
Township ofManvers 350,780 173 
County total levy and average cost per 
household 6,777,841 199 

Per discussions with Mr. Keith Buxton from the Lindsay detachment of the O.P.P., policing costs 
are allocated to municipalities within the County on the basis of calls for service. 

Opportunities for cost saving may exist within the Police Services function based on a number of 
options for service provision. This report does not project savings under any restructuring 
scenario since such a projection could only be made following a detailed examination of costs 
and service levels. 

Protective Inspection, By-law Enforcement and Animal Control 

Expenditures for by-law enforcement and animal control are budgeted within each municipality. 
The creation of a unicity will eliminate duplicative costs in these areas. We project restructuring 
savings of $80,000 or 10% of consolidated costs in this area. 
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Road Maintenance 

We have noted that this function of expenditures represents a significant opportunity for cost 
savings based on experiences and studies noted earlier in this report. The Municipality of 
Chatham-Kent reports transportation services savings to be $2,370,000. 

The movement to a one-tier roads system will eliminate duplication that presently exists in the 
two-tier system. Generally, all roads within the County are two-tier in nature, that is, the County 
maintains the County roads and the local municipality maintains the local roads. Opportunities 
for the elimination of redundant equipment and the realization of cost savings from elimination 
of duplication through service route rationalization will present themselves immediately. 
Centralized fleet maintenance, engineering, construction, bridge management, purchasing and 
staff support will eliminate duplication that would prevail under any other restructuring option. 

(_

1

1 We have reviewed studies undertaken by the County through the "WOW Sub-Committee", 
particularly the "Report on Roads & Bridges Service Delivery Options" dated May 26, 1998. In 
summary, the Report reviewed the four following alternatives and projected potential savings 
under each: 

! 

I i ,, , 

A Two Tier System 

Under this option the status quo would continue. Potential savings of $500,000 are predicted on 
the basis of "continuous improvement in terms of the delivery of road and bridge maintenance 
and capital improvements in terms of utilizing intermunicipal co-operation to share equipment 
and expertise to maintain current service level while lowering costs when highway transfers and 
prior Provincial costs are considered". 

B Total Local Road System 

I \ 
L. _i Under this option all public roads and bridges within the County not under the jurisdiction of the 

Province would become local roads and bridges. Potential savings predicted under this 
I I alternative are $1,000,000. 
L1" 

C 
/ f 

County Governance/Local maintenance 

i 
\ 1 Under this option local municipalities would accept a contract to maintain County roads within 

u 

their jurisdiction to an agreed upon standard. Capital improvements would continue to be 
delivered by the County and bridge responsibilities would be retained by the County. Potential 
savings predicted under this alternative are $2,000,000. 
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D Total County Road System 

Under this option all public roads and bridges within the County not under the jurisdiction of the 
Province would be assumed as County roads and bridges. "A system of classification of 
municipal roads would be developed as well as a comprehensive and variable maintenance and 
construction standard based on a formulae that takes into account traffic volumes, trip length and 
public input". Potential savings predicted under this alternative are $3,000,000 to $5,000,000. 

Subsequently, on December 14, 1999 the "Ad-hoc Committee on Road Service Delivery" 
developed a "Letter Report" which focused on alternatives C and D. It is noted that alternative C 
was modified from the original version based on the understanding that the local municipalities 
would, through agreement on equipment, manpower sharing, and governance, duplicate as best 
they could, the cost savings in alternative D. The Report predicted annual savings of$1,050,000 
under modified alternative C and $2,438,000 under alternative D. 

We predict restructuring savings of $1.5 million under a unicity model based on approximately 
15% of existing road maintenance expenditures incurred annually by the County and the lower 
tier municipalities. In order to achieve these cost savings we estimate a staffing level reduction 
of approximately 13 full time equivalent positions from an existing workforce of approximately 
110. 

The Ontario Good Roads Association has developed a schedule entitled "Spectrum of 
Opportunity for Delivery of Public Roadway Services in Ontario" which identifies potential 
ranges of savings(%) under various servicing concepts. The schedule reports potential savings 
of20% to 40% where servicing of roads migrates to the upper tier (County) from the lower tier. 
Using the low end of 20% would produce a savings projection for a unicity option in Victoria 
County of $2 million. 

We are projecting no change in capital costs related to the transportation services function. Most 
capital construction and reconstruction work is presently contracted out on a competitive basis. 
It is assumed that a restructured municipality will continue to do the same. 

Waste Disposal Waste Collection and Recycling 

In 1991 the County assumed responsibility for waste disposal. Presently, each municipality is 
required to pay an annual ''tipping fee" to the County. The present per capita charges are $19 per 
permanent resident and $6 per seasonal resident. 

In 1999 the County became responsible for waste collection and recycling. 

Most municipalities provide curbside waste collection service. Exceptions are the Township of 
Ops, the Village of Woodville (bluebox only) and the.Township of Laxton, Digby & Longford. 
It is noted that the Township of Emily provided an amount in their 1999 budget to initiate 
curbside collection service however such service is now not anticipated until April of 2000. 
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All municipalities recover waste collection and recycling costs through property taxes with the 
exception of Mariposa and Woodville which recover these costs via user fees. 

The amount of property tax raised in 1999 to support waste collection and recycling within each 
municipality as well as the cost per household is shown below. The total amount levied for 
waste collection and recycling in the County and the County-wide cost per household is also 
shown for comparative purposes. It should be noted that costs incurred in Mariposa and 
Woodville are actually recovered through user fees. 

Waste Collection and Recycling cost supported by 1999 property taxes - $ net tax levy and$ per 
household 

Net Tax Levy Cost per 
Municipality ($) H'hold ($) 
TownofLindsay 286,401 37 
Township of Ops 15,027 9 
Township ofMariposa 173,800 61 
Village of Woodville 14,840 50 
Township ofEldon 70,490 42 
Township of Fenelon 185,000 49 
Township of Carden 28,845 37 
Township ofDalton . 13,794 46 
Township ofLaxton, Digby & Longford 13,320 13 
Township ofBexley 73,425 57 
Township of Somerville 106,075 46 
Township of Verulam 107,588 43 
Village of Bobcaygeon 88,230 60 
Village of Fenelon Falls 67,000 65 
Village of Sturgeon Point 14,944 118 
Township ofEmily 46,375 17 
Village of Omemee 36,100 69 
Township ofManvers 145,400 72 
County total levy and average cost per 
household 1,306,468 38 

We are not projecting restructuring savings under this service function under any restructuring 
option. Potential opportunities for savings may be realized equally under the unicity, two-tier 
and status quo options since services are now effectively single-tier in nature. 
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Parks and Recreation 
Generally we estimate no savings in the front line delivery of services such as arenas, swimming 
pools and recreation programs. We do, however project consolidation savings of approximately 
$100,000 in the area of administration based on centralized administrative functions including 
staffing, purchasing and maintenance rationalization. 

Library Services 

The Town of Lindsay operates a Library system independent of the County. The Town provides 
Library services to its residents as well as the Township of Ops. All other municipalities with 
the exception of the Village of Sturgeon Point and the Township of Manvers utilize the County 
Library system and fund the system through the County levy. 

The amount of property tax raised in 1999 to support Library services within each municipality 
as well as the cost per household is shown below. The amounts for those municipalities that 
participate in the County Library system generally represent their share of the County Library 
levy, it being noted that some municipalities supplement the Library service with additional 
budget allocations and/or budget amounts for cost recoveries. 

Library Services cost supported by 1999 property taxes - $ net tax levy and $ per household 

Net Tax Levy Cost per 
Municipality ($) H'hold ($) 
Town of Lindsay 372,524 48 
Township of Ops 13,069 8 
Township of Mariposa 66,378 23 
Village of Woodville 5,932 20 
Township ofEldon 34,474 21 
Township of Fenelon 84,823 22 
Township of Carden 17,368 22 
Township of Dalton 5,365 18 
Township of Laxton, Digby & Longford 23,235 22 
Township ofBexley 32,633 26 
Township of Somerville 54,886 24 
Township of Verulam 55,336 22 
Village ofBobcaygeon 39,954 27 
Village of Fenelon Falls 22,161 21 
Village of Sturgeon Point 0 0 
Township ofEmily 57,309 21 
Village of Omemee 6,951 13 
Township of Manvers 0 0 
County total levy and average cost per 
household 892,398 26 

130 



Opportunities for cost saving may exist within the Library Services function based on a number 
of options for service provision. This report does not project savings under any restructuring 
scenario since such a projection could only be made following a detailed examination of costs 

/ j and service levels. 

1· Planning and Economic Development 

The Municipality of Chatham-Kent reports restructuring savings in planning and development to 
r be approximately $200,000. The new City of Toronto reports restructuring savings on planning 

and development costs to be approximately $9 million. 

L.' 

Based on projected consolidation savings of approximately 10% we estimate savings in planning 
costs to be $90,000. 

We are not estimating savings in the area of economic development. A restructured municipality 
may consider increasing its emphasis in this area however it would presumably do so based on 
the development of a business case designed to generate new investment and additional tax 
revenues. 

Debt Servicing Cost Funded by the Municipal Property Tax 

Most municipalities including the County have funded capital through current revenues, reserves 
and reserve funds. Only the Town of Lindsay, the Village of Woodville and the Township of 
Emily incurred debt servicing costs in 1999 for tax supported debt. The amounts of debt charges 
as provided for in 1999 budgets is provided in the following table. It is noted that the County 
issued debt for the construction of Victoria Manor (Home for the Aged) and funds the repayment 
of such debt through the tax levy. Annual debt servicing is approximately $650,000. 

1999 Debt Service Payments funded through Property Tax ($) 

Function Lindsay Woodville Emily 
Municipal Building 32,084 9,915 0 
Fire (Ladder Truck) 54,534 0 0 
Police Building 82,571 0 0 
Roads 703,964 0 5,791 
Storm Sewers 138,513 0 0 
Recreation (Arena) 524,282 0 0 
Total 1999 debt service charges 1,535,948 9,915 5,791 
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Other areas of potential savings/cost 

We note that the municipality of Chatham-Kent reports restructuring savings in social services 
($158,000), board of health ($518,000) and childcare ($89,000). We have not considered 
savings in services presently delivered exclusively by the County since we consider those to be 
previously amalgamated or one-tier in the existing structure. We have also excluded savings that 
would not be directly supported by the property tax such as sewer, water and hydro activity. 

We consider our savings estimates to be conservative, realistic and achievable. We note that if 
the new council utilizes the full amount projected as savings to reduce property taxes, an impact 
on payment in lieu of property taxes will result. Although we have not conducted a detailed 
analysis of payment in lieu of taxes, we predict revenue impacts to be minimal under any of the 
options under consideration. 

Total Projected Restructuring Savings Under Unicity Model 

The following table summarizes our projections for restructuring savings under the unicity 
model. 

Area of Projected Restructuring Savings ($) 

Elected Officials 500,000 
General Administrative staff 460,000 
Audit fees 150,000 
Insurance costs 220,000 
Other General Administration costs 125,000 
Building Maintenance 75,000 
Protective Inspection, By-law Enforcement 80,000 
Road Maintenance 1,500,000 
Parks and Recreation 100,000 
Planning 90,000 

Total projected savings 3,300,000 

We conclude that total annual consolidation savings could potentially be $3.3 million within a 
two-year period following restructuring. We estimate that municipal staffing levels would need 
to be reduced by approximately 27 full time employees in order to achieve the level of _savings 
predicted. We believe that our savings projections are realistic and achievable. The realization 
of savings will be directly dependent upon council and staff of the new municipality. 
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C-5 Projected Restructuring Savings Under Two-tier, Four Lower tier Municipalities 
Model 

This model would see the amalgamation of the 18 existing lower tier municipalities into 4 new 
lower tier municipalities. The County of Victoria would remain in this model and would 
continue to provide the services that it presently provides. The County would continue to 
allocate the County levy on the basis of weighted assessment. 

The Town of Lindsay would amalgamate with the Township of Ops to form a new municipality. 
For our purposes we will refer to this municipality as Central Victoria. 

The Townships of Mariposa, Eldon and Fenelon and the Village of Woodville would 
amalgamate to form a new municipality which we will refer to as Southwest Victoria. 

The Townships of Carden, Dalton, Laxton Digby & Longford, Bexley, Somerville, Verulam and 
the Villages ofBobcaygeon, Fenelon Falls and Sturgeon Point would amalgamate to form a new 
municipality which we will refer to as North Victoria. 

The Townships of Emily and Manvers and the Village ofOmemee would amalgamate to form a 
new municipality which we will refer to as Southeast Victoria. 

The model would have the following population, household count, area, and weighted current 
value assessment (CVA) for each of the four lower tier municipalities. 

Central Southwest North Southeast 
Victoria Victoria Victoria Victoria 

Population - permanent 20,980 16,128 14,157 12,786 
Households 9,368 8,613 10,846 5,238 
Area in hectares 25,343 79,283 148,071 53,993 
Weighted taxable CV A ($000' s) 1,170,727 1,073,204 1,346,526 652,240 
Weighted P.I.L. 's CVA ($000's) 40,315 4,949 16,583 5,991 
Total weighted CVA ($000's) 1,211,042 1,078,153 1,363,109 658,231 

C j Elected Officials 

We estimate that each of the 4 new lower tier municipalities would be served by a Mayor and 6 
Councilors. The following shows existing costs incurred for elected officials based on 1999 
budget information, projected costs for elected officials for each amalgamated municipality and 
predicted savings. 
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Existing Cost Projected Cost Projected savings 
Central Victoria 218,000 138,000 80,000 
Southwest Victoria 165,000 130,000 35,000 
North Victoria 338,000 138,000 200,000 
Southeast Victoria 125,000 115,000 10,000 

It is noted that potential for savings would also exist at the County level based on an assumed 
reduction of County Councilors under this model. This analysis projects a reduction in elected 
officials costs at the County level in the amount of $40,000 and distributes the savings equally 
between each of the 4 amalgamated lower tier municipalities. 

General Administrative Staff 

We have reviewed administrative staff and compensation levels of four municipalities within the 
Region of Haldimand-Norfolk, namely Haldimand (9,091 households), Delhi (6,984 
households), Simcoe (6,509 households) and Norfolk (5,197 households). We have concluded 
that these municipalities provide suitable benchmarks for determining general administrative 
requirements of the amalgamated municipalities proposed under this model. 

Utilizing the Haldimand-Norfolk municipalities as benchmarks for staffing levels and 
compensation, and considering staffmg levels and amounts presently required to support existing 
general administrative functions in the respective municipalities we project the following savings 
for each of the amalgamated municipalities proposed under this model. 

Central Southwest North Southeast 
Victoria Victoria Victoria Victoria 
$105,000 $0 $215,000 $0 

Audit Fees 

Based on existing amounts budgeted for audit services within each of the municipalities and 
projected audit costs for the amalgamated municipalities we project the following savings. 

Central Southwest North Southeast 
Victoria Victoria Victoria Victoria 
$5,000 $30,000 $70,000 $15,000 

Insurance cost 

Based on combined existing insurance premiums paid by municipalities and projected 
percentages of cost reduction to the amalgamated municipality we project the following savings. 
It should be noted that the percentage savings applied to each of the proposed amalgamated 
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municipalities under this model is dependant upon the number of municipalities amalgamating. 
More specifically, savings percentages projected for Central Victoria, Southwest Victoria, North 
Victoria and Southeast Victoria are estimated at 5%, 10%, 15% and 10% respectively. 

Central Southwest North Southeast 
Victoria Victoria Victoria Victoria 
$10,000 $15,000 $30,000 $10,000 

Other General Administrative costs 

Based on combined existing general administrative costs budgeted by municipalities and 
projected percentages of cost reduction to each amalgamated municipality we project the 
following savings. It should be noted that the percentage savings applied to each of the proposed 
amalgamated municipalities under this model is dependant upon the number of municipalities 
amalgamating which is an indicator of existing duplication. Savings percentages projected for 
Central Victoria, Southwest Victoria, North Victoria and Southeast Victoria are estimated at 3%, 
4%, 6% and 4% respectively. 

Central Southwest North Southeast 
Victoria Victoria Victoria Victoria 
$10,000 $10,000 $25,000 $5,000 

Building Maintenance costs 

Based on combined existing building maintenance costs budgeted by municipalities and a 
projected savings of 10 percent we project the following savings to each of the amalgamated 
municipalities. 

Central Southwest North Southeast 
Victoria Victoria Victoria Victoria 
$10,000 $5,000 $10,000 $5,000 

Protective Inspection, By-law Enforcement and Animal Control 

Expenditures for by-law enforcement and animal control are budgeted within each municipality. 
We project the following restructuring savings to each municipality based on 5% of the 
consolidated costs. 

Central Southwest North Southeast 
Victoria Victoria Victoria Victoria 
$10,000 $10,000 $15,000 $5,000 
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Road Maintenance 

We have projected road maintenance cost savings of $1.5 million under the unicity model which 
represents approximately 15% of existing road maintenance expenditures incurred by all 
municipalities including the County. Furthermore, this projection represents 75% of the 
minimum savings of 20% projected by the Ontario Good Roads Association when adopting this 

1
~- concept of road responsibility. 
I 

The Ontario Good Roads Association indicates savings potential of 10% to 30% when lower tier 
municipalities are amalgamated. Consistent with cost savings projections under the unicity 
option we have predicted cost savings of $525,000 which represents 7.5% (75% of 10%) of road 
maintenance costs presently incurred by the municipalities proposed to be amalgamated under 
this restructwing model. We note that this savings projection is generally consistent with the 
proportionate projections made by previous County studies. 

The following table allocates the projected savings of $525,000 to each of the proposed 
amalgamated municipalities under this restructuring model based on lower tier road lengths. 

Central Southwest North Southeast 
Victoria Victoria Victoria Victoria 

Local road length (km) 261 686 769 463 
Apportionment (%) 12% 31 % 35% 21 % 
Projected savings $65,000 $165,000 $185,000 $110,000 

Parks and Recreation 

We estimate no savings in the front line delivery of services such as arenas, swimming pools and 
recreation programs. Consolidation savings are projected in the area of administration based on 
centralized administrative functions including staffing, purchasing and maintenance 
rationalization. The following savings are projected for each of the proposed amalgamated 
municipalities. 

Central Southwest North Southeast 
Victoria Victoria Victoria Victoria 
$20,000 $15,000 $15,000 $5,000 

Planning 

Based on combined existing planning costs budgeted by municipalities and projected 
percentages of cost reduction to each amalgamated municipality we project the following 

136 



savings. Savings percentages projected for Central Victoria, Southwest Victoria, North Victoria 
and Southeast Victoria are estimated at 3%, 4%, 6% and 4% respectively. 

Central Southwest North Southeast 
Victoria Victoria Victoria Victoria 
$15,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 

Projected Restructuring Savings Under Two-tier, Four Municipality Model 

The following table summarizes our projections for restructuring savings under this model. 

Area of Projected Restructuring Savings Central Southwest North Southeast 
Victoria Victoria Victoria Victoria 

Elected Officials - Local 80,000 35,000 200,000 10,000 
Elected Officials - County 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 
General Administrative staff 105,000 0 215,000 0 
Audit fees 5,000 30,000 70,000 15,000 
Insurance costs 10,000 15,000 30,000 10,000 
Other General Administration costs 10,000 10,000 25,000 5,000 
Building Maintenance 10,000 5,000 10,000 5,000 
Protective Inspection, By-law Enforcement 10,000 10,000 15,000 5,000 
Road Maintenance 65,000 165,000 185,000 110,000 
Parks and Recreation 20,000 15,000 15,000 5,000 
Planning 15,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 

Total projected savings $340,000 $300,000 $780,000 $180,000 

We conclude that total combined consolidation savings could potentially be $1.6 million within a 
two-year period following restructuring under this model. We estimate that municipal staffmg 
levels would need to be reduced by approximately 15 full time employees in order to achieve the 
level of savings predicted. We believe that our savings projections are realistic and achievable. 
The realization of savings will be directly dependent upon council and staff of the new 
municipality. 

C-6 Projected Restructuring Savings Under Three Single Tier Municipality Model 

This model would see the dissolution of the upper tier and the amalgamation of the 18 existing 
lower tier municipalities into 3 new single tier municipalities. 

The Town of Lindsay would amalgamate with the Township of Ops to form a new municipality. 
For our purposes we will refer to this municipality as Central Victoria. 
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The Townships of Mariposa, Eldon, Fenelon, Emily and Manvers and the Villages of Woodville 
and Omemee form a new municipality which we will refer to as South Victoria. 

The Townships of Carden, Dalton, Laxton Digby & Longford, Bexley, Somerville, Verulam and 
the Villages of Bobcaygeon, Fenelon Falls and Sturgeon Point would form a new municipality 
which we will refer to as North Victoria. 

The 3 single tier municipality model would have the following population, household count, 
area, and weighted current value assessment (CVA) for each of the three municipalities. 

Central South North 
Victoria Victoria Victoria 

Population - permanent 20,980 28,914 14,157 
Households 9,368 13,851 10,846 
Area in hectares 25,343 133,276 148,071 
Weighted taxable CV A ($000's) 1,170,727 1,725,444 1,346,526 
Weighted P.l.L.'s CVA ($000's) 40,315 10,490 16,583 
Total weighted CVA ($000's) 1,211,042 1,736,384 1,363,109 

Savings Projection Methodology 

For existing County costs, except for general government and planning costs, we have assumed 
that the existing cost sharing approach for funding will continue, thereby ensuring that all 
property taxpayers will continue to pay the same tax rates for what we now refer to as County 
level services. We have made this broad-based assumption in this report as a result of a lack of 
sufficient information and time to conduct a detailed analysis of County services supported by 
property tax. To clarify this point we have developed the following table which illustrates 
existing County services, gross expenditures budgeted in 1999 and the net tax levy requirement 
for each. The net costs of each service are recovered via calculated uniform tax rates for all 
property taxpayers throughout the County with the exception of County Library services which 
are not shared by Lindsay, Ops, Sturgeon Point and Manvers. We have provided a column in the 
following table, which identifies a possible alternative basis for allocation given that the County 
would no longer exist under the three single tier city model. As previously mentioned we do not 
possess sufficient information at this time to provide sensitivity analysis based on alternative 
methods of County cost apportionment which may be prove to be fairer and more equitable. 
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Gross Net tax Possible alternative 
County function Expend($) levy($) for allocation 
General Government 5,358,740 5,068,106 Actual cost 
Protection services 67,900 (397,200) Population 
Transportation services 8,275,068 5,741,700 Road length/Cost 
Waste management 2,573,700 0 
Health services 2,316,505 2,316,505 Population 
Social assistance 26,758,224 7,438,658 Caseload 
Child Care 166,135 166,135 Caseload 
Social Housing 1,674,652 1,674,652 Number of units 
Home for the Aged 6,017,270 85,000 Caseload 
Planning and Development 732,890 394,690 Actual cost 

· Supp taxes and interest income 0 (215,000) 
General purposes tax levy 53,941,084 22,273,246 
Library services tax levy 660,936 505,054 Population/Cost 
Total County levy 54,602,020 22,778,300 

We have projected cost savings for each municipality based on a similar methodology to that 
utilized in projecting savings under the unicity and two-tier models. 

Elected Officials 

We estimate that each of the 3 single tier municipalities would be served by a Mayor and 8 
Councilors. The following shows existing costs incurred for elected officials based on 1999 
budget information, projected costs for elected officials for each municipality and predicted 
savings. 

Existing Cost Projected Cost Projected savings 
Central Victoria 270,000 205,000 65,000 
South Victoria 355,000 205,000 150,000 
North Victoria 400,000 205,000 195,000 

It is noted that existing County costs have been apportioned to each of the municipalities on the 
basis of weighted assessment. The allocation of County costs is combined with the existing 
budgeted costs of the municipalities to arrive at total existing costs. 

General Administrative Staff 

We project savings to the staffing budget for general administration based on projected staff and 
salary levels for each new municipality and existing costs and structures per County and lower
tier municipal budgets and organization charts. To attend to administrative functions presently 
attended to by the County we have assumed that sufficient resources would exist within the 
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proposed new municipalities. This assumption is made on the basis that administrative resources 
would be shared so that potential duplication of effort is minimized. 

We have provided for satellite offices in North Victoria and South Victoria, each staffed with 
two full time employees. 

Central South North 
Victoria Victoria Victoria 

$0 $105,000 $175,000 

/ It is noted that existing County costs have been apportioned to each of the municipalities on the 
basis of weighted assessment. 

r 
I 

Audit Fees 

r- Based on existing amounts budgeted for audit services within each of the municipalities, the 
municipalities proportionate share of existing County costs and projected audit costs for the 
proposed municipalities we project the following savings. 

Central South North 
Victoria Victoria Victoria 
$5,000 $60,000 $65,000 

It is noted that existing County costs have been apportioned to each of the municipalities on the 
basis of weighted assessment. 

Insurance cost 

Based on combined existing insurance premiums paid by municipalities, the municipalities 
proportionate share of existing County costs and projected percentages of cost reduction to the 
new single tier municipality we project the following savings. It should be noted that the 
percentage savings applied to each of the proposed municipalities under this model is dependant 
upon the number of municipalities amalgamating. More specifically, savings percentages 
projected for Central Victoria, South Victoria and North Victoria are estimated at 5%, 15% and 
15% respectively. 

Central South North 
Victoria Victoria Victoria 
$15,000 $50,000 $40,000 

It is noted that existing County costs have been apportioned to each of the municipalities on the 
basis of weighted assessment. 

140 



r 
I 
I 

r 
I 

Other General Administrative costs 

Based on combined existing general administrative costs budgeted by municipalities, the 
municipalities proportionate share of existing County costs and projected percentages of cost 
reduction to each amalgamated municipality we project the following savings. It should be 
noted that the percentage savings applied to each of the proposed amalgamated municipalities 
under this model is dependant upon the number of municipalities amalgamating which is an 
indicator of existing duplication. Savings percentages projected for Central Victoria, South 
Victoria and North Victoria are estimated at 3%, 6% and 6% respectively. 

Central South North 
Victoria Victoria Victoria 
$10,000 $30,000 $30,000 

It is noted that existing County costs have been apportioned to each of the municipalities on the 
basis of weighted assessment. 

Building Maintenance costs 

Based on combined existing building maintenance costs budgeted by municipalities, the 
municipalities proportionate share of existing County costs and a projected savings of 10 percent 
we project the following savings to each of the amalgamated municipalities. 

Central South North 
Victoria Victoria Victoria 
$15,000 $15,000 $15,000 

It is noted that existing County costs have been apportioned to each of the municipalities on the 
basis of weighted assessment. 

Protective Inspection, By-law Enforcement and Animal Control 

Expenditures for by-law enforcement and animal control are budgeted within each municipality. 
We project the following restructuring savings to each municipality based on 5% of the 
consolidated costs. 

Central South North 
Victoria Victoria Victoria 
$10,000 $15,000 $15,000 
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Road Maintenance 

We have projected road maintenance cost savings of$1.5 million under the unicity model which 
represents approximately 15% of existing road maintenance expenditures incurred by all 
municipalities including the County. Furthermore, this projection represents 75% of the 
minimum savings of 20% projected by the Ontario Good Roads Association when adopting this 
concept ofroad responsibility. 

We have projected savings of $525,000 under the two-tier restructuring model based on the 
application of a savings percentage of 7 .5 percent of approximate annual road maintenance cost 
presently incurred by the amalgamating municipalities. This projection represents 75% of the 
minimum savings of 10% projected by the Ontario Good Roads Association when adopting this 
concept of road responsibility. 

The Ontario Good Roads Association indicates savings potential of 5% to 30% when road 
maintenance responsibilities are migrated from the upper tier to the lower tier. This is effectively 
what happens when the County is dissolved and responsibilities are left with the multiple single 
tier municipal units. Consistent with cost savings projections under the unicity and two-tier 
options we have calculated cost savings of $375,000 which represents 3.75% (75% of 5%) of 
road maintenance costs presently incurred by the municipalities proposed to be amalgamated 
(including the County) under this restructuring model. We fail to see, however, how savings 
under this model can be any less than those predicted under the two-tier model. Under this 
model a greater number of lower tier municipalities are consolidating, although we recognize the 
potential inefficiencies brought about by splitting the existing one-tier County road system into 3 
jurisdictions. As such, we have revised our savings projection under the 3 single tier model to be 
$525,000. 

Notwithstanding this savings projection we feel that it is important to acknowledge the following 
comments contained in the County's May 26, 1998 WDW Sub-Committee Report: 

"Local Government will need Consultant Engineering and Tendered Construction. This package 
has proven more expensive in the past than a fully occupied in-house management team and Day 
Labour operation using owner operators and contracted sub-trades" 

"A major assumption in this comparison is that there is significant disincentive with regard to the 
historic Capital expenditures of the County through fragmentation.'' 

"By acting as the design build general contractor as well as the system owner the County Roads 
department has historically reduced its measured road needs by at least $1.50 for every dollar 
spent ...... The loss of the County's involvement in the required Capital program represents an 
increased (conservative) cost of between 1 and 4 million dollars assuming that there will be an 
equal amount of physical road construction on arterial roads. A further rationale to increased 
construction costs is the fragmentation of the projects themselves. While the County, for reasons 
of economy of scale has several jobs each year and rotates work among the municipalities, 18 
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member municipalities will each have their smaller projects and the unit costs of the components 
will increase due to the distribution of fixed cost, start up inefficiencies, etc .. " 

The following table allocates the projected savings of $525,000 to each of the 3 single tier 
municipalities proposed under this restructuring model based on total (lower tier and County) 
road lengths. 

Central South North 
Victoria Victoria Victoria 

Total road length (km) 323 1,507 1,060 
Apportionment (%) 12% 52% 36% 
Projected savings $65,000 $275,000 $185,000 

Parks and Recreation 

We estimate no savings in the front line delivery of services such as arenas, swimming pools and 
recreation programs. Consolidation savings are projected in the area of administration based on 
centralized administrative functions including staffing, purchasing and maintenance 
rationalization. The following savings are projected for each of the proposed amalgamated 
municipalities. 

Central South North 
Victoria Victoria Victoria 
$20,000 $20,000 $15,000 

Planning 

Based on combined existing planning costs budgeted by municipalities, the municipalities 
proportionate share of existing County costs and projected percentages of cost reduction to each 
amalgamated municipality we project the following savings. 

Central South North 
Victoria Victoria Victoria 
$15,000 $10,000 $15,000 

It is noted that existing County costs have been apportioned to each of the municipalities on the 
basis of weighted assessment. The allocation of County costs is combined with the existing 
budgeted costs of the municipalities to arrive at total existing costs. Savings percentages 
projected for Central Victoria, South Victoria and North Victoria are estimated at 3%, 6% and 
6% respectively. 
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Projected Restructuring Savings Under 3 Single Tier Municipality Model 

The following table summarizes our projections for restructuring savings under this model. 

Area of Projected Restructuring Savings Central South North 
Victoria Victoria Victoria 

Elected Officials 65,000 150,000 195,000 
General Administrative staff 0 105,000 175,000 
Audit fees 5,000 60,000 65,000 
Insurance costs 15,000 50,000 40,000 
Other General Administration costs 10,000 30,000 30,000 
BuildinJ2; Maintenance 15,000 15,000 15,000 
Protective Inspection, By-law Enforcement 10,000 15,000 15,000 
Road Maintenance 65,000 275,000 185,000 
Parks and Recreation 20,000 20,000 15,000 
Planning 15,000 10,000 15,000 

Total projected savin2s $220,000 $730,000 $750,000 

We conclude that total combined consolidation savings could potentially be $1.7 million within a 
two-year period following restructuring under this model. We estimate that municipal staffing 
levels would need to be reduced by approximately 12 full time employees in order to achieve the 
level of savings predicted. We believe that our savings projections are realistic and achievable. 
The realization of savings will be directly dependent upon council and staff of the new 
municipality. 

D. PROPERTY TAX IMPACT 

Property Tax Impact Under Unicity Option 

Based on estimated restructuring savings of $3 .3 million under the unicity option and no area 
rating we estimate the following property tax impacts to each of the municipalities based on 
1999 tax levels. For the purpose of the property tax impact analysis we have assumed that the 
full $3.3 million in savings is utilized as a direct reduction to the tax levy and municipal property 
tax. It is noted that the property tax impacts relate to a residential property having a current 
value assessment (CV A) of $100,000. 
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Exhibit D-1 
Property tax impact on a residential property having a CV A of $100,000 with no area 
rating 

Restated 
Actual Tax Projected Tax Change($) Change(%) 

Town ofLindsay $1,512 $1,022 ($490) -32% 
Township of Ops $950 $1,022 $72 8% 
Township ofMariposa $928 $1,022 $94 10% 

Village ofWoodville $1,148 $1,022 ($126) -11% 
Township ofEldon $874 $1,022 $148 17% 
Township of Fenelon $892 $1,022 $130 15% 

Township of Carden $1,128 $1,022 ($106) -9% 
Township of Dalton $867 $1,022 $155 18% 
Township ofLaxton $1,051 $1,022 ($29) -3% 
Township ofBexley $1,031 $1,022 ($9) -1% 
Township of Somerville $959 $1,022 $63 7% 
Township ofVerulam $1,080 $1,022 ($58) -5% 
Village ofBobcaygn $1,130 $1,022 ($108) -10% 
Village of Fenelon Falls $1,246 $1,022 ($224) -18% 
Village of Sturgeon Point $1,140 $1,022 ($118) -10% 
Township ofEmily $924 $1,022 $98 11% 
Village of Omemee $1,190 $1,022 ($168) -14% 
Township ofManvers $809 $1,022 $213 26% 

Property taxes in several municipalities would rise an estimated I 0% or greater under this 
restructuring option. Similar to the tax phase-in provisions contained in the Order of the 
Commission for the Municipality of Chatham-Kent, you may wish to consider a tax increase 
phase-in period. 

Property Tax Impact with area rating of transit, fire, police and waste collection 

Area rating of certain specific municipal services provides a mechanism for a new municipality 
to provide varying levels of service to different areas and recover the costs of such services in a 
fair and equitable manner. In a restructured municipality, areas not receiving services (public 
transit), or areas not receiving similar service levels (waste collection) should not be required to 
pay the same property tax as those benefiting from such services or higher service levels. It is 
important however to recognize that such services as culture and recreation (including libraries) 
are generally equally available to all residents of a municipality and as such may not be good 
candidates for area rating. Accordingly, the cost of such services should be shared equally by the 
general taxpayer. 

Exhibit D-2 identifies the property tax impact to each municipality based on estimated 
restructuring savings of $3 .3 million under the unicity option and the area rating of transit, fire, 
police and waste collection services. It should be noted that area rating calculations for the 
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purpose of this exercise have been based on 1999 tax levy amounts for each municipality and as 
such distinct area tax rates have been calculated for each area rated service for each municipality. 
The transition board should undertake detailed analyses in order to assess the appropriateness of 
area rating and determine whether individual or combined area rating for specific services be 
implemented. 

Exhibit D-2 
Property tax impact on a residential property having a CVA of $100,000 
Unicity Option - area rating of transit, fire, police and waste collection 

Restated Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected 

Actual Tax Tax Tax Tax Tax Tax Dollar 
Tax General Transit Fire Police Waste Total Change 

Town of Lindsay $1,512 $752 $19 $128 $277 $29 $1,205 ($307) 
Township of Ops $950 $752 $0 $65 $208 $7 $1,032 $82 
Township of Mariposa $928 $752 $0 $59 $106 $46 $963 $35 
Village ofWoodville $1,148 $752 $0 $67 $155 $44 $1,018 ($130) 
Township of Eldon $874 $752 $0 $47 $130 $36 $965 $91 
Township of Fenelon $892 $752 $0 $29 $80 $38 $899 $7 
Township of Carden $1,128 $752 $0 $38 $72 $34 $896 ($232) 
Township ofDalton $867 $752 $0 $16 $105 $46 $919 $52 
Township of Laxton $1,051 $752 $0 $60 $99 $11 $922 ($129) 
Township of Bexley $1,031 $752 $0 $32 $107 $36 $927 ($104) 
Township of Somerville $959 $752 $0 $61 $60 $38 $911 ($48) 
Township ofVerulam $1,080 $752 $0 $82 $85 $35 $954 ($126) 
Village ofBobcaygn $1,130 $752 $0 $71 $166 $40 $1,029 ($101) 
Village of Fenelon Falls $1,246 $752 $0 $78 $251 $59 $1,140 ($106) 
Village of Sturgeon Point $1,140 $752 $0 $22 $27 $66 $867 ($273) 
Township of Emily $924 $752 $0 $90 $130 $14 $986 $62 
Village of Omemee $1,190 $752 $0 $96 $295 $75 $1,218 $28 
Township of Manvers $809 $752 $0 $84 $119 $49 $1,004 $195 

Property taxes in the Township ofManvers would rise an estimated 24% under this restructuring 
option. Similar to the tax phase-in provisions contained in the Order of the Commission for the 
Municipality of Chatham-Kent, you may wish to consider a tax increase phase-in period. 

Property Tax Impact Under Two-tier - Four Municipality Option and no area rating 

Based on estimated restructuring savings of$340,000 to Central Victoria, $300,000 to Southwest 
Victoria, $780,000 to North Victoria and $180,000 to Southeast Victoria we estimate the 
following property tax impacts to each of the municipalities based on 1999 tax levels. For the 
purpose of the property tax impact analyses we have assumed that the full amount of savings is 
utilized as a direct reduction to the tax levy and municipal property tax. It is noted that the 
property tax impacts relate to a residential property having a current value assessment (CVA) of 
$100,000. 
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Exhibit D-3 
Property tax impact on a residential property having a CV A of $100,000 
Two Tier - Four Municipality Option - no area rating 

Restated Projected Change Change 
Municipality Actual Tax Tax ($) (%) 

Central 
Town of Lindsay $1,512 $1,380 ($132) -9% 
Township of Ops $950 $1,380 $430 45% 
Southwest 
Township of Mariposa $928 $882 ($46) -5% 

Village of Woodville $1,148 $882 ($266) -23% 
Township of Eldon $874 $882 $8 1% 
Township of Fenelon $892 $882 ($10) -1% 
North 
Township of Carden $1,128 $1,011 ($117) -10% 
Township of Dalton $867 $1,011 $144 17% 
Township of Laxton $1,051 $1,011 ($40) -4% 
Township of Bexley $1,031 $1,011 ($20) -2% 
Township of Somerville $959 $1,011 $52 5% 
Township of Verulam $1,080 $1,011 ($69) -6% 
Village of Bobcaygn $1,130 $1,011 ($119) -11% 
Village of Fenelon Falls $1,246 $1,011 ($235) -19% 
Village of Sturgeon Point $1,140 $1,01 I ($129) -11% 
Southeast 
Township of Emily $924 $865 ($59) -6% 
Village of Omemee $1,190 $865 ($325) -27% 
Township of Manvers $809 $865 $56 7% 

Property taxes in the Township of Ops and the Township of Dalton would rise an estimated 45% 
and 17% respectively under this restructuring option. Similar to the tax phase-in provisions 
contained in the Order of the Commission for the Municipality of Chatham-Kent, you may wish 
to consider a tax increase phase-in period. 

Property Tax Impact with area rating of transit, fire, police and waste collection 

Exhibit D-4 identifies the property tax impact to each municipality based on estimated 
restructuring savings for the two-tier, 4 municipality option and the area rating of transit, fire, 
police and waste collection services. It should be noted that area rating calculations for the 
purpose of this exercise have been based on 1999 tax levy amounts for each municipality and as 
such distinct area tax rates have been calculated for each area rated service for each municipality. 
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The transition board should undertake detailed analyses in order to assess the appropriateness of 
area rating and determine whether individual or combined area rating for specific services be 
implemented. 

Exhibit D-4 
Property tax impact on a residential property having a CV A of $100,000 
Two Tier - Four Municipality Option - Area Rating of transit, fire, police and waste 
collection 

Restated Proj Proj Proj Proj Proj Proj Proj Proj 

Actual Tax tax Tax Tax Tax Tax Dollar Percent 

Tax General Transit Fire Police Waste Total Change Change 
Central 
Town of Lindsay $1,512 $959 $19 $128 $277 $29 $1,412 ($100) -7% 
Township of Ops $950 $959 $0 $65 $208 $7 $1,239 $289 30% 
Southwest 

Township of Mariposa $928 $698 $0 $59 $106 $46 $909 ($19) -2% 
Village of Woodville $1,148 $698 $0 $67 $155 $44 $964 ($184) -16% 
Township of Eldon $874 $698 $0 $47 $130 $36 $911 $37 4% 
Township ofFenelon $892 $698 $0 $29 $80 $38 $845 ($47) -5% 
North 
Township of Carden $1,128 $802 $0 $38 $72 $34 $946 ($182) -16% 
Township of Dalton $867 $802 $0 $16 $105 $46 $969 $102 12% 
Township of Laxton $1,051 $802 $0 $60 $99 $11 $972 ($79) -8% 
Township of Bexley $1,031 $802 $0 $32 $107 $36 $977 ($54) -5% 
Township of Somerville $959 $802 $0 $61 $60 $38 $961 $2 0% 
Township of Verulam $1,080 $802 $0 $82 $85 $35 $1,004 ($76) -7% 
Village of Bobcaygn $1,130 $802 $0 $71 $166 $40 $1,079 ($51) -5% 
Village of Fenelon Falls $1,246 $802 $0 $78 $251 $59 $1,190 ($56) -4% 
Village of Sturgeon Poir $1,140 $802 $0 $22 $27 $66 $917 ($223) -20% 
Southeast 
Township of Emily $924 $607 $0 $90 $130 $14 $841 ($83) -9% 
Village of Omemee $1,190 $607 $0 $96 $295 $75 $1,073 ($117) -10% 
Township of Manvers $809 $607 $0 $84 $119 $49 $859 $50 6% 

Property taxes in the Township of Ops and the Township of Dalton would rise an estimated 30% 
and 12% respectively under this restructuring option. Similar to the tax phase-in provisions 
contained in the Order of the Commission for the Municipality of Chatham-Kent, you may wish 
to consider a tax increase phase-in period. 
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Property Tax Impact Under Three Single Tier Municipality Option 

Based on estimated restructuring savings of $220,000 to Central Victoria, $730,000 to South 
Victoria and $750,000 to North Victoria we estimate the following property tax impacts to each 
of the municipalities based on 1999 tax levels. For the purpose of the property tax impact 
analysis we have assumed that the full amount of savings is utilized as a direct reduction to the 
tax levy and municipal property tax. It is noted that the property tax impacts relate to a 
residential property having a current value assessment (CVA) of$100,000. 

Exhibit D-5 
Property tax impact on a residential property having a CVA of $100,000 
Three Single-tier Municipalities - No Area Rating 

Restated 
Actual Tax Projected Tax Change($) Chan~(%) 

Central 
Town ofLindsay $1,512 $1,389 ($123) -8% 
Township of Ops $950 $1,389 $439 46% 

South 

Township of Mariposa $928 $861 ($67) -7% 
Village of Woodville $1,148 $861 ($287) -25% 
Township of Eldon $874 $861 ($13) -1% 

Township of Fenelon $892 $861 ($31) -3% 
Township ofEmily $924 $861 ($63) -7% 
Village of Omemee $1,190 $861 ($329) -28% 
Township ofManvers $809 $861 $52 6% 
North 

Township of Carden $1,128 $1,013 ($115) -10% 

Township of Dalton $867 $1,013 $146 17% 
Township of Laxton $1,051 $1,013 ($38) -4% 
Township of Bexley $1,031 $1,013 ($18) -2% 
Township of Somerville $959 $1,013 $54 6% 
Township ofVerulam $1,080 $1,013 ($67) -6% 
Village ofBobcaygn $1,130 $1,013 ($117) -10% 
Village of Fenelon Falls $1,246 $1,013 ($233) -19% 
Village of Sturgeon Point $1,140 $1,013 ($127) -11% 

Property taxes in the Township of Ops and the Township of Dalton would rise an estimated 46% 
and 17% respectively under this restructuring option. Similar to the tax phase-in provisions 
contained in the Order of the Commission for the Municipality of Chatham-Kent, you may wish 
to consider a tax increase phase-in period. 

Property Tax Impact with area rating of transit, fire, police and waste collection 

Exhibit D-6 identifies the property tax impact to each municipality based on estimated 
restructuring savings for the 3 single tier municipality option and the area rating of transit, fire, 
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police and waste collection services. It should be noted that area rating calculations for the 
purpose of this exercise have been based on 1999 tax levy amounts for each municipality and as 
such distinct area tax rates have been calculated for each area rated service for each municipality. 
The transition board should undertake detailed analysis in order to assess the appropriateness of 
area rating and determine whether individual or combined area rating for specific services be 
implemented. 

Exhibit D-6 
Property tax impact on a residential property having a CV A of $100,000 
Three Single-tier Municipalities - Area Rating of Transit, Fire, Police and Waste 

Restated Proj Proj Proj Proj Proj Proj Proj Proj 

Actual Tax Tax Tax Tax Tax Tax Dollar Percent 

Municipality Tax General Transit Fire Police Waste Total Change Change 

Central 

Town of Lindsay $1,512 $969 $19 $128 $277 $29 $1,422 ($90) -6% 
Township of Ops $950 $969 $0 $65 $208 $7 $1,249 $299 31% 
South 
Township of Mariposa $928 $747 $0 $59 $106 $46 $958 $30 3% 
Village of Woodville $1,148 $747 $0 $67 $155 $44 $1,013 ($135) -12% 
Township ofEldon $874 $747 $0 $47 $130 $36 $960 $86 10% 
Township of Fenelon $892 $747 $0 $29 $80 $38 $894 $2 0% 
Township of Emily $924 $747 $0 $90 $130 $14 $981 $57 6% 
Village of Omemee $1,190 $747 $0 $96 $295 $75 $1,213 $23 2% 
Township of Manvers $809 $747 $0 $84 $119 $49 $999 $190 23% 
North 
Township of Carden $1,128 $804 $0 $38 $72 $34 $948 ($180) -16% 
Township of Dalton $867 $804 $0 $16 $105 $46 $971 $104 12% 
Township of Laxton $1,051 $804 $0 $60 $99 $11 $974 ($77) -7% 
Township of Bexley $1,031 $804 $0 $32 $107 $36 $979 ($52) -5% 
Township of Somerville $959 $804 $0 $61 $60 $38 $963 $4 0% 
Township of Verulam $1,080 $804 $0 $82 $85 $35 $1,006 ($74) -7% 
Village of Bobcaygn $1,130 $804 $0 $71 $166 $40 $1,081 ($49) -4% 
Village of Fenelon Falls $1,246 $804 $0 $78 $251 $59 $1,192 ($54) -4% 
Village of Sturgeon Point $1,140 $804 $0 $22 $27 $66 $919 ($221) -19% 

Property taxes in the Township of Ops, the Township of Manvers and the Township of Dalton 
are projected to increase by more than 10% under this restructuring option. Similar to th~ tax 
phase-in provisions contained in the Order of the Commission for the Municipality of Chatham-
Kent, you may wish to consider a tax increase phase-in period. 
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E. ONE TIME TRANSITIONAL COSTS 

The new municipalities created under any restructuring option will incur significant one-time 
costs related to transition. These costs will be largely incurred during the year prior to the 
incorporation of the new municipality and in the first year following incorporation. Examples of 
typical expenditures incurred in transition include: 

• Staff exit costs 
• Information technology and communications systems 
• Office and facility consolidation including new offices, works facilities and moving costs 
• Infrastructure reviews including road needs study, works facilities, recreation facilities, etc. 
• Legal, audit and consulting fees pertaining to legal, planning, human resource and finance 

issues 
• New signage, stationery, corporate seals, etc. 
• Transition Board costs 

We do not have sufficient information to provide accurate projections of transitional costs. The 
following represent "ball park" estimates of one-time transitional costs under the restructuring 
options under consideration. 

Exhibit E-1 
Estimated one-time transitional costs ($000's) 
U nicity option 

Staff exit costs 
Info tech and communications systems 
Office and facilities costs 
Legal and consulting fees 
Infrastructure reviews 
Signage, stationery, etc. 
Transition Board costs 
Total estimated cost 

Unicity 
1,080 
2,000 
1,500 

500 
250 
100 
100 

5,530 
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Exhibit E-2 
Estimated one-time transitional costs ($000's) 
Two Tier - Four Municipality option 

Central Southwest North Southeast 
Victoria Victoria Victoria Victoria 

Staff exit costs 
Info tech and communications systems 
Office and facilities costs 
Legal and consulting fees 
Infrastructure reviews 
Signage, stationery, etc. 
Transition board costs 
Total projected cost 

Exhibit E-3 
Estimated one-time transitional costs ($000's) 
Three Single Tier Municipality option 

Staff exit costs 
Info tech and communications systems 
Office and facilities costs 
Legal and consulting fees 
Infrastructure reviews 
Signage, stationery, etc. 
Transition board costs 
Total projected costs 

140 100 
200 400 
250 500 
100 150 
50 100 
25 50 
50 50 

815 1,350 

Central South 
Victoria Victoria 

0 200 
500 1,000 
300 750 
150 250 
100 200 
50 75 
75 75 

1,175 2,550 

One-time transitional costs may be funded in a variety of different ways including: 

1. Provincial grants 
2. Provincial loans 
3. Proceeds from the sale of redundant assets 
4. Restructuring savings 

320 
600 
750 
200 
150 
75 
50 

2,145 

North 
Victoria 

280 
1,000 

750 
250 
200 

75 
75 

2,630 

In the absence of Provincial grants or loans, the new municipality will be limited to the 
utilization of funds received from the sale of surplus assets in combination with restructuring 
savings. 
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Assuming the inability to realize profits from the sale of surplus assets in the near term, the 
proposed unicity could fund transitional costs within a two to three year period following its 
creation depending upon the timing of the realization of estimated restructuring savings. 

Under both the two-tier 4 municipality option and the 3 single tier municipal option, 
municipalities would not be in a position to fund transitional costs within the first term of the 
new council based on projected costs and estimated restructuring savings. 

F. RESERVES, RESERVE FUNDS, LONG TERM DEBT AND PHYSICAL ASSETS 

Reserves and Reserve Funds represent the accumulated "equity" of the municipality. They can 
be created through surpluses or one-time ''wind fall" revenues. They are created by council to 
fund specific projects or to protect the tax rate from significant fluctuations due to unplanned 
expenditure. 

Net long-term liabilities represent outstanding debt incurred for the funding of capital 
expenditures such as municipal infrastructure. Along with any recorded long-term debt, 
consideration must be given to any unfinanced or prefinanced capital in the books of the 
municipality. 

The physical assets including the infrastructure of a municipality are not recorded or reported on 
in the financial statements. Physical assets of a municipality would include land, buildings, 
bridges, sewage plants and systems, rolling stock and equipment. 

Upon restructuring, the new municipality must consider the treatment of reserves and debt of 
former municipalities. Options for resolution include charge backs, refunds, area rating (debt) or 
pooling of the collective amounts into the new municipality. Proponents of the charge back or 
refund approach would suggest that the surpluses were created through the taxes paid by 
ratepayers in the former municipalities and debt was incurred for facilities ettjoyed by the 
residents of the former municipalities. 

To assist in determining the most equitable resolution of reserve, debt and asset issues we refer 
to an Ontario Municipal Board (0MB) decision of January 1953. The "Cumming Principle" as it 
has come to be known, has been the basis for the disposition of municipal land, buildings and 
other physical assets since that time. Applying it to restructured municipality's means that land, 
buildings and other municipal facilities located in one municipality will become the property of 
the new municipality without financial adjustment or restriction on use or disposal. The 0MB 
defense for this position is that while these facilities 

" .. have been built and financed by the various individual municipalities and their local boards, 
they are not in a legal sense the property of the residents or ratepayers ... resident within the 
municipality where the assets are located. They are in every sense of the word, public property 
and are held in trust for the use and benefit of present and future residents of the area within the 
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jurisdiction of the local authority. But that area has no fixed and predetermined limits and it may 
be indefinitely enlarged or included with other areas for the purposes of local government at the 
will of the legislature. The municipal government is after all, a government and not a commercial 
enterprise which can wind up its affairs, sell its assets and distribute the proceeds among its 
shareholders. For this reason it seems to the board that so long as the residents of the particular 
area are not deprived of the beneficial use of the assets built or maintained for them by their local 
government, the management and operation of the asset by a new type of local government 
which will be, in effect a new trustee, deprives them ofno rights whatsoever, and entitles them to 
no individual or collective compensation." 

This implies that all municipal facilities and equipment (arenas, community centres, municipal 
offices, fire halls, public works yards, office and administrative equipment, etc.) and all rolling 
stock (fire trucks and equipment, public works trucks, graders, snow ploughs, etc.) in each 
existing municipality will become the property of the newly formed municipality without 
compensation" 

We believe that decisions regarding reserves, reserve funds, debt and physical assets must not be 
made in isolation of one another. Until a comprehensive review of all items is completed any 
decisions regarding their disposition are premature and may result in an unfair distribution of 
assets or assignment of liabilities. To support our position, we present a fictitious example 
where one of the amalgamated municipalities had accumulated significant reserves and reserve 
funds, has no long-term debt and has a municipal infrastructure in very poor condition. To 
refund reserve and reserve fund money to this municipality would be unfair to the other 
municipalities in the amalgamated group since they will be required to contribute significant 
capital funding towards infrastructure improvements in that area. 

We suggest that the reserves, reserve funds and long-term debt should initially be pooled and 
carried forward to the new municipality. The transition board and new municipal council 
should: 

1. Determine existing levels of reserves and reserve funds of former municipalities and assess 
the requirements of the new municipality for such assets. 

2. Determine existing long-term debt and unfinanced (prefmanced) capital and the purpose for 
which it was incurred for each former municipality. 

3. Determine the condition of existing physical assets and municipal infrastructure within each 
of the former municipalities. 

4. Determine existing contingent and unrecorded liabilities of each of the former municipalities. 
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Following this review, the transition board and/or new municipal council should make 
recommendations on the level of reserves and reserve funds, the funding of liabilities and the 
distribution of any surplus funds. 

G. CREATION OF 3 SINGLE TIER MUNICIPALITY'S 
ISSUES AND CONCERNS 

The creation of 3 single tier municipalities from the existing two-tier government structure 
creates a number of issues and concerns that we would like to point out. We have not analyzed 
any of these issues and concerns and offer them for your information. 

• The creation of 3 single tier government units may require a distribution of the existing 
County assets and liabilities. Such distribution would include reserves, reserve funds, net 
long term debt, unrecorded liabilities, and physical assets. 

• The lower tier municipalities currently share upper tier services costs equally based on 
weighted assessment cost apportionment. Such cost distribution may bear no resemblance to 
actual costs incurred within the proposed municipalities of Central Victoria, South Victoria 
or North Victoria. 

• The existing tax policy would require "disentanglement" and may result in tax shifts between 
municipality's and property tax classes. Furthermore, if the 10-5-5 capping provisions are to 
be extended beyond the year 2000, accommodation will be required for the "banking 
function" presently under the jurisdiction of the County. 
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Appendix D: Amalgamation of the Township of Bexley and the United Townships of 
Laxton, Digby and Longford and the Township of Somerville, 
by Day & Day Accountants, Feb. 2, 2000 

Introduction 

We have reviewed the report produced by the Restructuring Committee for the Township of 
Bexley, United Townships of Laxton, Digby, and Longford, and the Township of Somerville. 

The report projects the following potential amalgamation savings: 

Administration $222,000 
Public Works $618,000 
Council $33,000 
Fire Department $110,000 
Total Potential Savings $983,000 

We have also reviewed a January 26, 2000 submission to you from the Road Superintendents of 
the 3 municipalities. 

We provide the following comments on each area of projected savings predicted by the 
proponents of the amalgamation. In addition, we have independently projected savings using the 
same assumptions used in developing the projected cost savings for unicity, two-tier, 4 
municipality and 3 single tier municipality options previously undertaken. The amalgamation of 
the three municipalities as proposed in this report would be most comparable to the two-tier, 4 
municipality model. 

Municipal Profile 

The amalgamated municipality would have the following population, household count, area, and 
weighted current value assessment (CVA). 

Population - permanent 4,279 
Population - permanent and seasonal 11,759 
Households 4,629 
Area in hectares 87,461 
Total weighted CV A $000' s 591,928 

Administration and Other Municipal Expenditures 

The report projects a staffing level reduction of 3.5 equivalent full time staff from a present 
combined staff complement of 8.5. 
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In order to project staffing level requirements for the proposed municipality we have used the 
Township ofNorfolk which is a lower tier municipality in the Region ofHaldimand-Norfolk as a 
benchmark for comparison. The Township is comparable in terms of number of households, 
area and weighted assessment to the amalgamated municipality proposed in this report. We also 
note that the Township of Norfolk municipal property tax is lower than all property tax levels 
within this grouping of municipalities. 

We project a full time administrative staffing level of 7 for the proposed municipality and 
administrative staff cost savings of $50,000. 

To project amalgamation savings for other administrative areas including audit fees, insurance 
costs, protective inspections, by-law enforcement, animal control, parks and recreation and 
planning we have applied the same approach and assumptions which were utilized to project 
restructuring savings in the two-tier, 4 municipality option. As a result, we project savings as 
follows. 

Projected 
Item of Expenditure Savings($) 
Staff 50,000 
Audit 10,000 
Insurance 8,000 
General administration 6,000 
Building 3,000 
Protective insp, by-law en.£ animal control 6,000 
Parks and recreation 7,000 
Planning 1,000 
Projected Administration Savings 91,000 

Public Works 

The proponents of the report project Public Works savings of$618,000. In support of the 
savings projection the report states: 

"it was determined that a rate of 50% would be used in determining our savings, as our 
Road Superintendents are confident further savings will be achieved through bulk 
purchasing power" 

Upon review of the submission by the Road Superintendents we find the following statement 
confusing: 

"In actual fact there should be no loss of employment under Option "C". Once 
amalgamated reclassification of some road related positions would further reduce 
expenditures." 
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We cannot understand how a 50% savings can be achieved with no job loss. We point out that 
staff costs represent a significant component of the roads budget within each of the 
municipalities. 

We note the following road maintenance costs incurred by each of the municipalities based on 
the 1998 Financial Information Return. Road maintenance costs accumulated for this purpose 
include wages and benefits, materials, supplies, rents and financial expenditures for winter 
control and road maintenance functions. 

Bexley L. D. L. Somerville Total 
$159,616 $127,965 $388,221 $675,802 

We note that these expenditure levels are generally consistent with those included in previous 
County studies. 

In our report regarding potential restructuring savings under unicity, two-tier, 4 municipality and 
3 single tier municipalities models we projected road maintenance cost savings of$1.5 million 
under the unicity model. This amount represented approximately 15% of existing road 
maintenance expenditures incurred by all municipalities including the County of Victoria. It 
represented 75% of the minimum savings of 20% projected by the Ontario Good Roads 
Association when adopting this concept of road responsibility. 

Under the two-tier, 4-municipality option we projected road maintenance cost savings of 
$525,000. This projection was based on 7.5% of existing road maintenance costs of the 
amalgamating municipalities. We arrived at the 7.5% factor based on a consistent application of 
the minimum savings projected by the Ontario Good Roads Association (75% of 10% ). We also 
noted that our savings projection under this model was consistent with the proportionate 
projections made by previous County studies. 

Therefore we predict savings of$51,000, representing 7.5% of existing annual road maintenance 
costs ($675,000) incurred by the municipalities proposed to be amalgamated in this proposal. 

Council 

The following table identifies existing costs budgeted for elected officials, projected costs in the 
amalgamated municipality and projected savings. Please note that we have assumed a 5-member 
council as per the proponent's report. 

Existing Projected Projected 
costs costs savings 

$121,000 $85,000 $36,000 
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To calculate projected costs we have provided for $20,000 as compensation for the Mayor, 
$10,000 for each of the 4 councilors and $5,000 expenses for each member of council. 

Fire Department 

Consistent with other restructuring options under consideration we predict no savings in the area 
of fire services. 

The proponent's report identifies the following projections for cost savings. 

Jaws ofLife $30,000 
Tanker $60,000 
Communications $12,000 
Improved efficiencies $8,000 
Potential Savings $110,000 

We note that the proponents may have included capital cost savings in their analysis. In 
particular we believe that both the Jaws of Life and the Tanker represent one-time capital cost 
savings. This is inconsistent with our approach throughout all other restructuring savings 
projections. Furthermore, the proponents report states that ''the new municipality will allow for 
the employment of a professional full-time fire chief'. We are not sure that the additional costs 
associated with a full-time fire chief have been included in the projections. 

Summary 

We conclude that the following projected savings would be achievable in this restructuring 
option. We note that our projections are generally consistent with projections made in the two
tier, 4 municipality restructuring model which we have reported on separately. 

Administration $91,000 
Public Works $51,000 
Council $36,000 
Fire Department $0 
Total Potential Savings $178,000 
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Appendix E: Evaluation of Service Boards as a Governing Structure 

Service Responsibility: To satisfy the criteria for optimum service responsibility in a two tier 
structure, there is no conceptual basis for assigning different services to the service board than 
one would assign to the upper tier in the current system. These include services benefiting from 
economies of scale, services generating spillovers and those that are primarily income 
redistributional. 

Special Purpose Body or Municipal Government: Once the board has been assigned specific 
service responsibility, the question that arises is whether or not it should be structured as a 
special purpose body(ies) or whether it should continue like a local government unit. If it is the 
latter, it is identical to the current upper tier structure in Ottawa-Carleton as long as its governing 
structure consists of directly elected councillors. If it is set up as a special purpose body, there is 
a strong possibility that it will take on powers similar to police service boards and utility/hydro 
commissions, for example, and lead to less efficiency and accountability than exists when all 
decision making on municipal services is made by elected municipal councillors. Of particular 
concern should be the following: 
• the creation of a special purpose body(ies) may create a diffuseness of government structure/ 

organization that is difficult for the citizens to understand; 
• special purpose bodies often take on 'a 1ife of their O\VD.'-and frequently enjoy considerable .. 

autonomy and financial independence and become little governments in themselves with the 
inherent characteristic that they are independent and in no way subordinate to the elected 
municipal politicians; 

• if responsibilities are divided among a large number of separate bodies, coordination of inter
related activities is difficult and in many instances, impossible to achieve. To illustrate, 
actions taken by utility commissions, police service boards, parks boards, conservation 
authorities, industrial commissions, and planning boards may conflict with councirs overall 
planning effort; 

• if directly elected politicians cannot intervene in policy decisions of these bodies, they are 
denied their most effective means of exercising proper budgetary control,. especially if they 
have to pay for the service provided by the special purpose body 

Governance of the Service Board - Should it be made up of Appointed or Elected Officials? 
Some have argued that the governing structure for service boards should be made up of 
appointed officials because, it is alleged, appointees could be technical experts in a particular 
field(s) and therefore more efficient in decision making when compared with local politicians. 
The case against appointed officials is fairly strong; in particular: 
• it is undemocratic to have appointed officials making decisions on expenditures funded by 

tax dollars and user fees; 
• accountability is likely to be missing if taxpayers do not have the opportunity to vote for 

individuals making policy decisions; 
• appointed officials may create an environment where the upper tier governing structure 

becomes autonomous and independent from local councils 
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Governance - If they are to be elected, should they be directly elected or double directly 
elected? While arguments in favour of elected officials are stronger than arguments in favour of 
appointees, there is disagreement over whether the elected members of the service board should 
be directly elected ( only on the service board) or double directly elected ( on the council of the 
area municipality and the service board simultaneously). 

The case for double directly elected councillors is that: 
• it provides for strong communication between the service board and the area municipalities 

because the same individuals are on both governing bodies; 
• it may be appropriate if the service board is regarded as an agency or instrument of the area 

municipalities. 

The case against double directly elected councillors is that: 
• accountability is entangled because citizens/voters are unable to separate their vote for local 

issues from their vote for service board issues - for example, suppose a taxpayer is happy 
with a councillor at the local level but not as a member of the service board, for whom is he 
or she to vote at election time - is it the individual as a local councillor or as a member of the 
service board? 

• the service board can become the instrument or agency of local councils; 
• it has the potential for parochialism in decision making and may not be directly accountable 

to the citizens/voters. 

The case for directly elected members of the service board is that: 
• accountability is enhanced because each member represents only region-wide issues. Those 

charged with the responsibility for directing regional operations will have an opportunity to 
present their ideas about region-wide issues directly to the public and to hear clearly their 
responses during election periods, without confusing the issues with matters of concern for 
the area municipalities; 

• elected members on the service board can be assessed by the electorate on the basis of their 
performance on the service board and will be less likely to face conflict between service 
board and local interests; 

• Members of the service board will be able to focus their energies entirely on region-wide 
issues and the less onerous workload may allow for an expanded pool of candidates for 
council/service board issues; 

• the potential for parochialism will be reduced; 
• the electoral process will be greatly simplified with separate slates of candidates for each tier 

of municipal government; 

The case against directly elected members on the service board is that: 
• lines of communication between the service board and area municipalities may be weaker if 

elected members only serve on one level of local govemment;.however, this concern may be 
alleviated through administrative arrangements. 
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Financing of Service Board: Some supporters of a service board have suggested that it should 
not have taxing authority. Instead, they argue, it should sell services to area municipalities with 
the latter assuming responsibility for raising the necessary funds (from its citizens). This role for 
a service board may be appropriate where the board is responsible for providing services such as 
solid waste collection and disposal, and water provision and sewage treatment where specific 
beneficiaries can be identified and user fees or charges imposed. Across the province, this is 
similar to the financing of water and sewerage in almost every municipality and solid waste 
management in a few. 

If, however, the service board is responsible for services where specific beneficiaries cannot be 
identified and specific charges not imposed such as for land ambulance, social services, social 
housing and police, it is difficult to see how the service board could finance these services 
without fairly and equitably allocating their costs on the basis of assessment across the entire 
area. This basis for covering costs, of course, is identical to that which is currently in place. To 
do it in any other way would almost certainly be more inequitable, less accountable and more 
inefficient. 

Voluntary or Compulsory Purchasingfrom the Service Board: This is not an issue if the 
service board deals directly with citizens - in this instance, the role and structure of the board 
would be similar, perhaps identical, to that of the Region as it currently exists. It is an issue, 
however, if the area municipalities buy services from the service board and, in turn, fund them 
from taxes and fees collected from their taxpayers. Compulsory purchasing could be a problem 
if each of the area municipalities has the opportunity to determine the level and standard for 
services purchased that are regional in their impact ( economies of scale, spillovers, and 
redistributional). If, on the other hand, area municipalities have no choice over the level and 
standard ( such as where the province sets the standards - social services, land ambulance, for 
example), purchase of service by the area municipalities from the regional service board seems 
like an unnecessary, wasteful and inefficient step. 

Voluntary purchasing may also create problems if area municipalities can 'opt in and opt out' as 
they wish. First, if some municipalities refuse to participate, this could prevent the service board 
from benefitting from economies of scale - a major reason for creating service boards, in the first 
place. Second, and possibly more important, area municipalities in an attempt to gain control 
over all services provided to citizens in their municipalities ( sometimes referred to as 'empire 
building') may simply refuse to buy from the service board and, in turn, provide the service 
themselves even though this could be more costly. As well, provision of services by each area 
municipality would create further problems if they generated spillovers or were designed to 
redistribute income across citizens within a wider geographical area. 

Summary. As this discussion has demonstrated, there is no consensus on a number of critical 
issues around the concept of a services board. Indeed, when these concerns have been raised 
with a number of proponents for a service board, the discussion generally leads to a operational 
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structure with service responsibilities and funding that is virtually identical to the current upper 
tier structure of municipal government. 
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