
 

Committee of the Whole Meeting  

Wednesday, November 23, 2016 – 9:15 a.m. 

(or immediately following the Special Council meeting) 

The Frontenac Room, 2069 Battersea Road, Glenburnie, ON 

 

 

AGENDA 

Page 

 

 1. Call to Order 

 

 2. Closed Session  
  a) 

 
Resolved That Committee of the Whole resolve itself into closed 
session as authorized under Section 239 of The Municipal Act, to 
consider: 

 

1. Labour Relations or employee negotiations - as it relates to 
upcoming negotiations with the County's bargaining units 

2. personal matters about an identifiable individual, including 
municipal or local board employees - as it relates to a former 
employee of the Corporation.    

Resolved That Committee of the Whole rise from closed session 
with/without reporting  

 

 3. Adoption of Agenda  
  a) 

 
Resolved That the agenda for the November 23, 2016 meeting of the 
Committee of the Whole be approved. 

  
 

 4. Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest and General Nature Thereof 

 

 5. Deputations and/or Presentations 
 

 

 6. Reports  
4 - 25  a) 2016-127 

Corporate Services   

Public Survey   
26 - 32  b) 2016-133 

Planning and Economic Development  

Page 1 of 93
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Community Opportunities Grant   
33 - 35  c) 2016-134 

Corporate Services 

FMIS Enterprise Software   
36 - 93  d) 2016-132 

Corporate Services 

2017 Draft Budget 
 
Recommendation 

  

Resolved that the Committee of the Whole of the County of Frontenac 
accept this Corporate Services – 2017 Draft Budget report and 2017 
Draft Budget document (Appendix B) for discussion;  

  

And further that the Committee of the Whole of the County of 
Frontenac recommend inclusion of the 2017 Project Proposals 
presented in (Appendix A) as amended  

  

And further that the Committee of the Whole of the County of 
Frontenac recommend inclusion of a transfer of $35,000 to the 
Frontenac Community Futures Development Corporation for its ongoing 
operational costs; 

  

And finally that the Committee of the Whole of the County of Frontenac 
recommend that the Council of the County of Frontenac pass a by-law 
at its meeting on December 21, 2016 approving the 2017 Budget (as 
amended). 

  
 

 7. Rise and Report  
  a) 

 
That the Committee of the Whole rise; 

  

And Further That the report of the Committee of the Whole Council be 
forwarded to County Council for adoption.  

 

 8. Communications 

 

 9. Notice of Motions 

 

 10. Other Business 

 

 11. Public Question Period 

 

 12. Adjournment 
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Report 2016-127

Council Information Report

To: Warden and Council

From: Kelly J. Pender, Chief Administrative Officer

Prepared by: Marian VanBruinessen, Director of Corporate Services/Treasurer

Date of meeting: November 16, 2016

Re: Corporate Services – Public Survey

Recommendation

This report is for information purposes only.

Background

The budget policy document identifies that:

Citizen Input and Customer Satisfaction: Citizen input will be welcome
throughout the budget process, including but not limited to, strategic planning,
business planning, budget development and service level changes.

Consultation will include input from member municipalities. Council will be the
primary conduit for such consultations. Support will be provided by the Chief
Administrative Officer and Treasurer where appropriate.

Customer satisfaction will be measured and reported regularly. Surveys of
customer satisfaction will be implemented by an objective third party in the second
year of Council’s four year term.

Comment

K. Wood of Natural Capital Resources Inc. was contracted to facilitate the public survey.
County liaisons were consulted to assist with the survey development.

The survey ran for about two weeks and generated a total of 276 responses. A summary
of the information is provided in K. Wood’s report attached as Appendix A.
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Information Report to Council
Corporate Services – Public Survey
November 16, 2016 Page 2 of 2

Organizations, Departments and Individuals Consulted and/or Affected
K. Wood, Natural Capital Resources Inc.,
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HIGHLIGHTS: 
FRONTENAC COUNTY ENGAGEMENT SURVEY

CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL RELEASED TO COUNTY COUNCIL

Prepared by Kathryn Wood

President and CEO, Natural Capital Resources Inc. 

November 10, 2016
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METHODOLOGY

• Main objective of 2016 survey was to establish a satisfaction baseline and seek citizen 
comment on issues coming before County Council

• Consultation with a representative of each township before formulation of questions began; 
samples of citizen engagement surveys provided to representatives prior to consultation

• Based on consultation, consultant formulated survey questions and invited feedback from 
township representatives; survey questions refined before launch

• Primary means of participating in the survey was on-line; hard copies of survey were placed at 
the County offices as well as at all four Township offices

• Launch was on October 7; closed on November 7, 2016

• Opportunity to participate in survey was communicated via:

• Sharing information with Members of County Council

• Sharing the online survey link via County email list, posting it on the County Facebook page, 
‘tweeting it’ and encouraging other local organizations to share the link with their contacts 
primarily via email

• Issuing a news release (October 11) that was picked up by both the Whig-Standard and the 
Frontenac Gazette

• Township representatives do not see need for survey annually but perhaps every two or three 
years

2
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TOP-LINE RESULTS: RESPONDENT PROFILE

• Total responses: 274; 49% female, 44% male, with 7% ‘prefer not to say’

• Not everyone answered all questions; typically about 220 actual responses per 
question

• Good geographic distribution across County, approximately in line with population 
distribution: 47% South Frontenac; 29% Central Frontenac, 12% Frontenac Islands; 
10% North Frontenac 

• Most respondents are full-time residents, with some seasonal and business owner 
representation

• 75% of responses from full-time owners of a residence in the County

• 16% seasonal/part-time residents owning a property in the County

• 14% of responses were from business owners

• 5% of responses from those who rent home or cottage

• 4% from frequent visitors

• Majority (65%) between ages of 25 and 64; seniors: 32%; no one under age of 25

3
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TOP LINE RESULTS: OVERALL INSIGHTS

• High levels of ‘don’t know’ responses on satisfaction with some services, 
depending on direct exposure

• Significant variability on satisfaction levels by service

• Majority support for three of four shared service agreement options presented; 
results underscore strong support for partnership approaches across virtually all 
issues

• County encouraged to lead --- often in partnership with others --- on many issues; 
the top 8 are: tourism, trails, seniors and affordable housing, 911 enhancements, 
improved access to health care, improved cell phone coverage, and monitoring the 
state of the local environment. 

• Results suggest that citizens responding to the survey are encouraging the County 
to lead on issues that reflect a desire to care for one another on day-to-day issues 
(healthcare, housing, transportation services) and stimulate economic 
opportunities consistent with a healthy environment and communities.

• Respondents offered dozens of comments elaborating on their survey choices, 
including what they felt was missed in the survey, who partners might be on some 
issues, and assets in Frontenac that should be capitalized on or protected. 4
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TOP-LINE RESULTS: FAMILIARITY

Q1. Two-thirds are ‘somewhat’ or ‘very’ familiar with County services, programs 
and operations.

5

Answer Choices
Number of 
Responses Percentage

Very familiar 41 15.1

Somewhat familiar 138 50.7

Somewhat unfamiliar 58 21.3

Very unfamilar 28 10.3

Know nothing about County government at all 7 2.6

Total Surveys with Responses 272 100.0

No Response/Skipped 2

Total Surveys 274

Q1. How would you rate your overall familiarity  with the services, 

programs and operations of Frontenac County?

A
G

EN
D

A ITEM
 #a)

2016-127 C
orporate Services Public Survey

Page 10 of 93



TOP-LINE RESULTS: SATISFACTION

• Generally high-levels of ‘don’t know/can’t say’; ranged from 11.8% on 
municipal property assessment to 51.7% on social housing

• Library Services got the highest positive ratings (68% somewhat or very 
satisfied), followed by Paramedic Services (60%)

• Emergency Management generally well-regarded (47% somewhat or very 
satisfied; 33% ‘don’t know/can’t say)

• Significant dissatisfaction with Municipal Property Assessment (53% somewhat 
or very dissatisfied)

• Split opinion on Planning and Economic Development: 39% somewhat or very 
satisfied compared to 27% somewhat or very dissatisfied

6
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No Response 

(#)

Service
2.99% 9.33% 23.13% 37.31% 5.97% 21.27% 100.00%

Land Ambulance/Paramedic Services 8 25 62 100 16 57 268 6

8.61% 13.11% 11.61% 1.87% 13.11% 51.69% 100.00%

Social Housing (administered by City of 

Kingston)
23 35 31 5 35 138 267 7

9.67% 17.84% 29.37% 10.04% 11.15% 21.93% 100.00%

Planning and Economic Development 26 48 79 27 30 59 269 5

2.23% 4.83% 18.59% 49.44% 10.41% 14.50% 100.00%

Library Services (in conjunction with Kingston 

Frontenac Library Services0
6 13 50 133 28 39 269 5

1.86% 10.78% 34.57% 22.68% 10.04% 20.07% 100.00%

Public Health Services (in conjunction with 

KFL&A Public Health)
5 29 93 61 27 54 269 5

14.81% 23.33% 30.37% 8.52% 11.11% 11.85% 100.00%

Municipal Property Assessment 40 63 82 23 30 32 270 4

1.87% 7.12% 24.72% 18.73% 14.98% 32.58% 100.00%

Emergency Management 5 19 66 50 40 87 267 7

2.62% 5.62% 14.61% 14.61% 14.23% 48.31% 100.00%

Fairmount Home (Long Term Care) 7 15 39 39 38 129 267 7

4.46% 7.81% 18.59% 3.35% 16.36% 49.44% 100.00%
Social Services (administered by City of 

Kingston)
12 21 50 9 44 133 269 5

Percentages calculated on number of survey responses for that particular question.

Q2. For each of the following services, please tell us how you would rate your level of satisfaction with that service. (If you have no 

exposure to the service, please check the 'don't know' answer option. All of these services are delivered by or through the County level of 

government. Note that KFL&A is a short form for Kingston, Frontenac Lennox and Addington)

Total 

Responses 

(#)

Very 

dissatisfied

Somewhat 

dissatisfied

Somewhat 

satisfied

Very 

satisfied

No opinion 

one way or 

the other

Don't know/ 

can't say

TOP-LINE RESULTS: SATISFACTION
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TOP-LINE RESULTS: SHARED SERVICE AGREEMENTS

• Three of four shared service agreement 
options got +50% support

• On average, respondents chose two options

• Support is strongest for agreements among 
Frontenac County townships with the County 
as a partner

• Majority support for ‘north-south’ and ‘east-
west’ agreements

• ‘North-south’ support may be related to 
interest in improved healthcare and 
transportation services

• Responses and comments suggest a practical 
approach (do it if it will save money) but be 
careful that the power balance is right

• Some comments suggesting need for more 
provincial-municipal agreements 8

Answ er Choices
Responses (% 
and #)

42.08%

Agreements among Frontenac County townships without the 

involvement of the County level of government
102

60.00%

Agreements among Frontenac County townships with the County level 

of government involved as a partner
148

56.25%

'North-south' Agreements between Frontenac County and the City of 

Kingston
136

50.42%

'East-west' Agreements between Frontenac County and neighbouring 

counties such as Lennox and Addington, Leeds and Grenville, Lanark or 

Renfrew County.

123

Total Surveys with Responses: 246 509

No Response/Skipped 28

Average Number of Responses Per Respondent 2.1

Q3. Frontenac County is dedicated to providing services as cost-effectively as 

possible. As a result, there has been discussion of various types of  Shared-

Service Agreements among local governments in the area. Assuming that it 

would make financial sense to do so and level of service in Frontenac County 

would not be reduced, which --- if any --- of the following types of 

agreements would you favour? (You may choose more than one answer).
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TOP-LINE RESULTS: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

• County seen as being a leading partner for all six of the examples presented

• Support for Tourism-focused events and operations: 66% Yes as a partner or should lead

• Trails: 63% Yes as a partner or should lead

• CIPs: 65% Yes as a partner or should lead (significant percentage say the townships should do this: 14%)

• Social Assistance – Find Jobs: 59% Yes as a partner or should lead (15% say ‘not at all’)

• Working with SMEs: 58% (12% say ‘not at all’)

• Local food: 56% Yes as a partner or should lead 

• Partnership element came through strongly for this question and others

• Significant opposition to working with SMEs to expand markets and help those on social assistance get jobs (+10% 
‘not at all’)

9
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TOP-LINE RESULTS: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

10

Service
8.57% 9.39% 13.47% 5.71% 35.92% 26.94%

Continued development of trails network for tourism and 

special events
21 23 33 14 88 66 245 29

6.27% 9.41% 18.82% 9.80% 31.76% 23.92%

Encouragement of local food and the farms and small 

businesses that produce these goods 
16 24 48 25 81 61 255 19

6.72% 8.82% 10.92% 7.98% 39.92% 25.63%

Support for tourism-focused events and operations 16 21 26 19 95 61 238 36

12.24% 4.49% 15.10% 10.20% 33.47% 24.49%

Working with local small and medium-sized businesses to 

expand their local and out-of-county markets
30 11 37 25 82 60 245 29

15.15% 4.33% 10.39% 11.26% 37.66% 21.21%

Find better ways to help those on social assistance get jobs 35 10 24 26 87 49 231 43

5.51% 13.56% 11.02% 9.32% 33.05% 27.54%

Continued support for Community Improvement Plans in all 

townships
13 32 26 22 78 65 236 38

Total Responses No Response (#)

Q4:  For each of the following Economic Development issues please tell us whether  you personally think the County level of government should get involved, and if 

so, to what extent? (You may choose more than one answer for each issue).

Not at all

No, 

townships 

should do 

this

Yes, by 

stimulating 

the formation 

of local 

'working 

groups'

Yes, but only 

with seed 

funding to 

support 

others

Yes, as part 

of a 

partnership

Yes, the County 

should lead in 

this
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TOP-LINE RESULTS: HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES

• County strongly supported as lead in 911 enhancements (71% yes as a partner, or outright lead; 45% 
outright lead); tied with seniors’ housing (72%) as the issue on which County leadership was most 
strongly supported

• 68% of respondents supported County involvement in improved availability of healthcare services; 
more strongly as partner (36%)

• Some support for County role in:

• Homelessness (51%); more strongly as partner (32%)

• Active living/recreation-oriented lifestyle (47%); more strongly as partner (31%)

• Expanded sports and fitness programs seen as township responsibility as much as the County’s role 
(17% in each case); partnership role: 26%

• Relatively weak support for County involvement in improved access to nutritious food (40% yes as a 
partner, or outright lead); 21% said ‘not at all’

11
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TOP-LINE RESULTS: HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES

12

Service
4.98% 2.49% 4.56% 2.90% 25.73% 45.23% 14.11%

Enhancements to 911/Ambulance (beyond mandatory response 

time requirements)
12 6 11 7 62 109 34 241 33

11.46% 17.39% 13.04% 11.07% 26.48% 17.00% 3.56%

Expanded sports and fitness programs/services for children and 

youth (active living)
29 44 33 28 67 43 9 253 21

20.58% 4.53% 16.05% 9.05% 30.45% 9.05% 10.29%

Improved access to nutritious food 50 11 39 22 74 22 25 243 31

4.18% 4.56% 11.03% 8.37% 36.12% 31.94% 3.80%

Working with the regional Local Health Integration Network (LHIN) 

to improve availability of heath care services such as medical 

clinics or in-home supports so people can 'age in place' (example: 

community paramedicine)

11 12 29 22 95 84 10 263 11

12.50% 13.71% 13.71% 9.27% 31.05% 16.13% 3.63%

Promotion of active living/recreation-oriented lifestyle (e.g 

cycling, hiking, water-based recreation)
31 34 34 23 77 40 9 248 26

11.76% 5.46% 14.29% 6.30% 32.35% 18.49% 11.34%

Developing new ways to reduce homelessness 28 13 34 15 77 44 27 238 36

Don't know/ 

can't say

Total 

Responses
No Response

Q5. For each of the following Health and Social Services issues, please tell us whether you personally think the County level of government should get involved, and if so, to what extent? (You may 

choose more than one answer for each issue.)

Not at all
No, townships 

should do this

Yes, by stimulating 

the formation of 

local 'working 

groups'

Yes, but only with 

seed funding to 

support others

Yes, as part of a 

partnership

Yes, the 

County should 

lead in this
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TOP-LINE RESULTS: TRANSPORTATION

• County seen as leading improved cell phone services (35% ‘County should lead 
in this’); County in partnership was 26% for a total of 61%

• County seen leading enhanced transportation services to help people get 
around (29%) with another 28% saying County should be a partner (total 51%); 
note that 12% saw the County providing seed funding

• Provision of safety information about travel throughout Frontenac was seen as 
a County role by just under half of respondents (25% - County should lead, 
24% County as a partner)

• Several respondents would have liked to see a question about ferry service

13
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TOP-LINE RESULTS: TRANSPORTATION

14

Service
14.29% 9.09% 7.79% 3.90% 24.24% 24.68% 16.02%

Provision of safety information about 

travel throughout Frontenac
33 21 18 9 56 57 37 231 43

10.64% 7.66% 6.81% 11.49% 27.66% 28.94% 6.81%

Enhanced transportation services to 

help residents get around the County 

and back and forth to Kingston

25 18 16 27 65 68 16 235 39

17.50% 4.17% 4.17% 4.17% 26.25% 35.42% 8.33%

Improved cell phone services 42 10 10 10 63 85 20 240 34

No Response (#)

Q6. For each of the following  Transportation issues, please tell us whether you personally think the County level of government should get involved, 

and if so, to what extent? (You may choose more than one answer option for each issue).

Don't 

know/can't say

Total 

Responses
Not at all

No, 

townships 

should do 

this

Yes, by 

stimulating 

the formation 

of local 

'working 

groups'

Yes, but only 

with seed 

funding to 

support others

Yes, as part of 

a partnership

Yes, the 

County 

should 

lead this
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TOP-LINE RESULTS: QUALITY OF LIFE

• Expansion of seniors’ housing (72%) and affordable housing for low-income 
residents (62%) are seen as issues on which the County should be playing a 
leadership role… in partnership

• Tracking the state of the natural environment also seen as an issue on which the 
County should be engaged (64% as a partner or lead)

• Trails supported for residents (57%) as well as for economic development (63% as 
a partner or lead)

• In this context, County engagement in homelessness was equally likely to be 
supported (53%) compared to viewing it as a health and social service issue

• Recreational and after-school programming seen as a township responsibility 
(19%) compared to County (13%) but participation in a partnership was viewed 
positively by 27%

• For all issues other than seniors’ housing, at least 10% of respondents said ‘not at 
all’

15

A
G

EN
D

A ITEM
 #a)

2016-127 C
orporate Services Public Survey

Page 20 of 93



TOP-LINE RESULTS: QUALITY OF LIFE

16

Service
10.36% 9.56% 9.56% 9.16% 28.69% 28.29% 4.38%

Continued development of trails network for use by 

local residents
26 24 24 23 72 71 11 251 23

12.15% 18.62% 11.34% 10.53% 26.72% 12.96% 7.69%

More recreational and after-school programming for 

children and youth
30 46 28 26 66 32 19 247 27

10.08% 8.40% 5.46% 6.30% 35.29% 26.47% 7.98%

Working to expand affordable housing for low-income 

residents
24 20 13 15 84 63 19 238 36

3.78% 5.88% 5.46% 10.08% 37.82% 34.03% 2.94%

Working to expand seniors' housing 9 14 13 24 90 81 7 238 36

11.43% 5.31% 12.65% 5.71% 33.06% 20.41% 11.43%

Developing new ways to reduce homelessness 28 13 31 14 81 50 28 245 29

10.74% 7.02% 9.09% 4.13% 28.51% 35.54% 4.96%

Track the state of our environmental assets (e.g. water 

quality in local lakes)
26 17 22 10 69 86 12 242 32

No Response (#)

Q7. For each of the following Quality of Life issues, please tell us whether you personally think the County level of government should get 

involved, and if so, to what extent? (You may choose more than one answer for each issue)

Don't 

know/can'

t say

Total 

Response

s

No, not at 

all

No, 

townships 

should do 

this

Yes, by 

stimulating 

the 

formation of 

local 

'working 

groups'

Yes, but 

only with 

seed 

funding to 

support 

others

Yes, as 

part of a 

partnershi

p

Yes, the 

County 

should 

lead this
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TOP-LINE RESULTS: RESPONDENT PERSPECTIVE

• Three-quarters of respondents (76%) said 
they are full-time residents owning a 
home in the County

• Seasonal/part-time residents, and 
business people operating in the County 
were represented 16% and 13% of the 
time (respectively)

• Residents renting a home or cottage and 
frequent visitors/tourists were also 
represented 

• Respondents were able to choose 
multiple options if applicable in their 
situation; 1 in 5 respondents did

• ‘Prefer not to say’ and no response 
options were used by 56 respondents 17

Answ er Choices Response

s (% and #)

75.78%

As a full-time resident owning a home in the County 169

15.70%

As a seasonal/part-time resident owning a property in the County 35

13.45%

As a business person operating in the County 30

4.93%

As a resident who rents a home or cottage in the County 11

3.59%

As a frequent visitor or tourist in the County 8

0.45%

Other (please describe) 1

2.24%

Prefer not to say 5

Total Responses (respondents could choose more than one response) 259

No Response/Skipped 51

Total Surveys with Responses 223

Total Surveys 274

Average Responses Per Survey Respondent 1.2

Q8. Please tell us the perspective from which you answered the preceding 

questions. (You may check more than one answer option if appropriate in your 

situation.)
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TOP-LINE RESULTS: AGE AND GENDER BREAKDOWN 

• No respondents under the age of 25 but 9% of 
sample was in the 25 to 34 age group

• Core labour force (25 to 64) comprised 65% of the 
sample

• Seniors (65+) accounted for a third (32%) of 
respondents; 2011 census says seniors accounted 
for 17% of the total population and 21% of the 
population 18 or older

• Very few respondents explicitly declined to share 
their age but 1 in 5 (51) did not answer the 
question.

18

Q9. Which age group are you personally in?

Age Group
Responses 
(% and #)

0.00%

18 to 24 0

8.52%

25 to 34 19

13.90%

35 to 44 31

12.11%

45 to 54 27

30.04%

55 to 64 67

25.11%

65 to 74 56

7.17%

75 years of age or older 16

3.14%

Prefer not to say 7

Total Responses 223

No Response/Skipped 51

Total Survey Responses 274

• 44% of respondents were men and 49%  were women. 7% used 
the ‘prefer not to say’ option and 19% did not provide a 
response. The 2011 census indicated that the gender balance in 
Frontenac County was 51% male; 49% female for the entire 
population (not just those 18 or older).
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TOP-LINE RESULTS: HOUSEHOLD INCOME 

• Generally good distribution of 
respondents by income 

• 28% of respondents have an annual 
household income of more than $100,000

• 14% of respondents have an annual 
household income of less than $50,000

• Just over a quarter (25%) chose the 
‘prefer not to say’ answer option

• Comparison of survey results to 2011 
census (2010 tax year) shows:

• Average household income 2010: $82,608

• Survey results (2016) suggest:       $84,131

Note: these are estimates only! Data for North 
and Central Frontenac were suppressed in the 
2011 Census. 

19

Q11. What is your approximate annual household income?

Answ er Choices
Responses 
(% and #)

– 4.46%

Less than $30,000 a year 10

– 5.36%

$30,000 to $40,000 a year 12

– 4.46%

$40,000 to $50,000 a year 10

– 8.04%

$50,000 to $60,000 a year 18

– 4.46%

$60,000 to $70,000 a year 10

– 8.93%

$70,000 to $80,000 a year 20

– 5.36%

$80,000 to $90,000 a year 12

– 5.36%

$90,000 to $100,000 a year 12

– 12.50%

$100,000 to $120,000 a year 28

– 15.63%

More than $120,000 a year 35

– 25.45%

Prefer not to say 57

Total Surveys with Responses 224

No Response/Skipped 50
Total Surveys  274
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TOP-LINE RESULTS: TOWNSHIP OF ORIGIN

• Of the 274 responses:

• 268 were online; 6 were paper

• Comparing the township 
representation to 2011 Census 
household data:

• Central Frontenac and Frontenac 
Islands are slightly above their 
proportions in the last census (22% 
and 7% respectively)

• North Frontenac and South Frontenac 
Townships are below their 
proportions in the last census (19% 
and 52% respectively)

20

Answ er Choices Responses

– 10.17%

North Frontenac 24

– 29.24%

Central Frontenac 69

– 47.46%

South Frontenac 112

– 11.86%

Frontenac Islands 28

– 1.27%

Do not live, work or own a property in Frontenac County 3

Total Surveys - With Responses 236

No Response/Skipped 38
Total Surveys 274

Q12. In which of the Frontenac County townships do you live, work or 

own a property? (You may choose more than one answer option if 

applicable in your situation).
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Report 2016-133

Council Information Report

To: Warden and Council

From: Kelly J. Pender, Chief Administrative Officer

Prepared by: Anne Marie Young, Manager of Economic Development

Date of meeting: November 23, 2016

Re: Department – Planning and Economic Development –
Community Opportunities Grant

Recommendation

This report is for information purposes only.

Background

From 2009 to 2015 a community grant was delivered by the County using federal gas
tax funds for a program called Support for Smaller Scale Community Sustainability
Initiatives (SSSCSI). Community projects were to support the four pillars of
sustainability (environmental, social, cultural, and economic) and have measurable
results. Over these years approximately $237,000 was invested by the County with a
value to the community of approximately $701,000 or for every $1 invested brought a
$3.38 value. The project value the community was measured using the sum of the cash,
in-kind and volunteer involvement.

The following projects were reported to Council for 2014 and 2015:

The Township of Frontenac Islands has been approved for the amount of $15,000 for
the refurbishing of the Tourist Information Centre in Marysville. All pillars of sustainability
are addressed and once the project is completed six focus areas can be measured as
follows:

Focus Area Description Measurement

Water conservation # of litres of water
reduced

Energy reduction of GHG # of lbs of CO2/kwh
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Information Report to Council
Planning and Economic Development – Community Development Grant
November 23, 2016 Page 2 of 7

Infrastructure using green solutions # of solar lights, # of
water saving toilets

Economic
Development

retains the employment of
students

# of FTE hours

Recreation and
Leisure

better promotes recreational
offerings of the Island (Big
Sandy Bay, golf course)

# of inquiries (1st year is a
baseline; years after a
comparison)

Capacity Building collaborative project # of partnerships
The Multi-Use Centre Committee of Central Frontenac has been approved for $10,000
to improve a part of the K&P Trail bed owned by Central Frontenac and which has a
direct relation to the Multi-Use Centre Concept Plan for Sharbot Lake that the County
supported in 2011/12. This phase of the project is to develop part of the trail which will
fulfill a phase identified in the concept plan and also alleviate unsafe traffic problems. All
pillars of sustainability are addressed and once the project is completed six focus areas
can be measured as follows:

Focus Area Description Measurement

Economic
Development

Indirectly enhance tourism # of users from 40 km and
over distance

Energy reduced GHG emissions # of lbs of CO2/kwh
Transportation encourages active

transportation
# of users

Infrastructure ensures a safer trail for public
use
Contribute to the Trail network
(ICSP priority)

measured by zero
accidents
# of km maintained

Recreation and
Leisure

Volunteers engaged in the
project

# of volunteers

The Cataraqui Region Conservation Authority has been approved for the amount of
$11,000 to erect fencing on and beside an old railway bridge that passes over Rutledge
Road between Sydenham and Harrowsmith in South Frontenac. It is located .25 km
from the joined K&P and Cataraqui Trails. All pillars of sustainability are addressed,
either directly or indirectly, and once the project is completed six focus areas can be
measured as follows:

Focus Area Description Measurement

Economic
Development

Indirectly enhance tourism # of users from 40 km and
over distance

Energy reduced GHG emissions # of lbs of CO2/kwh
Transportation encourages active

transportation
# of users

Infrastructure ensures a safer structure for
public use
Contribute to the Trail network
(ICSP priority)

measured by zero
accidents
# of bridges maintained
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Information Report to Council
Planning and Economic Development – Community Development Grant
November 23, 2016 Page 3 of 7

Recreation and
Leisure

Volunteers engaged in the
project

# of volunteers

Capacity Building collaborative project # of partnerships
New Leaf Link has been approved for $5,500 for the purchase of five (5) 4th or 5th

generation IPads, software, apps that are adapted to the needs of Nell students. (e.g. for
the blind, and those with physical and cognitive impairments). The social and cultural
pillars of sustainability are addressed and once the project is completed three focus
areas can be measured as follows:

Focus Area Description Measurement

Health and Social
Services

improved communication
amongst people with disabilities
and broader community

# of applications used

Economic improved skills # of volunteers engaged
Capacity Building enabling disabled adults to

experience a quality of life that
many other enjoy in Frontenac

# of disabled adults
trained

The Verona Lions Club in South Frontenac has been approved for $4,239 to erect a sign
on Highway 38. It will have solar lighting for illumination in darkness. The sign will have
multi-purpose uses: directional (to the location of the Lion’s Hall) and information (the
many events of the community). The Lions Hall is a facility that is centrally located in the
Frontenacs and provides a meeting place for many organizations in the County. All
pillars of sustainability are addressed and once the project is completed four focus areas
can be measured as follows:

Focus Area Description Measurement

Economic
Development

indirectly promotes tourism # of attendees from a
distance 40 km and over

Energy Reduces energy consumption # of kwh saved
Culture and Heritage Enables better promotion of

community events
# of events promoted

Capacity Building Collaborative project; promotes
a sustainable solution

# of volunteers

The Sharbot Lake Railway Museum has been approved for $3,230 to erect a signs on
CF Road 38. The need for signage was identified in the Sharbot Lake Community
Improvement Plan. The signs will be directional as the Railway Museum is located on
Elizabeth Street and is not readily seen from 38. The Economic, Social and Cultural
pillars of sustainability are addressed and once the project is completed three focus
areas can be measured as follows:

Focus Area Description Measurement

Economic
Development

promotes tourism # of attendees from a
distance 40 km and over

Culture and Heritage Enables better promotion of the
museum

# of visitors
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Capacity Building Collaborative project; promotes
a sustainable solution

# of volunteers

The Township of North Frontenac has been approved for $5,000 for the installation of
dry hydrants. North Frontenac has collaborated with the residents of three lake
associations to pay a third of the cost. Fire fighters will receive training on site for the
maintenance of the hydrants. These are located at more remote areas of the township
and resident’s homes and the surrounding natural environment will receive better
protection. The Economic, Social and Cultural pillars of sustainability are addressed and
once the project is completed three focus areas can be measured as follows:

Focus Area Description Measurement

Economic
Development

preserves homes and
investments

# of homes with increased
protection

Protection of Natural
Areas

improved fire protection # hectares of land with
increased protection

Infrastructure Dry Hydrant # of metres of pipe
Capacity Building collaborative project # of lake associations

involved
Elbow Lake Environmental Education Centre was approved for $5,000 in late 2014 for
the following: to reconstruct a pedestrian bridge over a beaver pond so as to enable a
loop trail; construct boardwalks at three additional water crossings; produce an app that
introduces visitors to the biodiversity and other unique characteristics of the property;
and develop an accessible pathway that enables visitors of all ages and abilities to visit
and study a local wetland.

All pillars of sustainability are addressed and once the project is completed five focus
areas can be measured as follows:

Focus Area Description Measurement

Economic
Development

Enhances tourism # of users from a distance
40 km and over

Energy reduced GHG emissions # of lbs of CO2/kwh
Transportation encourages active

transportation
# of users

Infrastructure ensures a safer structure for
public use

measured by zero
accidents

Capacity Building Volunteers engaged in the
project

# of volunteers
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Wintergreen Studios was approved for $9,716 to assist in their winter program for the
following: to purchase an off-grid generator; woodstove and chimney installation and
snowshoes.

All pillars of sustainability are addressed and once the project is completed four focus
areas can be measured as follows:

Focus Area Description Measurement

Economic
Development

Enhances tourism # of users from a distance
40 km and over

Energy reduced GHG emissions # of lbs of CO2/kwh
Transportation encourages active

transportation
# of users

Capacity Building Volunteers engaged in the
project

# of volunteers

North Frontenac Township was approved for $5000 in 2015 to enhance its “4 Seasons
More Reasons” brand by enhancing a rest stop at a strategic location along the route
the installation of accessible privy, picnic tables, benches, information kiosk and
signage.

Three pillars of sustainability are addressed and once the project is completed three
focus areas can be measured as follows:

Focus Area Description Measurement

Economic
Development

Enhances tourism # of visitors from a
distance 40 km and over

Recreation & Leisure Encourages more visitors and
users

Increased # of users

Infrastructure Assessable to disabled # of disabled persons
assisted

South Frontenac Township was approved for $8,200 in 2015 for a three-year program
named South Frontenac Rides Cycling Program for workshops, brochures, mapping and
signage.

Three pillars of sustainability are addressed and once the project is completed three
focus areas can be measured as follows:

Focus Area Description Measurement

Economic
Development

Enhances tourism # of visitors from a
distance 40 km and over

Recreation & Leisure Encourages more visitors and
users

Increased # of users

Transportation encourages active
transportation

# of users
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Information Report to Council
Planning and Economic Development – Community Development Grant
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Capacity Building Volunteers engaged in the
project

# of volunteers

Comment

In 2015 the criteria for the spending of the Federal Gas Tax (FGT) funds tightened up
and many of the community projects, although fit the criteria for sustainability, no longer
were eligible for funds under the new criteria for FGT and the SSSSCI was not
continued for 2016.

After several inquiries of community groups looking for funding the Community
Opportunities Grant (COG) was determined as a mechanism by which residents and
businesses in the County can apply for grants. Staff are suggesting that the grant will be
offered in three streams as follows: 1) Individual; 2) Groups/Organizations; 3)
Businesses. Priority will be given to asks/projects that fall within the themes and
demographics of the Economic Development Charter: Trips and Trails, Food and
Beverage, Recreational Lifestyle and Youth and Seniors. Examples as follows:

Grants for individuals would be awarded on a basis of a person being involved in an
event at a provincial, national or world level and could be awarded the grant for each
year to a maximum of three years.

Grants for groups and/organizations could be awarded a grant for more than one year
but each year after would be graduated at 75% (year 1= $1000; year 2= $750; year 3=
$500).

Grants for businesses would be awarded on a one time basis. It would require the
business to contribute 50% matching funds or if the business was matching funds with
another funding (example Community Futures Development Corporation) a 1/3, 1/3, 1/3
combination could be considered.

A set deadline for applications could be a set date and once met and if funds still remain
applications could then be taken on a random basis until the funds are depleted.

County staff and the Community Development Advisory Committee (CDAC) Chair would
receive, evaluate and approve the grant applications. However if an application was
received that did not fit within the set criteria but had exceptional merit then the
application would come forward to CDAC.

Sustainability Implications

In all that we do in the name of economic development in the Frontenacs, we will live by
a set principles that balance the economy, environment, social and cultural interest of
our communities.

Financial Implications

A proposal has been submitted for the 2017 budget for $14,000.
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Organizations, Departments and Individuals Consulted and/or Affected

Individuals, Groups/Organizations and Businesses in Frontenac
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Report 2016-134

Council Information Report

To: Warden and Members of County Council

From: Kelly J. Pender, Chief Administrative Officer

Prepared by: David Millard, Manager of Information Systems

Date of meeting: November 23, 2016

Re: Corporate Services – FMIS Enterprise Software

Recommendation

This report is for information only.

Background

Additional information was requested from council regarding the procurement of
Enterprise Software.

Comment

For the purpose of this report Enterprise Software is described as software applications
that perform business functions such as AR/AP, Payroll, Property Taxation, Staff
Scheduling, Human Resource Management, Fairmount Home Resident Care and
Electronic Ambulance Call Records. It is typically hosted on servers and provides
simultaneous services to a large number of users, typically over a computer network.
This is in contrast to a single-user application that is executed on a user's personal
computer and serves only one user at a time.
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Information Report to Council
Corporate Services - FMIS Enterprise Software
November 23, 2016 Page 2 of 3

Current State

The County of Frontenac currently maintains 37 different titles of Enterprise Software.

Of the 37 titles of Enterprise Software 30 are utilized by all departments within the
County of Frontenac. This translates into 81% of Frontenac County’s software is used to
support all staff of Frontenac County. The remaining 7 tiles are department specific
software that satisfies niche departmental requirements.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

Software Titles by Department

Ferry County Fairmount Paramedic Enterprise

81%

3%

8%
5% 3%

Software Titles by Department

Enterprise Paramedic Fairmount County Ferry
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Information Report to Council
Corporate Services - FMIS Enterprise Software
November 23, 2016 Page 3 of 3

The Frontenac County Information Services Master Plan outlines the purchasing
procedures for all IS and telecommunication hardware, software and services.

The County requires that all IS and telecommunications hardware, software, and
professional services be authorized by the Information Systems Department. This
provides the Information Systems Department an opportunity to 1) identify common
needs between departments, 2) ensure adherence to County standards, and 3) use
known resources to get the best available prices for all products and services.
Adherence to this procedure is crucial and deviation from it may prove costly. The
Information Systems Department is responsible for adhering to the County wide
procurement policy for all of its acquisition.

Comparators

A survey of our fellow Eastern Ontario Wardens’ Caucus member municipalities asked if
the municipalities utilized any of the very large enterprise software platforms specifically
SAP, PeopleSoft and JD Edwards/Oracle.

• No municipalities are using SAP

• No municipalities are using PeopleSoft

• One municipality has purchased JD Edwards/Oracle - The municipality has set a
go live date of January 3, 2017. The municipality has licenced modules for
Financials, Distribution, Capital Asset Management, Human Capital Management
and Real Estate Management. Their estimated licencing fees are $180,000 -
$200,000 per year.

Summary

The 37 software titles maintain at the County of Frontenac support hundreds of business
process. The diversity of the business process are such that no one vendor provides a
single sourced solution. The Frontenac County Information Systems team is involved in
all purchase proposals county wide. The process we utilized in the development of the
work order software RFP is indicative of the departmental collaboration that is used to
make best use of resources across departments.

Organizations, Departments and Individuals Consulted and/or Affected

David Millard – Manager of Information Systems
Eastern Ontario Wardens Caucus – Municipal IT Directors and Managers.
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Recommend Report to Committee of the Whole
Corporate Services - 2016 Draft Budget
November 23, 2016

Report 2016-132

Committee of the Whole Recommend Report

To: Chair, Committee of the Whole

From: Kelly J. Pender, Chief Administrative Officer

Prepared by: Marian VanBruinessen, Director of Corporate Services/Treasurer

Date of meeting: November 23, 2016

Re: Corporate Services – 2017 Draft Budget

Recommendation

Resolved that the Committee of the Whole of the County of Frontenac accept this
Corporate Services – 2017 Draft Budget report and 2017 Draft Budget document
(Appendix B) for discussion;

And further that the Committee of the Whole of the County of Frontenac recommend
inclusion of the 2017 Project Proposals presented in (Appendix A) as amended

And further that the Committee of the Whole of the County of Frontenac recommend
inclusion of a transfer of $35,000 to the Frontenac Community Futures Development
Corporation for its ongoing operational costs;

And finally that the Committee of the Whole of the County of Frontenac recommend
that the Council of the County of Frontenac pass a by-law at its meeting on December
21, 2016 approving the 2017 Budget (as amended).

Background

Under the Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001, CHAPTER 25, as amended, Section 289(1)
states an upper-tier municipality shall in each year prepare and adopt a budget including
estimates of all sums required during the year for the purposes of the upper-tier
municipality.
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Recommend Report to Committee of the Whole
Corporate Services – 2017 Draft Budget
November 23, 2016 Page 2 of 5

In June 2015 Council adopted the Budget Policy, which outlines the framework within
which Council will establish its annual budget.

Comment

As outlined on page 3 of the Budget policy, it is the intent of Council to pass the budget
before December 31 in a non-election year.

Target Levy Increase: The budget policy indicates that the target levy increase is the
Ontario CPI as of August 2016, 1.5%.

Although CPI is the target, in 2017 consideration needs to be made for the increase in
the base budget related to the land ambulance operations, $111,068, which in itself is a
1.24% increase in the budget levy. This increase results from salary and benefit costs,
the additional reserve transfer re the stretchers and the ongoing phase in of the Wolfe
Island enhancement. To mitigate this entirely would result in ongoing annual mitigation
from the reserve just to support the land ambulance department before any future
operational cost increases.

It is proposed that 1/3 of the Land Ambulance base operational increase in 2017 be
added to the levy Target in each of 2017, 2018 and 2019.

Further those project proposals which are onetime costs should be covered by a transfer
from the stabilization reserve in 2017.

Business Plans: Five year plans were presented to Council at its October 12, 2016
Committee of the Whole meeting.

Project Proposals: Council considered thirteen project proposals some of which
constitute service delivery changes and two proposals from the Community Frontenac
Development Corporation. These are shown in Appendix A.

Staff have provided some alternate strategies for the project proposals for Council’s
consideration.

Assessment: The assessment role is scheduled to be delivered at the end of
November. Tax rates will be reported in December.

Sustainability Implications

Sustainability is dependent on good governance and stewardship of County resources.

Financial Implications

The following table shows the 2017 draft levy increase after mitigation. The draft budget
increase is 3.07%. With the dedicated capital levy the overall draft budget levy increase
is 3.72%.
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Recommend Report to Committee of the Whole
Corporate Services – 2017 Draft Budget
November 23, 2016 Page 3 of 5

Organizations, Departments and Individuals Consulted and/or Affected

County of Frontenac Staff
City of Kingston
Kingston Frontenac Public Library
Kingston-Frontenac-Lennox and Addington Public Health Unit

2017 Levy Increase Before Project Proposals

$ %

A 2016 Levy 8,966,273

B 2017 Levy before project proposals 9,260,752

C Levy increase B-A 294,479 3.28%

D 1/3 of Land Ambulance levy increase -37,022

E Estimated Growth -89,781 -1.00%

C-D-E 167,676 1.87%

F Transfer from Stabilization Reserve 33,182 0.37%

G Levy increase at 1.5% 134,494 1.50%

H

Land ambulance operational costs outside

of mitigation D 37,022 0.41%

I 2017 Levy Before project proposals G+H 171,516 1.91%

2017 Project Proposals

Project Proposals - outside of mitigation 163,818

Projects deleted by Council -3,000

Projects added by Council 1,200

Projects deferred -17,345

Projects phased in -29,408

Stabilization reserve transfer -46,427

J Project Proposals revised 68,839 0.77%

K External Agency - CFDC request 35,000 0.39%

L Levy increase after mitigation I+J+K 275,355 3.07%

M Dedicated Capital levy 2016 58,281 0.65%

Total increase L + M 333,635.6 3.72%
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Appendix A: 2017 DRAFT Budget Project Proposals as presented on October 12

Original Presentation

Project Proposals Brought forward

Total Prov Fees City/Other Reserve
transfer

County Original

$ $ $ $ $

1 Work Order Software 11,400 31 7,317 4,052

2 Fairmount PSW continuation of position 85,800 85,800 0 0

3 Fairmount AC unit 26,335 17,908 8,427

4 Fairmount Dietary Kitchen Main Dish Wash area 7,500 5,100 2,400

5 Reception area redesign 9,500 6,460 2,000 1,040

6 HR Competency based framework 38,000 38,000

7 FPS New 12 hour service implemented 1/2 year 213,060 0 167,506 45,554

8 Community paramedicine 18,000 3,000 0 15,000

9 Community Opportunity Grants 28,000 28,000

10 Great Lakes Association 3,000 3,000

11 Community Schools Alliance 1,000 1,000

12 IS Intranet 16,500 165 9,671 6,664

13 IS Scheduling software 72,000 720 42,199 18,400 10,681

14 NF ATV Festival

TOTAL 530,095 89,716 0 256,160 20,400 163,818

External

CFDC

Option 1 Operation 35,000 35,000

Option 2 Food & Beverage 30,000 30,000

65,000 65,000

Total Project Proposals 595,095 89,716 0 256,160 20,400 228,818
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Appendix A: 2017 Draft Budget Project Proposals – adjustments by Council, proposed mitigation

2017 DRAFT Budget Project Proposals

Project Proposals Brought forward

County Original deleted by

Council

added by

Council

defer to 2018 phase in Stabilization

Reserve

Capital

Reserve

County Revised

$ $ $ $ $ $

1 Work Order Software 4,052 4,052

2 Fairmount PSW continuation of position 0 0

3 Fairmount AC unit 8,427 8,427 0

4 Fairmount Dietary Kitchen Main Dish Wash area 2,400 2,400

5 Reception area redesign 1,040 1,040

6 HR Competency based framework 38,000 38,000 0

7 FPS New 12 hour service implemented 1/2 year 45,554 15,408 30,146

8 Community paramedicine 15,000 15,000

9 Community Opportunity Grants 28,000 14,000 14,000

10 Great Lakes Association 3,000 3,000 0

11 Community Schools Alliance 1,000 1,000

12 IS Intranet 6,664 6,664 0

13 IS Scheduling software 10,681 10,681 0

14 NF ATV Festival 1,200 1,200

TOTAL 163,818 3,000 1,200 17,345 29,408 46,427 0 68,838

External

CFDC

Option 1 Operation 35,000 35,000

Option 2 Food & Beverage 30,000 30,000

65,000 30,000 35,000

Total Project Proposals 228,818 33,000 1,200 17,345 29,408 46,427 0 103,838

Original Presentation Proposed Revisions
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2017 DRAFT Budget Project Proposals

Council was presented with 13 project proposals in October. These reflected the changing
operational landscape, its challenges and opportunities.

The aging population is affecting service delivery and requirements for Fairmount Home and
Frontenac Paramedic Services. Fairmount with its increased care level requirements from
challenging resident behaviours is proposing continuation of the Personal Support Worker
position and FPS is proposing more funding for Community Paramedicine.

The changing regulatory framework requires changes in the way we operate.

LEAN continues to be a primary focus as staff consistently looks for ways to make better use of
ratepayer dollars. We will be training and involving greater numbers of staff such that continuous
improvement just becomes the way we work.

To that end staff will also present proposals that look at using the right resources at the right time
and the implementation of process automation, where the process has been reviewed and
automation is clearly the most effective route to follow.

The thirteen projects are outlined in Appendix A with the funding and net impact identified.

Council also considered two projects presented by the Frontenac Community Futures
Development Corporation to support operating costs and to support involvement in marketing
initiatives.

During the discussion an additional project was moved to the budget to support the ATV festival
in North Frontenac to a maximum of $1,200.

Project Review

1. Work Order Software: This project was developed through an extensive LEAN
assessment. The efficiencies provided through implementation of a work order software
will benefit the County in terms of managing its assets, extending asset life through
proper maintenance, etc. Options were evaluated in depth and as the project had been
approved through the 2016 budget an RFP was released. As the proposals included
ongoing licencing fees, the project was brought back to the budget as a project proposal
for 2017. In addition the capital portion of the project is eligible for funding through OCIFA
which will release Federal Gas Tax funds for other purposes.

2. Continuation of Fairmount PSW position: Council was presented with the rationale
and supported the implementation of a PSW position which will be covered through
provincial increased CMI funding. Due to residents entering long term care homes with
increasing complex care requirements, Fairmount’s current staffing levels do not match
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the resident care needs required. The PSW position will aid in delivering safe, quality,
dignified and resident-centered care.

3. Reconfiguration of Fairmount Kitchen Main Dish Area: This project is proposed due
to the risks with the current design of the main kitchen dish area. The risks of cross
contamination, ergonomic injuries along with wasted chemicals supports the requirement
for a reconfiguration of the area. A redesign kitchen dish area will ensure Fairmount will
meet their requirement for institutional food service equipment with adequate capacity to
clean and sanitize all dishes, utensils and equipment in food production.

4. Fairmount Administration Area AC Unit: Due to the legislative requirements for the
resident area, the configuration of the heating, ventilating and air conditioning (HVAC)
system cannot provide sufficient cooling in the administration area. The project proposes
the installation of a supplemental AC unit to address the high temperatures in the
administration suites and main reception area.

5. FPS Service Enhancement: This project proposes an enhancement to paramedic
coverage with the inclusion of an additional twelve hours of staffing in the urban response
area. The need for additional resources is due to a year over year increase in our Unit
Hour Utilization and a 6% decrease over the last three years in our Response Time
Standard on CTAS 1 calls. The enhancement will meet industry risk management
practices, reduce time pressures on crews and ensure the right resources are at the right
location at the right time.

Proposed Revision: To mitigate the budget impact it is proposed to phase this
enhancement in over 3 years.

6. Community Paramedicine Wellness Clinics: The Community Paramedicine program is
effective in reducing 911 calls and aid seniors with remaining in their own homes as they
age. This project proposes to increase the frequency of the Wellness Clinics throughout
the Frontenacs.

7. Community Opportunities Grant: This project will support building community capacity
and cover the four pillars of sustainability including social, cultural, economic and
environmental. Our Community groups have only a few grant opportunities available to
support the themes and demographics of the Economic Development Charter: Trips and
Trails, Food and Beverage, Recreational Lifestyle and Youth & Seniors.

Proposed Revision: To mitigate the budget impact it is proposed to phase this
enhancement in over additional years by reducing the amount budgeted in 2017 to
$14,000.
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8. Competency Based Review: The County’s current competency framework has not been
updated since 1998 and the framework is essential for job descriptions, recruitment,
professional development and succession planning. The project will support the use of a
temporary full time Human Resources professional in the development of the competency
based framework.

Proposed Revision: As staff recognize the importance of this project and as it is a one-
time project staff propose supporting this project through a transfer from reserve to
mitigate the levy impact.

9. Staff Intranet: The County’s current Intranet is a valuable conduit to provide information
for County staff. But the Intranet is limited in reach as staff can only access this resource
within the County’s protected network. This project is proposing an externally hosted
solution which will enabling staff to access the resources from outside of the County’s
buildings. As an externally hosted Intranet, our member municipalities could be extended
an invitation to participate in the project.

Proposed Revision: It is proposed that this project be moved to 2018 to mitigate the
2017 budget impact.

10.Staff Scheduling System: This project proposes a replacement of our scheduling
software which does not meet the County’s requirements and would mitigate the longevity
risk identified with the current vendor of our software purchased in 2006. The current
system is labour intensive, requires the use of a County computer on our internal network,
therefore it does not allow our 24 hour staff to access their work schedules from outside
of the corporate network. An automated time and attendance would provide efficiencies
in scheduling and assist with compliance to Collective Agreements across the
organization. Member municipalities would be extended an invitation to participate in this
project.

Proposed Revision: It is proposed that this project be moved to 2018 to mitigate the
2017 budget impact. However as identified in the risk analysis many municipalities are
moving to software with more robust support. Should there be an issue with the company
supporting the software, Council might need to consider an emergency expenditure in
2017.

11.Membership: This proposal is to continue membership in the Great Lakes & St.
Lawrence initiative.
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12.Membership: This proposal is to continue membership in the Community Schools
Alliance.

13.Community Futures Development Corporation: Council was presented with two
projects to consider by the Frontenac Community Futures Development Corporation to
support operating costs and to support involvement in marketing initiatives.
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Project Proposals Brought forward

Total Prov Fees City/Other Reserve

transfer

County Original deleted by

Council

added by

Council

defer to 2018 phase in Stabilization

Reserve

Capital

Reserve

County Revised

$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

1 Work Order Software 11,400 31 7,317 4,052 4,052

2 Fairmount PSW continuation of position 85,800 85,800 0 0 0

3 Fairmount AC unit 26,335 17,908 8,427 8,427 0

4 Fairmount Dietary Kitchen Main Dish Wash area 7,500 5,100 2,400 2,400

5 Reception area redesign 9,500 6,460 2,000 1,040 1,040

6 HR Competency based framework 38,000 38,000 38,000 0

7 FPS New 12 hour service implemented 1/2 year 213,060 0 167,506 45,554 15,408 30,146

8 Community paramedicine 18,000 3,000 0 15,000 15,000

9 Community Opportunity Grants 28,000 28,000 14,000 14,000

10 Great Lakes Association 3,000 3,000 3,000 0

11 Community Schools Alliance 1,000 1,000 1,000

12 IS Intranet 16,500 165 9,671 6,664 6,664 0

13 IS Scheduling software 72,000 720 42,199 18,400 10,681 10,681 0

14 NF ATV Festival 1,200 1,200

TOTAL 530,095 89,716 0 256,160 20,400 163,818 3,000 1,200 17,345 29,408 46,427 0 68,838

External

CFDC

Option 1 Operation 35,000 35,000 35,000

Option 2 Food & Beverage 30,000 30,000 30,000

65,000 65,000 30,000 35,000

Total Project Proposals 595,095 89,716 0 256,160 20,400 228,818 33,000 1,200 17,345 29,408 46,427 0 103,838

Original Presentation Proposed Revisions
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