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___________________ 
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Introduction 
Local municipalities were created in Ontario to provide and manage a range of public 

services to residents, property owners and businesses within their respective municipal 

boundaries; the range and level of service being dependent on local means and 

priorities. Counties, and later regions, were established to provide a limited range of 

public services across a number of benefitting local municipalities, that otherwise could 

not feasibly be provided at the local level. By the mid-1990’s there were 815 

incorporated municipal entities in Ontario, ranging from regions, counties, cities, villages 

and townships. 

 With the relentless growth of urban areas in the latter half of the 20th Century, 

expanding responsibilities for local government and the Province’s efforts to create 

financially sustainable municipal corporations, the number of municipal entities in the 

province now stands at 444.  In Grey County, the number of municipalities was reduced 

from 27 to 9 in 2001, including the then separated City of Owen Sound re-joining the 

county for municipal purposes.  

In 1997-2001, through what was called the local service realignment process, counties 

like Grey became responsible for a range of additional services that previously had 

been administered by the Province. This included land ambulance, social services, 

social and affordable housing programs, and Provincial Offences Act courts and 

administration. A number of local municipalities also inherited court security 

responsibilities and policing. More recently, the Province has begun the process of 

 “Coming together is a beginning. Keeping together 

is progress. Working together is success.” 

 - Henry Ford 

http://thinkexist.com/quotation/coming_together_is_a_beginning-keeping_together/146314.html
http://thinkexist.com/quotation/coming_together_is_a_beginning-keeping_together/146314.html
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taking back or “uploading” a number of service costs from the local property tax base in 

an effort to ease the financial burden on municipal governments. 

In spite of the governance, programming and financing changes that have occurred in 

the past three decades in the name of strengthening local government, Ontario’s 

municipal governments continue to struggle to provide services in a financially 

sustainable manner. Each year the challenge for municipal councils to achieve 

balanced budgets while keeping tax and user rate increases acceptably low is more and 

more difficult, as the increasing costs to deliver services at desired levels far outpace 

the relatively modest increases in revenue that municipalities are able to generate from 

limited sources.  This is particularly the case in rural and small communities 

experiencing no growth or decline in population and property assessment base. 

Ongoing decline without foreseeable growth may be leading many municipalities to a 

critical point in the not too distant future of not being able to deliver affordable services 

to residents and businesses as in the past.  

This systemic and growing funding shortfall is forcing municipal and county councils in 

Grey and elsewhere to adopt increasingly aggressive measures to rein in expenditures 

and where possible enhance revenues. On the capital spending side for example, many 

municipalities have been foregoing necessary investment in their infrastructure year 

after year and have developed worrisome and perhaps insurmountable capital project 

backlogs. On the operating side, municipalities are cutting back on important services 

and programs to the community or raising user fees and service rates to offset 

expenditures.  

Despite these efforts, many municipalities continue to face significant increases in tax 

rates and user rates year over year because, unfortunately, many of the tried strategies 

do not have sustained impact. In an area like Grey County where average household 

incomes are well below the provincial average, the ability to pay for increasing municipal 

costs is a significant and pressing factor. 

New and creative thinking is required. Increasingly, community leaders are recognizing 

that the time has come to look beyond their respective municipal boundaries to find 

sustainable solutions. 

 

 

Municipal leaders recognize that the time has come to look beyond their 

respective municipal boundaries to find sustainable solutions 
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A Need For Greater Collaboration 
In Grey County, as in other parts of the province, the ongoing municipal fiscal challenge 
has resulted in many citizens and local politicians calling for municipal governments to 
look to each other to find more cost effective ways of delivering municipal services. 
Grey County Council adopted the following objective as part of its operating plan for 
2011-2013: 
 
 

 
 
In developing its corporate strategic plan, which was approved on January 3, 2012, 
County Council heard from the public and community stakeholders of the need for 
greater cooperation across traditional county and municipal jurisdictions in delivering 
services and programs. In response, County Council adopted the following goal and 
objectives as part of this new plan: 
 
Goal 4: Improve the physical, operational, and virtual connections between Grey 

County’s communities and areas beyond 

4.1 Continue to work collaboratively with local municipalities to define service 

and  program responsibilities between the upper and lower‐ tier 

municipalities. 

4.2 Promote effective coordination and communication between and amongst 

the County of Grey and its nine lower‐ tier municipalities. 

Grey County Council established a Task Force of county councillors in 2012 to explore 

the challenges and opportunities of greater collaboration between municipal 

governments within the county. The Task Force undertook the following research over 

the course of the year.   

The Many Forms of Collaboration 
Collaboration between different municipal bodies can take many forms, from the 
informal sharing of information and resources (e.g. communications), entering into 
formalized shared service agreements  (e.g. water/waste water distribution 
agreements), establishing formal cooperative governance arrangements for specific 
services (e.g. library boards), uploading/downloading services to other level of 
government, to political restructuring and mergers. This continuum is illustrated in 
Figure 2 below: 

  

To explore enhanced cooperation/coordination/realignment of 

county/municipal services to achieve cost effective delivery 
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Figure 2: Continuum of Collaboration 

 
 

Benefits of Collaboration 
There are potential benefits that municipal corporations may realize by entering into 

collaborative service delivery arrangements with their neighbours or other government 

bodies. This may include: 

 More efficient use of professional staff and their talents/skills; leverage 
their experience and talents across a broader area 

 Better attraction and retention of professional and highly qualified staff. 

 Improving quantity and quality of services 

 Reducing duplication of services 

 Broadening resource accessibility / utilization 

 Spreading financing responsibility and risk  

 Broadening equipment replacement cost sharing and achieving volume 
purchasing discounts 

 Capital acquisition/improvements and certain other resources become 
more efficiently and effectively utilized due to economies of size, scale, 
and scope 

 Meeting citizen expectations that communities should work together to 
leverage tax dollars 

 More equitable access to services across jurisdictions at low incremental 
cost, that otherwise would not be available. 

 Enhancing greater sense of community; reducing problems of 
jurisdictional boundaries 

 Fostering an environment for future joint ventures between jurisdictions 
(success breeds success) 
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 Enhancing economic development through broader business attraction, 
less red tape and more unified regional voice and profile 

 Providing broader and more timely training and promotional opportunities 
for staff  

Barriers to Collaboration 
Impediments to cooperation on an intermunicipal or regional level may be caused by 
any number of factors, including differences in expectations or community priorities, 
weakness in the existing relationship, or a lack of open communication. Success relies 
on recognizing and addressing these potential barriers at the outset of the process.  
 

Trust - Trustful relationships are essential when collaborating, but historical 

conflicts can be a challenge to overcome.  

 

Fear of losing authority- It is common for councils to fear a loss of control 

on issues beyond their municipal boundaries.  

 

Fear of losing identity- Some municipalities may think that by working at a 

regional level, their uniqueness and identity is lost. 

 

 Fear of the unknown - Fear of not knowing is always a barrier to overcome. 

 

 What’s in it for me? There may be the feeling that larger municipalities will 

benefit over the rest.  

Collaboration- A Consumer’s Perspective 
Generally speaking, residents, business owners and certainly visitors are less 

concerned about where their services come from than they are about the availability, 

quality and cost-effectiveness of the services. Municipal boundaries for the most part do 

not tend to define one’s sense of community.  Residents, for example, may live in one 

municipality, work in another, and enjoy recreational, social and cultural pursuits in 

others. Businesses typically service a broader community, not just one municipality.  As 

a result, communities have tended to evolve functionally irrespective of municipal 

boundaries. 

On the other hand, the decisions and actions of municipal corporations - those 

organizations that provide services and programs - tend to be insular and competitive, 

being defined by and understandably providing services along jurisdictional lines.  
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More and more municipal leaders are beginning to view their municipalities and their 

neighbours as a team of service providers serving a common set of residents and 

customers and building a broader sense of community.  There is growing realization 

that the delivery of services and the attraction of investment can be more cost-effective, 

be of greater benefit to consumers and lead to greater prosperity if municipal 

governments work together and share expertise, experience and resources. 

The range and level of services available vary from municipality to municipality. Smaller 

more rural communities may not have sufficient population or assessment base to 

support more optimal service coverage, more technically advanced systems and 

equipment, or specialized personnel. For example, a small municipality may not be 

financially able to purchase a new technology solution on its own.  By working with its 

neighbours, however, the increased cost of additional and/or state-of the- art equipment 

and specialized staff may be financially doable if the services are provided to and 

shared over a larger population base. This, then, can lead to more uniform service 

delivery and quality, while easing the financial burden on the municipalities involved.  

Inter-municipal collaboration can also serve to break down barriers to doing business in 

the area – whether real or perceived – and encourage re- investment or new investment 

within the broader area. It has been demonstrated in many other jurisdictions that 

economic development is fostered by making licensing, building codes, tax rates, 

planning rules, etc., easier to understand and more uniform within and between 

communities. A broader approach to economic development and tourism promotion has 

also been shown to add value if delivered in a broader context. 

The county level of government provides an added opportunity to explore new 

collaborative service arrangements among municipal partners. Since the county is a 

federation of local municipalities, there is an established governance structure and 

operating service framework that may accommodate or enable new inter-municipal 

collaborative efforts.  Looking holistically at the shared service capacity and potential 

capabilities of the county and local municipal governments may yield substantive 

service and cost benefits to area residents and business interests. 

What to Expect From a Collaborative Review of Service 
The purpose for undertaking an inter-municipal service delivery review would be to 
determine the most cost effective way of providing municipal services and where 

The deepening financial challenge that is facing all municipal 

governments, and by extension their taxpayers and service users, is 

leading many people to question the continued relevance or 

appropriateness of the traditional insular municipal model. 
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possible to reduce the cost of delivery while maintaining or improving services and 
service levels. It’s all about making informed, strategic choices based on good 
information.  
 

 
 
A number of jurisdictions around the world have explored this issue and implemented 
programs to review services and encourage inter-municipal cooperation. The Ontario 
Government for example has developed a guide for municipalities wishing to undertake 
a review of services1. While the guide does not speak to a collaborative inter-municipal 
review of services, the methodology is instructive and adaptable.  
 
In Michigan, a detailed methodology has been developed to assist counties wishing to 
explore inter-municipal partnerships2. Even though the county government context in 
Michigan is considerably different than that of Ontario, the methodology can be 
transferred to the Ontario context.  

The Municipal Capacity Development Program (MCDP), which is partially sponsored by 
the Province of Saskatchewan, also provides a useful resource tool for municipalities 
considering collaborative ventures3. The MCDP was created with the goal of promoting 
growth, cooperation and community development through intermunicipal partnership.  

Learning from other jurisdictions, it is suggested that if contemplating an intermunicipal 
review, the following questions about service improvements and expenditure 
management should be posed at the outset, to focus the discussion and inform the 
decision to proceed or not: 
 

 Do we really need to continue to be in the business/service? 

                                                      
1   A Guide to Service Delivery Review for Municipal Managers,  Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs 

and Housing,   August 2004 

2 Justifying Interlocal Cooperation: Feasibility Studies, Financing and Cost Allocation , A White Paper 

from the Michigan Government Finance Officers Association 
 

3  A Guide to Municipal Cooperation: Succeeding in Regional Partnerships, Municipal Capacity 

Development Program, January 2010 

Looking for commonalities, identifying strengths and weaknesses in 

delivery methods, and looking for available capacity within the 

various municipal organizations should be the focus of any service 

review effort. 
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 What do citizens expect of the service and what outcomes do councils 
want for the service? 

 How does current performance compare to expected performance? 

 Do the activities logically lead to the expected outcomes? 

 Do facilities, programs and services offered in nearby municipalities 
duplicate those offered in another? 

 Could joint delivery reduce duplication and enhance the range of services 
available? 

 How is demand for the service being managed? 

 What are the full costs and benefits of the service? 

 How can benefits and outputs of the service be increased? 

 How can the number and cost of inputs be decreased? 

 What are the alternative ways of delivering the service? 

 How can a service change best be managed, implemented and 
communicated? 

The Grey County Collaborative Decision-making Framework  
On March 6, 2013 Grey County Council adopted the following collaborative framework 

as county policy and expected practice.  The framework is simply a means of 

formalizing terms of engagement between two or more municipal organizations wishing 

to work together to explore ways to improve the delivery of one or more services or to 

tackle a shared new service challenge.  It provides a rational, evidence-based way to 

establish expectations at the outset, organize people, allocate resources, gather the 

right information, establish ground rules for behaviour, assess options, measure 

progress and commit to prescribed timelines. The framework is not a one size fits all 

process; it can be simplified or made more complex depending on the needs of the 

situation.   

Adoption of this framework by Grey County Council as its model for considering the 

merits of a new service or a new collaborative engagement does not preclude local 

municipalities from using other ways to review cross boundary service issues.  

Step 1: Getting Started 

If a party, be it an individual, a local municipality or community agency, wishes the 

County of Grey to consider delivering a new service or to be involved in the delivery of 

an existing service in a new collaborative arrangement with local municipalities or other 

parties, then the following initialization steps are required: 
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1. A written request with substantiating information is to be submitted to the County 

Chief Administrative Officer. Receipt of the request will be acknowledged and a 

preliminary staff report will be prepared and submitted to an upcoming County 

Corporate Services Committee meeting agenda along with the request. A request 

from a municipality or organization must be accompanied by a resolution of the 

respective council or governing board. 

2. The county staff report may include the following preliminary considerations:  

a) Advantages/disadvantages 

b) Financial, resource, and service implications 

c) Number of parties required to be involved in order to optimize a collaborative 

delivery model (e.g.  All municipalities required or just a few?) 

d) Regard for any common, strategic and community considerations of where 

service improvements are needed most urgently and/or where there would be 

value added through a new service arrangement 

3. The County Corporate Services Committee will consider the formal request and the 

county staff report, and in turn will: 

a) Seek additional information from county staff or the requestor if required; or 

b) Recommend to County Council to engage in the review of service; or  

c) Decline participation.  

4. County Council will consider the request, the county staff report and the 

recommendation of the Corporate Services Committee and in turn may: 

a) Refer the matter back to the Corporate Services Committee with direction as to 

further review, or 

b) Agree in principle to engage in a review of service subject to conditions it may 

deem appropriate and necessary (e.g.  Receive a commitment in principle from 

other parties to engage), or 

c) Decline further consideration of the matter  

5.   County Council will authorize senior staff to initiate the next step in this process once 

it has received satisfactory commitments to participate from all parties deemed 

required,. If a party or parties decline further participation, then consideration must be 

given by County Council to the value of proceeding further with the remaining parties.   
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Step 2: Creating a Plan of Action – The Project Charter 

1. The County Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) will engage the CAOs or 

administrative heads of the other parties that will be engaged in the process to 

prepare a DRAFT Project Charter. The Charter will set out the terms of engagement 

for all parties involved, including but not restricted to the following: 

a) Operating principles, objectives and constraints of the review (e.g. service 

excellence, cost effectiveness, greater efficiencies, reducing costs, lessening tax 

burden, etc.) 

b) Governance structure of review (e.g. political steering committee, technical staff 

committee, frequency of meetings, etc.) 

c) Expected outcomes 

d) Identities of the main stakeholders 

e) In scope and out-of-scope items (what the review is and what it is not) 

f) A high-level risk management plan 

g) Communications plan 

h) Community engagement plan  

i) Expected benefits - outcomes 

j) High level budget and spending authority 

k) Staffing and resource commitment 

l) Deliverables 

m) Performance measures – soft and hard metrics 

n) Dispute resolution mechanism 

o) Process for attaining approvals 

2. The CAOs Groups will recommend a draft Project Charter for adoption by County 

Council, local municipal councils and the governing bodies of other organizations 

engaged in the review in accordance with the approvals processes in place within the 

respective organizations involved. In the case of the County, County Council will 

consider the draft Project Charter based on a recommendation of its Corporate 

Services Committee. 
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3. Adoption of the Project Charter by council or board resolution of the respective 

parties is required to proceed to the next step in the process. If a party or parties 

decline further participation, then consideration must be given by County Council to 

the value of proceeding further with the remaining parties.   

4. Unless otherwise specified, the County Corporate Services Committee will serve as 

the Project Steering Committee. Depending on the nature of the service being 

reviewed, it may be deemed appropriate to appoint others to the Steering Committee.  

The CAOs  and administrative heads of the organizations involved will  serve as the 

technical committee for the review process and may appoint  other staff as deemed 

necessary to support and assist the technical committee. The County CAO will serve 

as the chair of the technical committee.  

Step 3: Assessing Current Service Arrangement 

The following questions will be researched by the technical advisory committee and 

subsequently considered and endorsed by the steering committee for the specific 

service or services under review: 

a) What is the intended purpose of the service? 

b) What assumptions underpin current service arrangements? Do the outputs of the 

service or program logically lead to the desired outcomes 

c) Why is it needed? 

d) Is the service considered to be a core or non-core service at the local and county 

level? 

e) Demographics and community profile (e.g., economic base, population, housing, 

etc.) 

f) Who is its target client group?  

g) Who are the stakeholders? 

h) What geographic areas need to be served? 

i) What is the density and distribution of customers? 

j) How is demand for the service or program managed (i.e. through education, 

pricing, management procedures, technological innovation, regulation or 

operational change)? 
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k) Revenue and Expenditure budgets and financial plans for each service by 

municipal organization. 

l) An organization chart of programs/departments affected, including all positions 

(full-time, part-time, or volunteer) and their years of service, qualifications, 

certifications, etc. 

m)   What are the full costs and benefits of the service or program? 

i. Direct costs (e.g., labour, equipment, vehicles, facilities, etc) 

ii. Indirect costs (e.g., administrative, payroll and legal costs) 

iii. Tangible costs (e.g., capital costs, operating costs) 

iv. Intangible costs (e.g., impact on reputation, the state of existing 

infrastructure, such as road quality;   opportunities for economic 

development, including natural resources and tourism; opportunities for 

residential development; recreation programs and facilities patronage 

v. Tangible benefits (e.g., fast application processing times) 

vi. Intangible benefits (e.g., high staff morale) 

n) Major capital outlay projections and anticipated expenditure increases (e.g., 

equipment, buildings, new hiring, etc.) 

o) Existing assets of programs/ departments affected, including their purchase 

price, current estimated market value, and likely replacement date. Facilities 

owned and operated by the programs/departments affected, including address, 

size, cost of construction, book value, and debt outstanding. 

p) Work load data (e.g., work orders; number of events; number of runs or 

incidents) and target customer service level / response time objectives (and 

actuals) by facility and in total for each program/department affected by the 

proposed cooperative initiative. 

q) What are the desired outcomes?  

r) How is the effectiveness of the service measured? 

s) What are appropriate service standards and targets?  

t) What service quality levels need to be maintained? 
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Step 4: Assessing Options for Improving Service  

Once the current service has been assessed fully and service delivery benchmarks and 

expectations have been established, alternative service delivery models can be 

identified and assessed. The answers to the questions in Step 3 shape the goals that 

the service will aim to achieve. The preferences of citizens about service levels and 

standards need to be weighed against fiscal prudence and affordability. A review of this 

nature should be outcome-based. Outcomes are the wider benefits that matter most to 

citizens and they are the best gauge of a service’s success. 

In exploring different options and service arrangements it is important to discard models 

that are not feasible due to legislation (the municipality is legally obligated to provide the 

service in a certain way) or other barriers. There is limited time and resources to 

consider these matters, so making strategic decisions around what service options to 

explore is critically important. This process should yield a short list of feasible delivery 

methods, which can then be subject to more in-depth assessment and comparative 

analysis, if required. 

When analyzing financial implications of options, it is important to identify potential start-

up and harmonization costs associated with partnering scenarios. Examples of start-up 

costs include: 

• Harmonization of computer systems and software 
• Office renovations and equipment 
• Harmonization of service contracts 
• Relocation expenses 

Step 5: Implementation 

Once the analysis has been completed and reports written, it is then a matter for 

consideration by the governing bodies of the participating organizations. If a decision is 

made to proceed with a new county service or inter-municipal service arrangement then 

careful planning has to take place to ensure a seamless transition from the current 

arrangement to the new. This is a whole new project that must be properly resourced 

and carefully organized. The details of this implementation and transition planning 

would be determined at the time and be dependent on a host of factors specific to the 

service area in question and the circumstances at hand. 

 
 
March 6, 2013 

Attachment:  Attachment CAOR-GOV-03-13 Collaborative Model Flow Chart Revised 
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