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Township of North Frontenac Service Delivery Review
Executive Summary

Over the past decade, the Township of North Frontenac (the Township) has experienced increases in its municipal levy that has
concerned Council.  In recent years, Council has attempted to maintain taxation increases at an affordable level, however the 2012 
budget process still resulted in a 10.8% increase in the levy.  

In order to assist the Township with the identification of potential opportunities for cost reductions and incremental revenues, KPMG 
was retained to undertake a service delivery review that involved an evaluation of the Township's operations, personnel and financial 
performance with the view of identifying options for maintaining adequate service levels while allowing for long-term sustainable 
budgets to be met. 

The service delivery review process identified the fact that in a number of instances, the Township's service levels are higher than 
minimum standards and those adopted by comparator municipalities with similar populations and other characteristics, allowing the 
Township to reduce services to an acceptable level while reducing costs as well.  Additional opportunities were identified through 
strategies focused on consolidating municipal assets such as community halls, land fill sites and fire halls that have remained 
untouched since amalgamation in 1998untouched since amalgamation in 1998.  

Overall, the service delivery review identified a total of $317,700 in potential savings that could be realized between 2013 and 2016, 
providing Council with a range of potential options for both the short to mid-term.  As Council proceeds with the 2013 budget process, 
additional opportunities may be brought forward  by staff or the public for consideration, allowing Council to determine which options 
to pursue.

We recognize that the ultimate decision as to type and level of services provided by the Township rests with Council and we trust that 
our report assists with the decision-making processour report assists with the decision-making process.  

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Study Overview
Terms of Reference

The terms of reference for our engagement were established in the Township's letter of engagement document dated October 23, 
2012.  As outlined in the letter of engagement, the objectives of the service delivery review include:

• A description and evaluation of the Township's operation structure and service levels;

• Commentary on the Township's operating effectiveness and efficiency, using service level benchmarks and comparative best 
practices;practices;

• Options for maintaining adequate service levels while allowing long-term sustainable budget objectives to be met.

The terms of reference for the service delivery review considered the following components:

Component Section of Report

1. An environmental scan that summarizes the major factors affecting the 
Township's cost structure and staffing levels

Chapter II

2. The development of service level baselines for comparison to the 
Township's service level standards and practices;

Chapter III
Appendix A

3. An analysis of Council composition and commentary of potential 
opportunities for enhanced efficiency and effectiveness

Chapter IV
opportunities for enhanced efficiency and effectiveness.

3. An evaluation of the Township's current service delivery, including 
opportunities for enhanced efficiencies and cost savings;

Chapter V

5. The development of financial forecasts projecting the Township's 
anticipated financial performance.

Chapter VI
Appendix B

6 Copies of all presentations made over the course of the project Appendix C6.  Copies of all presentations made over the course of the project Appendix C

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
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Study Overview
Methodology

The development of the service delivery review involved the following major work steps:

1. Environmental scan

• Historical financial information for the Township, including audited financial statements, internal financial statements, Financial 
Information Returns and annual budgets were summarized and reviewed to identify factors influencing operating costs, non-
taxation revenues and municipal leviestaxation revenues and municipal levies.

• Historical information relating to staffing levels was summarized and reviewed to identify staffing levels by department and the
nature of year-over-year staffing changes.

• Meetings were held with representatives of the Township's management group to review the Township's financial performance 
and staffing trends.

2. Service level baseline

• An initial working session was held with the Township's management group to identify:

• Services provided

• The rationale for the delivery of the service (mandated, expected, discretionary)

Th i d li d l (i t l l t t t d t h d i )• The service delivery model (internal resources, volunteers, contracted out, shared service)

• The targeted service level

Additional information and documentation relating to the Township's services and service levels, including previous studies, 
analyses and reports to Council, were reviewed.

• Discussions were held with Township management concerning appropriate municipal comparators, based on the following 
considerations:considerations:

• Population 

• Households

• Geography

• Distribution of services between upper and lower tiers

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
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Study Overview
Methodology

2. Service level baseline (continued)

• Based on these considerations, the following communities were selected as municipal comparators

Community Population1 Households2 Area (km)1

1 North 1 842 3 472 1165 71. North 
Frontenac

1,842 3,472 1165.7

2. Central 
Frontenac

4,556 4,008 1025.2

3. Addington
Highlands 

2,532 2,694 1329.9

4 G t 2 485 2 714 1034 3

4

3
1

2

5

6
7

4. Greater 
Madawaska

2,485 2,714 1034.3

5. Algonquin 
Highlands

2,156 3,878 1004.8

6. Minden Hills 5,655 6,020 878.2

7. Augusta 7,430 2,921 314.7

• Information concerning municipal services, operating costs, staffing levels, management compensation, organizational structures 
and other aspects of the comparator municipalities was obtained through interviews with the comparator municipalities and 

g

analysis of available documentation (including information provided by the municipalities, information obtained through the 
municipalities’ websites and other information such as Financial Information Returns).

• Information concerning service levels for Ontario municipalities was also obtained from other sources, including the Office of the 
Fire Marshal, the Ministry of Transportation, the Ontario Good Roads Association, Ontario Library Service and the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing. 

• The population numbers for the Township does not include the seasonal population who have summer homes in the municipality.

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Study Overview
Methodology

3. Current service delivery

• At the beginning of the service delivery review, a confidential Council survey was conducted and submitted to KPMG  to 
determine Council’s position with respect to taxation levels, municipal services (specifically whether services could be eliminated, 
reduced, maintained or enhanced), alternative means of delivering services and staffing reductions.

• A second working session was held with the Township's management group to identify potential opportunities for enhancing• A second working session was held with the Township s management group to identify potential opportunities for enhancing 
efficiencies, reducing operating costs and increasing non-taxation revenues, as well as potential risks associated with each of the 
opportunities.

• A presentation of the potential opportunities was made to Council and whether they should be considered as part of the 
Township's 2013 budget process.

• KPMG identified additional opportunities based on our experience with other Ontario municipalities and similar service delivery 
reviewsreviews.

4. Staffing levels

• Information concerning the Township's current and historical staffing levels was summarized and reviewed.

• Information concerning staffing levels by department/function were obtained for the comparator municipalities and compared to
the Township's current staffing levels by department.

Organizational charts for the comparator municipalities were obtained and compared to the Township's current organizational• Organizational charts for the comparator municipalities were obtained and compared to the Township's current organizational 
structure in order to identify areas of significant difference.

• KPMG reviewed the Township's current organizational structure and lines of reporting based on our experience with other 
Ontario municipalities and provided our confidential comments under separate cover.

• A summary of potential employee retirements (i.e. employees entitled to retire with non-reduced pensions) to December 31, 2016 
was reviewed to assess the potential attrition rate for Township employees and associated financial impact.

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Study Overview
Methodology

5. Financial forecasts

• An initial meeting was held with the Township's CAO and Treasurer to review the Township's financial performance and identify
anticipated changes in non-taxation revenues and operating costs, as well as the Township's capital forecast.

• Initial financial projections were prepared that indicated the potential changes to the municipal levy based on possible future 
changes to the Township's financial environment but excluding the implementation of potential opportunities identified during thechanges to the Township s financial environment but excluding the implementation of potential opportunities identified during the 
course of the management study.

• Additional financial projections were prepared that considered the potential implementation of opportunities identified through the 
service delivery review and the associated impact on the municipal tax levy.

• In conjunction with the Asset Management Project , a high level analysis of the Township's capital requirements and funding was 
prepared to determine potential strategies for ongoing capital expenditures and associated financing.

6. Council composition

• Information concerning Council structure and compensation for the comparator communities was obtained and compared to the 
Township's Council structure and compensation arrangements in order to identify potential opportunities for Council’s 
consideration.

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Study Overview
Restrictions

This report is based on information and documentation that was made available to KPMG at the date of this report.  KPMG has not 
audited nor otherwise attempted to independently verify the information provided unless otherwise indicated.  Should additional 
information be provided to KPMG after the issuance of this report, KPMG reserves the right (but will be under no obligation) to review 
this information and adjust its comments accordingly.  

Pursuant to the terms of our engagement, it is understood and agreed that all decisions in connection with the implementation of
advice and recommendations as provided by KPMG during the course of this engagement shall be the responsibility of, and made by,
the Township of North Frontenac. KPMG has not and will not perform management functions or make management decisions for the 
Township of North Frontenac.

This report includes or makes reference to future oriented financial information.  Readers are cautioned that since these financial 
projections are based on assumptions regarding future events, actual results will vary from the information presented even if the 
hypotheses occur, and the variations may be material.  

Comments in this report are not intended, nor should they be interpreted, to be legal advice or opinion.

KPMG has no present or contemplated interest in the Township of North Frontenac nor are we an insider or associate of the 
Township of North Frontenac or its management team.  Our fees for this engagement are not contingent upon our findings or any 
other event.  Accordingly, we believe we are independent of the Township of North Frontenac and are acting objectively.

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Environmental Scan
Overview of the Township's Financial Performance

The Township's 2012 budget reflects a total municipal levy of $ 4.8 million1 which, when combined with $2.2 million in other revenues, 
will fund a total of $7.8 million in expenditures; operating costs ($5.5 million), capital costs ($1.6 million) and contributions to reserves 
($0.7 million)

Since 2003, the Township's municipal levy has increased by an average of $262,000, or 8.0% per year.  In comparison, the average
annual increase in upper tier (Frontenac County) taxes paid by North Frontenac ratepayers was 2.8% over the period of 2003 - 2011, 
while the Consumer Price Index increased on average 1.9% annually since 2002.

It is important to note, however, that the annual increases in the Township's municipal levy have fluctuated significantly from year to 
year, with several large annual increases experienced during 2004 (17.71%) and 2012(10.8%).  The leading practice for tax policy is 
levy increases that are steady and predictable over a five to ten year period – a policy that the Township has not been able to 
achieve. 
Total municipal levy – 2003 to 2012 (millions of dollars)2 Annual change in municipal levy – 2003 to 20122
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Environmental Scan
Overview of the Township's Financial Performance

For the most part, the increase in the Town’s municipal levy since 2008 ($0.9 million) appears to be the result of increased operating 
costs, which have increased from $4.8 million in 2008 to $5.5 million in 2012, a change of $0.8 million.  

Comparison of municipal operating costs, other revenues and taxation funding – 2008 to 2012

(in thousands) 

Operating Costs1 Other 
Revenues2 

Taxation 
Funding 

Operating 
Costs1 

Other Revenues2 Taxation 
Funding 

Council 144 0 -149 155 0 -162 -13

Administration 3 805 644 -393 1067 1499 99 492

2008 (Budget) 2012 (Budget) Change in 
Taxation 
Funding  

Fire 402 18 -569 509 53 -622 -53

Policing 250 0 -250 210 0 -210 40

Planning & Building 
Controls 

254 195 -73 221 174 -50 23

Roads 2061 100 -1789 2283 126 -2879 -1090

Environmental Services 431 92 -429 593 161 -561 -131Environmental Services 431 92 429 593 161 561 131

Property Bldg Maintenance 140 1 -169 189 3 -235 -66

MNR Parks 185 182 0 159 147 0

Recreation 99 15 -84 152 33 -158 -74

Municipal levy4 $4,771 $1,247 ($3,905) $5,538 $2,196 ($4,777) ($872)

1 Represents operating costs only (wages, benefits, materials, supplies, contract services) and excludes debt servicing costs or contributions to reserves.
2 Represents non-taxation revenue sources generated by the specific department (e.g. user fees, permit fees, rental revenue).
3 Includes taxation, default, economic development, sundry, conservation authorities, bylaw enforcement streetlights, cemeteries, administration, protection, emergency 

services and animal control

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Environmental Scan
Overview of the Township's Financial Performance

In terms of expenditures by type, personnel-related costs account for almost 70% of the Township's operating costs, with the majority 
of these costs represented by full-time wages (56% of total payroll costs) and employee benefits (21% of total payroll costs). Since 
2008, personnel costs have increased from $2.0 million to a budgeted amount of $2.5 million for 2012.  

Budgeted operating costs by type (2012)1

Full-time 
Wages 

Part-time 
Wages2 

Overtime 
and Other3

Benefits Total 

Council 0 114 0 2 116

Administration4 440 80 17 155 691

(in thousands) Compensation 

Administration 440 80 17 155 691

Fire 56 65 4 31 157

Planning & Building Controls 125 0 5 36 165

Roads 586 48 72 189 895

Environmental Services 119 114 18 89 341

1 Based on the Township's 2012 approved operating budget

Property Bldg Maintenance 45 3 2 14 64

MNR Parks 35 35 6 17 94

Total  $   1,406  $      460  $      124  $        532  $              2,522 

Percentage of total 55.7% 18.2% 4.9% 21.1% 100.0%

1 Based on the Township s 2012 approved operating budget.
2 Includes compensation paid to part-time employees, students and volunteer firefighters.
3 Includes overtime and vacation pay
4 Includes taxation, default, economic development, sundry, conservation authorities, bylaw enforcement streetlights, cemeteries, administration, protection, emergency 

services and animal control.

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Environmental Scan
Overview of the Township's Financial Performance

The increase in the Township's personnel costs reflects a mix of staff additions and regularly salary increases pursuant to the 
Township's non-union salary grids.  As noted below, the Township's full-time staffing complement has increased by one employee 
between 2008 and 2012, with the largest increase occurring in 2011 when Council implemented the recommendations of the 2010 
organizational review.

As a result of the organizational review a new Waste/Recycling Coordinator position was created for Environmental Services.  The 
organizational review also reallocated 75% of the CAO’s administrative assistant to the bylaw department to increase the service level 
of bylaw enforcement.  Outside of these two staffing changes there has been minimal change to the staffing levels of the Township 
since 2008.  The Township does not appear to have experienced staff decreases as a result of attrition, which may not have been 
possible given the nature of the individuals that have retired or otherwise left the Township's employment during this period.

Full-time and part-time staffing levels by department – 2008 to 20121 

Full-time employees 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Net Change 

Administration 8.3 8.3 8.3 6.75 7 -1.3

Ec Dev 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.45 0.45 0.2

Fire 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 1.1 0.25

Building 2 2 2 1.6 1.6 -0.4

Planning 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.95 0.25

Bylaw 0 0 0 0.95 0.95 0.95

Protection 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 0

Roads 12 12 12 12 12 0

Waste 1.3 1.3 1.3 2.3 1.8 0.5

Recycling 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 2.2 0.5

MNR P k 1 1 1 0 7 0 95 0 05MNR Parks 1 1 1 0.7 0.95 -0.05

Property & Bldg Maintenance 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.85 0.85 0.1

Total 30 30 30 30 31 1.00

Part-time employees 11 11 11 11 11 0

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Staffing Analysis
Overview of Staffing Changes

While reductions in full-time staffing through attrition does not appear to have taken place since 2010,  the potential does exist for 
future staffing reductions through attrition over the short to mid-term future.  Specifically, we note that 9 full-time employees will be 
eligible for unreduced pensions by 2020, representing 35%  of all full-time employees.  

Cumulative number of employees reaching unreduced pension1
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3 

4 

5 

While most of these positions will need to be replaced, the retirement profile provides the Township with the opportunity to reduce 
staffing levels through attrition, thereby avoiding the resultant issues associated with staff layoffs and retirement incentives.

-

1 
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Service Level Baselines
How to Read the Analysis

The service level baselines are intended to provide a comparison of service levels, delivery methods, staffing levels and overall 
operating costs for the Township against the comparator municipalities (Townships of Central Frontenac, Addington Highlands, Minto 
Hills, Algonquin Highlands, Augusta, and Greater Madawaska) and other service level benchmarks that may be relevant.

For the purposes of our report, the service level baselines are presented on a departmental basis (consistent with the Township's 
budget structure), with additional detail provided at the sub-departmental level where considered appropriate.  For each service level 
baseline, the following information is presented:

Services Provided

A high-level listing of the types of services provided.

Delivery Model

The method of delivery used by the Township in the 
provision of the service, which may include own 
resources external service providers (both private sectorresources, external service providers (both private sector 
and public sector), shared service arrangements with 
other organizations or volunteers.

Service Level Standard

I f ti i i i i l l d/

Indicators

A i f k fi i l d t ffi i di t fInformation concerning minimum service levels and/or 
service levels provided by the comparator municipalities 
as well as an indication as to whether the Township's 
current service levels are consistent with, exceed or fall 
below the minimum/comparable service levels.  Please 
note that for certain services, service level standards are 
not available.

A comparison of key financial and staffing indicators for 
the Township against the comparative municipalities.  
Where the Township's indicators are higher than the 
comparator municipalities, they could be indicative of (i) a 
higher level of service or (ii) the potential for efficiencies 
and other cost reductions.  

Except where noted the indicators have been developedExcept where noted, the indicators have been developed 
based on 2011 Municipal Financial Information Returns 
as this represents the last year for which Financial 
Information Returns are available for the Township.

Overall Potential for Cost Reductions 

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Overall assessment as to the potential for cost reductions based on the differences between the Township's service levels, 
delivery model and indicators and those of the comparative municipalities and other service level standards.



Service Level Baselines
Corporate Services

Services Provided

• Chief Administrative Officer
• Finance
• Legal
• Human resources

Delivery Model

• The Township relies primarily on its own resources 
(mix of full-time and part-time personnel) for 
administrative services, with the following exceptions:
• Employee benefits – combination own staff and 

l• Clerks (including licensing)
• Information Technology
• Health and safety
• Administrative support
• Front desk reception
• Council support
• Bylaw Enforcement

P ll S i

consultant
• Legal Services
• Insurance Services
• Payroll  Transactions
• Bylaw Enforcement Services 

• Payroll Services

Service Level Standard

• Service levels for specific administrative functions are 
established either by legislation (e.g. Municipal Act, 

Indicators

• General government costs per household at $262 are 
slightly higher than the comparator average of $223. 1

Occupational Health and Safety Act), or Township 
bylaws.  

• Major aspects of the Township's administrative 
functions (e.g. Information Technology, Front Desk 
Reception), however, do not appear to have formally 
defined service level standards.

• Bylaw enforcement is on a complaint basis

• Additionally, general government costs as a 
percentage of total municipal operating costs are 
slightly higher (19%) than the average of the 
comparator municipalities (17%).1

• Staffing levels for administration are consistent with the 
comparator municipalities.

• Please note, the scope of general government FIR 
i i hi f i breporting in this area often varies between 

municipalities

1.   2011 Financial Information Return Schedule 40Overall Potential for Cost Reductions 

Moderate – The absence of prescribed service level standards for certain administrative functions combined with indications 
that general government costs may be higher than comparator municipalities may be indicative of the opportunity to reduce 
operating costs, recognizing the service level issues that may emerge as the Township attempts to reallocate staffing levels.

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
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operating costs, recognizing the service level issues that may emerge as the Township attempts to reallocate staffing levels.



Service Level Baselines
Planning and Development

Services Provided

• Planning (variances, zoning amendments, official plan 
amendments, site plans)

• Building Inspection

Delivery Model

• Planning services are provided through the Township's 
own resources and the use of a planning consultant

Service Level Standard

• Planning services are provided pursuant to the 
Municipal Act.  The provision of planning services as a 
part time duty of the Township’s clerk is indicative of a 

i i l l f i

Indicators

• Staffing levels and the use of a planning consultant for 
the Township's planning services are consistent with 
comparator municipalities.
B ildi i ti i t i th tminimum level of service. 

• Building Inspection services are provided pursuant to 
the Building Code.  The Township has a fulltime Chief 
Building Official (CBO) and part-time administrative 
support indicating a higher level of service.

• Building inspection services are not recovering the cost 
of delivering building inspection and permit services.

Overall Potential for Cost Reductions 

Moderate – The small size of the Township's planning services, both in terms of staffing levels and operating costs, limits 
the potential for meaningful cost reductions.  The retention of a CBO however presents the Township with the opportunity to 
provide shared building inspection services to neighbouring municipalities and reduce overall service costs.  There is also 
the additional opportunity to increase building permit fees to recover the cost of service delivery.pp y g p y

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
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Service Level Baselines
Fire Rescue

Services Provided

• Fire suppression – structural & wildfire
• Rescue - Auto extrication, ice water rescue
• Medical assistance
• Fire prevention

Fi d i & T i i

Delivery Model

• Fire services are delivered primarily through the 
Township's volunteer firefighters, although mutual aid 
agreements with other fire services does exist.

• Volunteer firefighters are trained to the same 
f i l i i l t d d f ll ti fi• Fire education & Training

• Inspections and building plan reviews
professional provincial standard as full time fire 
fighters.

Service Level Standard

• Fire prevention and education is mandated under the 
Fire Prevention and Protection Act

Indicators

• On a per household basis, the Township's fire costs ($ 
151/HH) i ifi tl hi h th th f itFire Prevention and Protection Act.

• Under the Fire Prevention and Protection Act, Council 
determines the level of service for fire suppression 
activities.  

• The current level of service includes internal fire 
suppression, auto extrication and ice water rescue.

• The number of services provided by the fire service 
and the required training to maintain the necessary

151/HH) are significantly higher than the average of its 
comparators ($ 103/HH).1

• The Township’s staffing costs for fire services is 
consistent with the average of it comparators.

• The Township pays approximately $133,000 per year 
to Addington Highlands Township for fire protection in 
Ward one.
There was one structural fire in 2011 2and the required training to maintain the necessary 

competency places is a significant threat to the long 
term future of the volunteer fire service

• There are four fire stations each with a complement of 
volunteer firefighters indicating a high level of service 
for 1842 residents.  

• There is a proposal to construct a new hall in Ompah.
• The Township has a shared services agreement with 

• There was one structural fire in 2011.2

1 2011 Financial Information Return Schedule 40p g
Addington Highlands to provide joint fire services to 
Ward one.

2011 Financial Information Return Schedule 40
2 2011 Financial Information Return Schedule 92

Overall Potential for Cost Reductions 

High – Notwithstanding the consistency of the Township's staffing costs with the comparative municipalities, the current 
service level standards of the Township – specifically the wide range of rescue services and number of fire halls – could be

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
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service level standards of the Township specifically the wide range of rescue services and number of fire halls could be 
adjusted to provide for cost savings, recognizing the associated reduction in service levels and potential for public relations 
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Service Level Baselines
Parks and Recreation 

Services Provided

• Outdoor recreation facilities, including sports fields and 
tennis courts

• Public beaches, Walking trails & boat launches
• Outdoor rink

Fi i l i

Delivery Model

• Parks and recreation services are provided primarily 
through Township resources (full and part-time 
employees, including students).  In certain instances, 
services may be contracted out (e.g. CLSP road 

• Financial support to community groups
• Crown Land Stewardship Program (CLSP)

y ( g
maintenance) or involve community groups (e.g. 
special events).

Service Level Standard

• For the most part parks and recreation services are

Indicators

• The Township's parks and recreation operating costs• For the most part, parks and recreation services are 
discretionary in nature and as such, formal service 
level standards do not exist. 

• The Township offers a CLSP that is unique to only one 
other comparator municipality.  The CLSP allows the 
Township to rent wilderness camp sites on crown land.

• The CLSP service level provided by the Township is 
high (e g : on line advance booking site maintenance)

• The Township's parks and recreation operating costs 
and staffing levels are consistent with the average of 
comparator municipalities:

• The CLSP is consistently operated at surplus which is 
applied to a reserve account for future needs.

high (e.g.: on-line advance booking, site maintenance).
• The Township  provides recreation facilities like an 

outdoor rink and tennis court  and provides funding for 
swim programs but does not offer any recreation 
programming services.

• The Township does not own nor operate an arena.

Overall Potential for Cost Reductions 

LOW– The minimal parks and recreation services provided by the Township outside of the CLSP reduces the potential for 
cost reduction opportunities.  The CLSP is a self financing program independent of the tax levy.
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Service Level Baselines
Community Services

Services Provided

• Community Halls
• Economic Development
• Property & Building Maintenance
• Street Lights

H li d

Delivery Model

• Community services are provided primarily through 
Township resources (full and part-time employees, 
including students).  In certain instances, services may 
be contracted out (e.g. helipad maintenance) or involve 

it ( it h ll )• Helipads community groups (e.g. community halls).

Service Level Standard

• Given their age and potential capital expense, the 
service level for community halls is to provide minimum

Indicators

• The Township operates five community halls some 
within a five minute drive of one anotherservice level for community halls is to provide minimum 

maintenance standards
• The Township has initiated several economic 

development projects (night sky) that indicate a service 
level beyond its comparators

• Property & building maintenance standards adhere to 
the minimum requirements set out in legislation such 
as the Occupational Health and Safety Act and Fire

within a five minute drive of one another.
• They are all at the end of their life cycle and require 

extensive capital work to meet code as they age (e.g. 
kitchen renovations).

• There are 100 streetlights of which approximately 90% 
are old incandescent technology that have higher 
environmental and operating costs.

as the Occupational Health and Safety Act  and Fire 
Prevention and Protection Act. 

• The majority of streetlights are located in Cloyne.
• The Township helipads is maintained at a service level 

determined by ORNGE.
• Electricity for the Township’s operations is purchased 

through a Regulated Price Plan.

Overall Potential for Cost Reductions 

HIGH – The operation of five community halls represents an opportunity for consolidation to allow for the construction of a 
new municipal facility called for under Council’s strategic plan.  The change over to LED lighting also presents a significant 
opportunity for cost reduction.  Finally, a review of the regulated price plan for electricity is an opportunity for cost reduction 
across the Township’s operations.  

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
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Service Level Baselines
Roads

Services Provided

• Winter roads maintenance (snowplowing, salting, 
sanding, snow removal)

• Summer roads maintenance (ditching, roadside grass 
mowing, pot hole patching, guide rail replacement)

Delivery Model

• The Township relies primarily on its own resources 
(mix of full-time and part-time personnel) for roads 
maintenance, with some external contractors utilized 
for line painting, ditch and culvert maintenance and 

• Sweeping & line painting
• Culvert replacement
• Road reconstruction
• Bridge maintenance
• Fleet maintenance

roadside grass mowing.
• Fleet maintenance is performed in house except for 

specialty work.

S i L l St d d I di tService Level Standard

• The primary service level standard for roads 
maintenance (summer and winter) is Ontario 
Regulation 239/02 – Minimum Maintenance Standards 
for Municipal Highways.  Under the regulation, roads 
are classified into one of six classes depending on 
speed limit and traffic volumes with different

Indicators

• The Township operates 327 total kilometres of roads 
including from rural arterial, rural collector and rural 
local roads (Class 4 to Class 6).

• The Township's operating cost per lane kilometre of 
road is $1,870 significantly lower than the comparator 
average of $2, 787/km.1 speed limit and traffic volumes, with different 

maintenance standards established for each class of 
road.  Roads with lower speed limits and/or lower 
traffic volumes have lower maintenance standards.

• The current service levels provided by the Township 
for winter and summer maintenance exceed the 
minimum requirements under Ontario Regulation 
239/02, particularly given the nature of the Township's 

average of $2, 787/km.
• In contrast, the Township’s winter road costs were 

124% higher then the average of the comparator 
municipalities. 1 

, p y g p
road network which is not characterized as high speed 
or high volume.

1 2011 Financial Information Return Schedule 40
Overall Potential for Cost Reductions 

High – The Township's current service levels significantly exceed the minimum service level standard, potentially supporting 
reductions in service levels and associated costs recognizing the potential for adverse response by residents

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
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reductions in service levels and associated costs, recognizing the potential for adverse response by residents.



Service Level Baselines
Environmental Services

Services Provided

• Five land fill sites
• Two transfer stations
• Recycling program
• Three MSHW depots

Delivery Model

• The Township relies primarily on its own resources 
(mix of full-time and part-time personnel) for the 
operation and maintenance of landfill, recycling and 
transfer station sites.

• External consultants are engaged to perform 
hydrogeology testing on the landfill sites.

Service Level Standard

• Landfill sites and other waste management activities

Indicators

• The Township has a 26% diversion rate and accepts• Landfill sites and other waste management activities 
are subject to Part V of the Environmental Protection  
Act (EPA) and the regulations made under the Act.

• The recycling program is operated under Regulation 
101/94 of the EPA.

• Seven waste sites service a municipality of 3, 472 
households.

The Township has a 26% diversion rate and accepts 
only clear bags to enforce recycling. 1

• Recycling recover 67% of its costs.2  

• The EPA requires municipalities to operate a recycling 
program only if the municipality is greater than 5,000 in 
population.

• The Township’s solid waste disposal costs per 
household ($74) is only 73% of the comparator’s ( ) y p
average.2

1 Information supplied by Township management
2 2011 Financial Information Return Schedule 40

Overall Potential for Cost Reductions 

High – The Township's current service levels significantly exceed the minimum service level standard, potentially supporting 
reductions in service levels (sites) and associated costs, recognizing the potential for adverse response by residents.  There 
also exists the opportunity for shared services with neighbouring municipalities to reduce operational costs.
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Council Structure
Comparisons of Council Compositions and Costs

The Township currently has a seven member Council comprised of the mayor (elected at large) , deputy mayor  (determined by 
Council at its first meeting) and five councillors.

In relation to the comparator municipalities, the Township's Council provides a higher level of representation that any of the 
comparator municipalities, with the ratio of councillors to residents and councillors to households higher than the comparators. We 
note that the use of wards vs. at large representation is evenly divided among the group.

Council composition for selected municipalities1

North 
Frontenac 

Central 
Frontenac 

Addington 
Highlands 

Algonquin 
Highlands 

Minden Hills  Augusta  Greater 
Madaw aska 

Council size 7 9 6 5 7 5 5

Number of 
Councillors

5 8 4 3 5 3 4

Ward system Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes

Number of w ards 3 4 2 3 3 N.A. 3

At-large 
councillors 

0 0 0 0 1 3 0

Councillors per 
w ard (excluding 

2 2 2 1 1 2 N.A. 1 2

at-large 
councillors) 
Councillors per 
1000 residents

2.7 1.8 1.6 1.4 0.9 0.4 1.6

Councillors per 
1000 Households

1.4 2.0 1.5 0.8 0.8 1.0 1.5

Councillors per 0.4 0.8 0.3 0.3 0.6 1.0 0.4

In the event that the Township reduced its Council size from seven to five members, we note that the ratio of councillors to residents 
and households would be consistent with the average of the comparator municipalities, indicating a comparable level of political
representation with a smaller Council size.

• Councillors per thousand residents ( three councillors) – 1.6

• Councillors per thousand households (three councillors) – 0 9

p
100 Sq Km
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• Councillors per thousand households (three councillors) – 0.9

1 KPMG analysis based on information obtained from the selected municipalities’ websites.
2 The larger ward has two Council representatives



Council Structure
Comparisons of Council Compositions and Costs

The Township has established a compensation plan for Council based upon a standard amount for each position on Council:  Mayor, 
Deputy Mayor and Councillor.   Council is not eligible for the full time benefit plan available to full time employees of the Township.  
Council members salaries are one third tax exempt.  Other benefits, such as computer support, conference attendance and travel 
expenses are within the norm and consistent with their comparators municipalities in Ontario.

We note that compensation levels for Council are higher than the average of the comparator group and consistently the third highest 
for all positions on Council

Council remuneration for selected municipalities1

$30,000 

$15 000

$20,000 

$25,000 

$5,000 

$10,000 

$15,000 

$-
Mayor Deputy mayor Councillor

North Frontenac Central Frontenac Addington Highlands Township
Algonquin Highlands Township Minden Hills Township Augusta Township
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1 KPMG analysis based on information provided by the comparator municipalities and/or obtained from the selected municipalities’ websites.   Actual compensation may vary 
based on per diems and expense amounts submitted.
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Greater Madawaska Township Comparator Average
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Opportunities for Consideration
Presenting the Results

Overall, the service delivery review identified 27 potential opportunities for cost reductions that are provided to the Township for 
consideration, with an estimated annual financial impact of $317,700 (recognizing that financial impacts have not been estimated for 
all opportunities and that not all opportunities can be implemented in 2013).  The following pages provide information concerning the 
opportunities including:

• A description of the potential opportunity

• An indication as to the potential financial impact associated with the opportunity, based on the 2012 budget and other information

• Potential risks 

The decision to implement any of the opportunities identified in the service delivery review will be taken during the 2013 budget 
process and as such, no formal decision has been made as to the implementation of the identified options.

In addition to the opportunities presented in this report, additional confidential options were identified with respect to the number, pp p p , p p ,
compensation and utilization of Township personnel, which are provided under separate cover.  

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
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Opportunities for Consideration
Municipal Council

Option Description Financial Impact1 Risks

Labour Relations Other

A 1 R d C il i b t b $38 000 N Y 2A.1 Reduce Council size by two members $38,000 No Yes2

A.2 Reduce Council remuneration to average of peer communities $12,000 No Yes3

1 Preliminary estimate based on 2012 budgeted expenditures including support costs discussions with management and other assumptions Subject to

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
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1 Preliminary estimate based on 2012 budgeted expenditures including support costs, discussions with management and other assumptions.  Subject to 
revision as part of the 2013 budget process.  Does not included implementation or other one-time costs.
2 Potential that residents may view reduction in Council size as adversely impacting political representation.
3 Potential that reduced Council compensation may limit candidates for elected office.



Opportunities for Consideration
Parks, Recreation & Community Services

Option Description Financial Impact1 Risks

Labour Relations Other

$ 2B.1 Close and rationalize the number of community halls from five to two 
(close Harlowe, Snow Road, Clar-Mill) – Target construction of new 
municipal complex

$37,000 No Yes2

B.2 Required Capital Expenditures Saved from closure $107,000 No Yes2

B.3 Increase MNR Site Fees 2% per annum $2,600 No No

B.4 Join AMO’s LAS Electricity Procurement Program and move the 
Township from regulated price plan to spot market pricing

$9,000 No No

1 Preliminary estimate based on 2012 budgeted expenditures, discussions with management and other assumptions.  Subject to revision as part of the 
2013 b d t D t i l d d i l t ti th ti t

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
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2013 budget process.  Does not included implementation or other one-time costs.
2 Potential concerns about accessibility for community events and traditional use of Harlowe and Snow Roads.  An alternate emergency operations centre 
for Snow Road will be required.



Opportunities for Consideration
Roads

Option Description Financial Impact1 Risks

Labour Relations Other

C.1 Develop a tiered service standard for winter roads maintenance (15% $80,000 Yes Yes2(
assumed savings)

C.2 Implement GPS route guidance and spreader control system for winter 
roads maintenance

tbd No No

C.3 Joint tender  3 Year Pricing with the County and municipalities the 
purchase of salt/sand/calcium; 

$15,000 No No

C.4 Bring CLSP road maintenance in house $15,000 No No

C.5 Implement LED Street lighting $10,000 No No

C.6 Implement beet juice treatment with road salt (2% savings on salt 
costs)

$2,100 No No

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
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1 Preliminary estimate based on 2012 budgeted expenditures, discussions with management and other assumptions.  Subject to revision as part of the 
2013 budget process.  Does not included implementation or other one-time costs.
2 Potential concerns over public safety and other risks arising from reduced level of service.



Opportunities for Consideration
Fire Services

Option Description Financial Impact1 Risks

Labour Relations Other

D 1 Utilize smaller crews for initial response to non-fire calls tbd No Yes2D.1 Utilize smaller crews for initial response to non fire calls tbd No Yes

D.2 Reclassify the Ompah Hall as a substation; centralize fire response at 
Plevna Hall

tbd No Yes2

D.3 Reduce rescue service levels - remove vehicle extrication and ice 
water rescue

tbd No Yes2

D.4 Reduce the number of fire vehicles to reflect the new level of service tbd No No 2

D.5 Review the Barrie-Kaladar shared services agreement for fire tbd Yes 3 Yes 3

1 Preliminary estimate based on 2012 budgeted expenditures, discussions with management and other assumptions.  Subject to revision as part of the 
2013 budget process.  Does not included implementation or other one-time costs.
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g p p
2 Potential concern surrounding impact on timeliness of response.
3 Potential impact on the conditions of employment for the Kaladar-Barrie firefighters and relationship with Addington Highlands Township.



Opportunities for Consideration
Corporate Services

Option Description Financial Impact1 Risks

Labour Relations Other

E.1 Investigate potential shared corporate services with other municipalities 
& the County

tbd Yes No
& the County

E.2 Actively register properties that are eligible for tax sales tbd No No

E.3 Undertake group purchasing arrangements with other public sector 
organizations and County municipalities

tbd No No

E.4 Develop and implement an Asset Management Plan n.a. No No

E.5 Conduct a User Fee Review to ensure the levy is not subsidizing non 
levy services

tbd No No

E.6 Enroll in AMO’s LAS One Investment Program Tbd No No

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
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1 Preliminary estimate based on 2012 budgeted expenditures, discussions with management and other assumptions.  Subject to revision as part of the 
2013 budget process.  Does not included implementation or other one-time costs.



Opportunities for Consideration
Environmental Services 

Option Description Financial Impact1 Risks

Labour Relations Other

F.1 Temporarily Close Two of Five Landfill Sites tbd No Nop y

F.2 Increase Fees to Addington Highlands for Cloyne recycling tbd No No

F.3 Investigate joint administration of environmental services with 
neighbouring municipalities

tbd No No

F.4 Undertake shared purchase  of environmental consulting service with 
County municipalities

tbd No No
County municipalities

1 Preliminary estimate based on 2012 budgeted expenditures, discussions with management and other assumptions.  Subject to revision as part of the 
2013 budget process.  Does not included implementation or other one-time costs.
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Financial Projections
Council Direction With Respect to Cost Reductions 

We have developed the following taxation model to illustrate the quantum change required  in the 2013 to achieve a two percent 
decrease in taxes or a zero percent increase.  We also compare these reductions to the effect of a two percent increase in the 2013 
levy.

Based on these targets for 2013 taxation increases, and considering potential adjustments to the 2012 budget for inflation, changes 
in non-taxation revenues and other items, we have estimated that the amount of cost savings and/or incremental non-taxation 
revenue  that are required for 2013 is in the range of $61, 000 to $257,000.  This level of cost savings/incremental non-taxation 
revenue assumes that contributions to reserves and debt servicing costs are consistent with the prior year (i.e. frozen) and that no 
enhancements in Township services are introduced.

Summary of required cost reductions and incremental non-taxation revenue required to achieve Council’s budgetary direction

(in thousands) 2% No 
Ch

2%
Change

Projected 2013 levy1 $4,838 $4,838 $4,838

Targeted 2013 levy $4,681 $4,777 $4,873

Required reduction in operating costs $157 $61 ($35)

Percentage of 2012 operating costs 2.5% 1.0% -0.6%Percentage of 2012 operating costs 2.5% 1.0% 0.6%

(in thousands) 2% No 
Change

2%

P j t d 2013 l 2 $4 938 $4 938 $4 938

Summary of required cost reductions and incremental non-taxation revenue required to achieve model targets, assuming 
$100,000 increase for capital spending

Projected 2013 levy2 $4,938 $4,938 $4,938

Targeted 2013 levy $4,681 $4,777 $4,873

Required reduction in operating costs $257 $161 $65

Percentage of 2012 operating costs 4.1% 2.6% 1.0%

1
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1 Based on 2012 municipal levy adjusted for estimated inflationary increases to 2013.
2 Based on 2012 municipal levy adjusted for estimated inflationary increases to 2013 and an additional increase for new or enhanced 
programming equal to 1% of the 2012 municipal levy ($45,000).
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Township of North Frontenac Service Delivery Review
Concluding Comments

In today’s municipal environment, councillors are faced with the competing objectives of attempting to minimize taxation increases 
while ensuring sufficient funds are available to maintain, support existing operations and finance residents’ demands for enhanced 
services.  The experience of the Township of North Frontenac, which combines Council’s intention to reduce costs and a meaningful 
level of community interest, is in no means unique.  

The overall intention of the service delivery review was to identify potential opportunities for cost reductions and incremental non-
taxation revenues that would ensure the long-term sustainability of the Township, provide an acceptable level of service to residents 
and reduce taxation increases after a period of significant increases in operational costs.  We trust that the opportunities identified in 
the report are of use to Council and staff during the 2013 budget process as well as budget processes for subsequent years.  We 
believe, however, that if Council is to be truly successful in managing future taxation increases, certain key principles need to be 
adhered to:

• While efficiencies exist, meaningful cost savings will often require service level reductions.  In the case of North Frontenac, the 
analysis indicates that service levels in some service areas are higher than comparator communities providing the opportunity toanalysis indicates that service levels in some service areas are higher than comparator communities, providing the opportunity to 
reduce costs while delivering a level of services that is consistent with other municipalities.

• The implementation of the service delivery review opportunities is a multi-year process that will require consistency on the part of 
Council.  This requires Council to maintain and defend its decision to implement opportunities that may impact on service levels.

• By virtue of its proximity to neighbouring communities, a number of significant opportunities are available for shared service 
arrangements with other municipalities.  In developing these opportunities, we suggest that the Township start small and ensure 
that sharing is a two-way street with the Township both providing services to and purchasing services from other communitiesthat sharing is a two-way street, with the Township both providing services to and purchasing services from other communities.

• At some point, Council will be faced with the prospect of reducing services to a point that is less than acceptable.  Where core
services are to be maintained, Council should ensure that sufficient funding is provided to support the operations at the required 
level. 

KPMG would like to express our appreciation to members of Council, management and staff of the Township of North Frontenac, 
community members and other individuals who assisted with and participated in the service delivery review.
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address the circumstances of any particular individual or entity. Although we 
endeavor to provide accurate and timely information, there can be no 
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information without appropriate professional advice after a thoroughinformation without appropriate professional advice after a thorough 
examination of the particular situation.
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CORPORATION OF THE TOWNSHIP OF NORTH FRONTENAC

Schedule of Financial and Other Indicators for Comparator Municipalities (note 1)

North 
Frontenac North Frontenac

Central 
Frontenac

Addington 
Highlands

Algonquin 
Highlands Minden Hills Augusta 

Greater 
Madawaska Average

Percentage of 
Average

1842 3951 1945 2156 5655 7430 2183

(1) ADMINISTRATION

Administrative wages per household 364$            187$            180$            255$               147$             50$              339$              217$            167%
Administrative costs as a percentage of total municipal operating costs 19% 14% 14% 14% 16% 22% 20% 17% 112%

(2) FIRE

Fire costs per household, net of non‐taxation revenues 151$            104$            106$            145$               47$               77$              92$                103$            146%
Firefighters (full‐time, volunteer) per 1,000 residents 26.6 25.8 23.9 25.0 4.6 5.4 30.0 20.2 132%

(3) ROADS

Operating cost per lane kilometre 1,870$         2,265$         1,735$         4,276$            2,255$          5,241$         1,864$          2,787$         67%
Winter maintenance cost per lane kilometre maintained 981$            854$            975$            1,197$            578$             456$            485$              789$            124%

(4) PARKS AND RECREATION

Parks and recreation costs per household,net of non‐taxation revenues 57$              64$              33$              95$                  163$             26$              62$                71$              80%
Recreation facility costs per household, net of non‐taxation revenues 2$                98$              10$              90$                  72$               21$              43$                48$              4%
Square metres of indoor recreation space per 1000 residents 0 456 1242 0 719 114 526 437 0%
Total participant hours for recreation programs per 1,000 persons 0 283 0 8735 8797 0 0 2545 0%

(5) ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

Solid waste disposal costs per household, net of non‐taxation revenues 74$              75$              43$              265$               78$               119$            59$                102$            73%
Recycling costs per household, net of non‐taxation revenues 29$              116$            110$            38$                  33$               (7)$               29$                50$              59%

(6) FULL‐TIME PERSONNEL
Administration 6 8.7 5 5.5 10 5 5 6.46 93%
Fire 1 0 2 2 1 0 0 0.86 117%
Public Works 16 14.5 9 9 13 7 10 11.21 143%
Parks and Recreation 1 0 0 6 0 0 0 1.00 100%
Library 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0.14 0%
Planning 0 0.7 0 0.5 2 0 0 0.46 0%
Other 2 0 0 0 10 0 0 1.71 117%
Health 0 2.1 0 0 1 0 0 0.44 0%

26 26 17 23 37 12 15 22 117%
Notes:

1 KPMG analysis based on 2011 Municipal Finanical Information Returns and other documentation.
2 Administration costs are recorded as general government costs including program support, governance and corporate management.  Some caution should be applied to the analysis of 
administrative costs given that there is no standard methodology of calculating and applying these costs.

****************************Comparator Municipalities***************************

APPENDIX A



CORPORATION OF THE TOWNSHIP OF NORTH FRONTENAC APPENDIX B

Schedule of Projected Financial Results and Municipal Taxation
Assuming No Strategies for Cost Reductions or Incremental Non-Taxation Revenue
For the Years Ending December 31

Budget
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

A. Operations
(1) Wages and benefits 2,186,000           2,212,000           2,245,000           2,285,000           2,326,000           2,373,000           

(2) Other operating costs 3,352,000           3,402,000           3,453,000           3,515,000           3,578,000           3,650,000           

(2) Contributions to reserves and reserve funds 691,000              701,000              712,000              725,000              738,000              751,000              

(3) Debt servicing costs -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS 6,229,000         6,315,000         6,410,000          6,525,000         6,642,000         6,774,000         

Ontario Municipal Partnership Fund 1,054,000           1,054,000           1,054,000           1,054,000           1,054,000           1,054,000           

Gas Tax 140,000              140,000              140,000              140,000              140,000              140,000              

Parks and recreation fees 180,000              180,000              180,000              180,000              180,000              180,000              

Other revenues 822,000              822,000              822,000              822,000              822,000              822,000              

Total projected non-taxation revenues (current fund basis) 2,196,000           2,196,000           2,196,000           2,196,000           2,196,000           2,196,000           

MUNICIPAL LEVY FOR OPERATIONS 4,033,000         4,119,000         4,214,000          4,329,000         4,446,000         4,578,000         

B. Municipal Capital 

Projected capital expenditures 1,543,000           1,582,000           1,622,000           1,663,000           1,705,000           1,748,000           
Transfers from reserves 834,000              834,000              834,000              834,000              834,000              834,000              

Municipal levy for capital 709,000            748,000            788,000             829,000            871,000            914,000            

Total projected municipal levy 4,742,000         4,867,000         5,002,000          5,158,000         5,317,000         5,492,000         

PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN MUNICIPAL LEVY 2.6% 2.8% 3.1% 3.1% 3.3%

AVERAGE RESIDENTIAL TAX PER HOUSEHOLD 1,370.00           1,400.00           1,440.00            1,490.00           1,530.00           1,580.00           

-------------------------------------------- Projected --------------------------------------------
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Agenda

1. Introductions

2. Study Overview

3. Financial Perspectives

4. Defining Council’s Priorities

5. Next Stepsp
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Study Overview – Our Approach
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Financial Perspectives on the Town
What We See in Other Communities

1. Residents are looking for some form of vision from Council

2. Very limited appetite for outright service level reductions or eliminations

3. Strong desire to control tax increases

4. Infrastructure funding is a major issue

5. Budget processes are becoming more difficult

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with 
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Financial Perspectives on the Town
Reported Operating Results (in millions)

Revenue Expenditures Surplus (Deficit)

$5 

($1)
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Financial Perspectives on the Town
Operating and Capital Expenditures (in millions)

2006

Operating Capital

2007

2006

2008

2010

2009

2011
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Defining Council’s Priorities
Reserves per Household (2011)

Central Frontenac

Algonquin 
Highlands 
Township
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Highlands
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Township

North Frontenac
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Financial Perspectives on the Town
Debt per Household (2011)
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Financial Perspectives on the Town 
The Issue of Affordability

Higher income
Lower cost
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Residential taxes 
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Financial Perspectives on the Township 
The Issue of Affordability – Lower Tier Taxes

$35,000

$40,000

Central Frontenac

Minden Hills Township

Augusta Township

$25,000

$30,000

eh
ol

d

High income
Higher cost

High income
Low cost

North Frontenac$15 000

$20,000

om
e 

P
er

 H
ou

se

North Frontenac

Addington Highlands Township

$5 000

$10,000

$15,000

In
co

Lower income
Hi h t

Lower income
Lower cost

Algonquin Highlands Township

$0

$5,000

600.00 700.00 800.00 900.00 1,000.00 1,100.00 1,200.00 1,300.00 1,400.00 

Higher costLower cost

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with 
KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.

9

Residential Taxes Per Household



Defining Council’s Priorities
Key Questions for Council

Question no. 1

Often times, priorities will conflict.  For example, investing in infrastructure requires money, most 
likely raised from taxpayers This runs contrary to a focus on affordabilitylikely raised from taxpayers.  This runs contrary to a focus on affordability.

From Council’s perspective, please rank the following tax priorities in order of preference:

1 Reducing taxes1. Reducing taxes
2. Maintaining taxes at current levels
3. Increasing taxes for inflation
4. Increasing taxes by a reasonable amount to fund operating and capital needs

Things to consider:

• Service level impacts• Service level impacts
• Affordability issues
• Infrastructure requirements 

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with 
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Defining Council’s Priorities
Residential Taxes per Household (Average/Typical Property – Lower Tier)

North Frontenac 2009
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Augusta Township
2011
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Defining Council’s Priorities
Key Questions for Council

Question no. 2

Municipal services can typically be grouped into two categories – “must haves” and “nice to 
haves” the difference being the requirement to actually deliver the service in questionhaves , the difference being the requirement to actually deliver the service in question.

From Council’s perspective, please identify the importance of “nice to haves” based on the 
following choices:

1. Reduce service levels, including the potential for outright service elimination
2. No change to service levels
3. Enhance service levels

Things to consider:

• Community needs and impacts
• Labour relations impacts• Labour relations impacts
• Council discretion

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with 
KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Defining Council’s Priorities
2011 Road Maintenance per Household
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Defining Council’s Priorities
2011 General Government Costs (Net User Fees) per Household
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Defining Council’s Priorities
2011 Parks and Recreation Costs (Net User Fees) per Household
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Defining Council’s Priorities
2011 Fire Service Costs (Net User Fees) per Household
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Defining Council’s Priorities
Key Questions for Council

Question no. 3

Various strategies are available to municipalities in order to reduce operating costs.  However, 
certain aspects of these strategies may be unpalatable to Councilcertain aspects of these strategies may be unpalatable to Council.

From Council’s perspective, please identify which strategies are not acceptable:

1 Contracting out to the private sector1. Contracting out to the private sector
2. Contracting out to another public sector organization
3. Staff FTE reductions

Things to consider:Things to consider:

• Community needs and impacts
• Labour relations impacts
• Reliance on external service providers• Reliance on external service providers

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with 
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Township of North Frontenac Service Delivery Review
First Impressions and Next Steps

What we see:
• Strong indicators of financial sustainability

• Healthy contributions to reserves and reserve funds
• No long term debt• No long term debt

• Higher taxation levels likely reflect service level choices
• Parks and recreation
• Fire services• Fire services
• Roads

Next steps:

• Report back on the Council survey responses
• Commence work on reviewing municipal services, service levels and costs
• Interim presentation to Council (Dec 10th)

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with 
KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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not intended to address the circumstances of any particular 
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and timely information, there can be no guarantee that such 
information is accurate as of the date it is received or that it will 
continue to be accurate in the future. No one should act on 
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Township of North Frontenac Service Delivery Review 
Purpose of Today’s Meeting

1. Brief Council as to the work undertaken to date and upcoming work efforts

2. Present the results of the initial survey of Council

3. Provide additional information concerning the municipal comparatives

4. Present our ‘status quo’ financial projections for Council’s consideration

5. Introduce some of the potential opportunities identified to date

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with 
KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Township of North Frontenac
Work Plan

Confirmation of 
Project Scope

Define Council 
Expectations

Environmental 
Scan

Opportunity 
IdentificationExpectations

Jurisdictional 
Review 

Identification

Council 
DirectionSubstantially completed

In progress

Reporting

In progress

Upcoming
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Council Survey Results 
Taxation Policy

Option Percentage Ranked as 
Most Important

Reduce taxes 0%

Maintain taxes at current levels 14%

Increase taxes for inflation 43%

Increase taxes by a reasonable amount to fund operating and capital needs 43%y p g p
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Council Survey Results 
Service Levels
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Council Survey Results 
Operational Changes

Option Acceptable Not Acceptable

Regional or shared service delivery model 100% 0%
Contracting out to the private sectorContracting out to the private sector 86% 14%
Contracting out to another public sector organization 57% 43%
Staff FTE reductions 57% 43%

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with 
KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Council Survey Results 
Implications for the Service Delivery Review

1. Remarkable consensus on tax policy

• Survey results show that a significant majority of Council supports increase in the tax 
levylevy

• Ultimate level of taxation will be determined by Council’s choices as to service levels 
and other strategies

2. Limited appetite for outright service level reductions

• Opportunities that have the highest potential for implementation will likely involve• Opportunities that have the highest potential for implementation will likely involve 
efficiencies and changes to program funding

• Efficiencies can involve shared service arrangements as well as alternative service 
deliverydelivery

• Service level reductions will be identified for Council’s consideration

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with 
KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Comparative Analysis
Why Compare to Other Communities

• The primary purpose of the comparative analysis is to identify opportunities to change how 
services are delivered by the Town

• Communities with similar service levels insight into operating efficiencies• Communities with similar service levels – insight into operating efficiencies

• Communities with different service levels – opportunities to change existing service levels 
to reflect common service levels

• Comparing taxation levels has both benefits and risks

• Provides insight into affordability issues particularly if residents are locating just across the• Provides insight into affordability issues, particularly if residents are locating just across the 
border

• Assumes that all variables are the same (assessment base, non-taxation revenues)

• Assumes that taxation levels in other communities are ‘right’

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with 
KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Township of North Frontenac Service Delivery Review 
Comparator Communities

• For the purposes of the Service Delivery Review, six comparator municipalities were chosen –
one from Frontenac County and five similar sized Ontario communities within a County 
system structure.

Municipality County
Central Frontenac Frontenac County

Addington Highlands Township Lennox & Addington County

Algonquin Highlands Township Haliburton County

Minden Hills Township Haliburton County

Augusta Township Leeds & Grenville County

Greater Madawaska Township Renfrew County

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with 
KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Defining Council’s Priorities
Residential Taxes per Household (Average/Typical Property – Lower Tier)
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Defining Council’s Priorities
Residential Taxes per Household (Average/Typical Property – Upper and 
Lower Tier)
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Defining Council’s Priorities
Current Value Assessment – Single Family Home
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Defining Council’s Priorities
Residential Taxes per $100,000 of current value assessment 
(Average/Typical Property – Lower Tier)
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Township of North Frontenac Service Delivery Review 
Projecting the Township’s Financial Performance

• Intended to assist Council with determining the extent of change that 
is required to meet Council’s preferences with respect to services vs. 
financial performance 

• Assumes no changes to service levels or municipal resources but 
does consider inflation and other factors, with the 2012 municipal , p
budget as the starting point

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with 
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Township of North Frontenac Service Delivery Review 
Projecting the Town’s Financial Performance
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Township of North Frontenac 
Potential Opportunities for Council’s Consideration

• Generally speaking, opportunities can be divided into four 
categories:

• Operating efficiencies• Operating efficiencies

• Alternative service delivery

• Increased cost recovery from non-taxation sources

• Service level reductions

Ultimately the decision as to which (if any) opportunities are pursued• Ultimately, the decision as to which (if any) opportunities are pursued 
rests with Council

• The Service Delivery Review is intended to identify options and 
provide direction to staff as to which options should beprovide direction to staff as to which options should be 
considered as part of the budget process

• Council approval for options occurs during the budget setting 
process

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with 
KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Township of North Frontenac 
Potential Opportunities for Council’s Consideration

O ti ffi i iOperating efficiencies

• Implement an automatic attendant 

Alternate service delivery

• Community Halls

• Regional approach to building controls, planning and snow removalg pp g p g

Revenue generation

• Waste Treatment and Recycling

User Fee Review• User Fee Review

• Parks Fees

Service levels

• Winter roads maintenance

• Infrastructure reinvestment

• Reduce number of community halls

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with 
KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Township of North Frontenac Service Delivery Review 
Status Update

• Work undertaken

• Initial meeting with Town staff to review operations

• Review of reports, analysis and other documentation

• Comparative Analysis of Peer Municipalities

• Development of base case financial projectionsp p j

• Upcoming work efforts

• Meeting with Town staff to review potential opportunities

• Presentation of opportunities to Council for direction (January 14)

• Presentation of final report (week of February 11)p ( y )

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with 
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Frontenac Service 
Delivery Review 

Potential Opportunities for 
Council Consideration

January 14, 2013



Township of North Frontenac Service Delivery Review
Agenda

I. Introduction to the session 

II. Financial perspectivesp p

III. Opportunities for Council’s consideration
• Municipal Council
• Parks and Recreation
• Roads
• Fire
• Corporate services• Corporate services
• Environmental Services

IV. Next steps

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Township of North Frontenac Service Delivery Review
Work Plan

Confirmation of 
Project Scope

Define Council 
Expectations

Environmental 
Scan

Opportunity 
IdentificationExpectations

Jurisdictional 
Review 

Identification

Council 
Direction

Objectives

Reporting

1. Ensure Council has a sufficient 
understanding of the opportunities

2. Shortlist opportunities for further 
consideration during the Township’s 
budget setting process

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Introduction
Obtaining Council’s Direction

Today • Provide additional analysis concerning North Frontenac’s 
financial position

• Introduce and discuss identified opportunities

F b A t M t Pl Ti IFebruary • Asset Management Plan Tie - In
• Final report
• Close session opportunities
• Shortlisted opportunities for consideration in 2013 budget 

processp
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Financial Perspectives on the Township of North Frontenac
Historical and Projected Operating Costs1
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Financial Perspectives on the Township of North Frontenac
Changes in Historical Operating Costs

Operating expenditures by type1

(in millions) 2007 2011 Avg Annual 
Increase

The primary 
contributor to past 
increases in 

Salaries and benefits $1.64 $2.22 7.8%

Goods and services $2.09 $1.94 0.7%

Total $3.73 $4.15 3.06%

operating costs 
has been higher 
salary and benefit 
costs which have



Salaries and benefits by function1

(in thousands) 2007 2011 Avg Annual 
Increase

costs, which have 
increased an 
average of 7.8% 
per year.  

Fire2 $121,329 $141,518 4.5%

Public works $682,229 $713,138 1.3%

Parks and recreation $93,271 $138,479 10.6%

Environmental Services $168,618 $287,468 16.0%

General Government and other $577,473 $815,727 9.3%

Total $ 1.64m $2.22m 7.8%

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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1 KPMG analysis of internal financial statements and annual financial information returns.
2 Includes volunteer firefighter honorariums and hourly rates.



Financial Perspectives on the Township of North Frontenac
Achieving Targeted Taxation Increases

Assuming no change in capital spending

(in thousands) 2% No 
Change

2%

While the 
Township will 
continue to see g

Projected 2013 levy1 $4,838 $4,838 $4,838

Targeted 2013 levy $4,681 $4,777 $4,873

Required reduction in operating costs $157 $61 ($35)

increases in 
operating costs in 
the future due to 
inflation and

Assuming $100,000 increase for capital spending

Percentage of 2012 operating costs 2.5% 1.0% -0.6%
inflation and 
contract 
settlements, 
capital g $ , p p g

(in millions) 2% No 
Change

2%

Projected 2013 levy2 $4,938 $4,938 $4,938

expenditures 
have the potential 
to place 
i ifi t Targeted 2013 levy $4,681 $4,777 $4,873

Required reduction in operating costs $257 $161 $65

Percentage of 2012 operating costs 4.1% 2.6% 1.0%

significant 
pressure on the 
municipal levy.

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.

7

1 Based on 2012 municipal levy adjusted for estimated inflationary increases to 2013.
2 Based on 2012 municipal levy adjusted for estimated inflationary increases to 2013 and an additional increase for new or enhanced 
programming equal to 1% of the 2012 municipal levy ($45,000).



Opportunities for 
Potential Taxation 
Reductions

Municipal Council



Municipal Council
Council Representation

With a total of 
seven councillors 
(mayor deputy

Municipal representation per capita and per household (Council size in 
brackets)1

1,200

1,400

1,600
(mayor, deputy 
mayor and five 
councillors), North 
Frontenac 

600

800

1,000provides a higher 
level of 
representation 
(less residents

0

200

400
(less residents 
and households 
per councillor) 
than selected 0

Residents per councillor Households per councillor

North Frontenac Central Frontenac
Addington Highlands Township Algonquin Highlands Township
Mi d Hill T hi A t T hi

comparator 
communities 

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Minden Hills Township Augusta Township
Greater Madawaska Township1 KPMG analysis.



Municipal Council
Council Remuneration

$30,000 
Councillor 
remuneration is 
second highest of

Council remuneration by position1

$20,000 

$25,000 
second highest of 
the comparative 
group, ranging 
from 10% to 24% 

$10,000 

$15,000 higher than the 
average of the 
other 
communities

$-

$5,000 

communities.

Mayor Deputy mayor Councillor

North Frontenac Central Frontenac Addington Highlands Township
Algonquin Highlands Township Minden Hills Township Augusta Township
Greater Madawaska Township Comparator Average

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Greater Madawaska Township Comparator Average
1 KPMG analysis.  Actual compensation may vary based on per diems and expense amounts submitted.



Municipal Council
Potential Opportunities for Council Consideration

Option Description Financial 
Impact1

Risks

Labour 
Relations

Other

A.1 Reduce Council size by two members $30,000 No Yes2

A.2 Reduce Council remuneration to average of peer 
communities

$12,000 No Yes3

1 Preliminary estimate based on 2012 budgeted expenditures discussions with management and other assumptions Subject to revision

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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1 Preliminary estimate based on 2012 budgeted expenditures, discussions with management and other assumptions.  Subject to revision 
as part of the 2013 budget process.  Does not included implementation or other one-time costs.
2 Potential that residents may view reduction in Council size as adversely impacting political representation.
3 Potential that reduced Council compensation may limit candidates for elected office.



Opportunities for 
Potential Taxation 
Reductions

Recreation and 
C lt l S iCultural Services



Recreation and Community Services
Composition of 2012 Budgeted Costs

The MNR Parks 
Program (51%) 
represents the

Recreation and Community Services costs by function1

represents the 
largest single 
component of the 
Township’s Recreation
recreation and 
community 
services budget.  

Community Halls
56%

42%

($85 110)

($63,902)

It is a self 
financing program 
that has no 
impact on the

($85,110)

impact on the 
levy.

Library

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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2% 
($3,400)

1 KPMG analysis of 2012 operating budget.  Excludes capital and reserve transactions.



Recreation and Community Services
Composition of 2012 Budgeted Costs

Facility and 
equipment costs 
represent the

Parks and Recreation costs by type1

represent the 
largest Parks and 
Recreation 
expenditure for 

Supplies and 
other costs

9%
North Frontenac.

Facility and 
equipment

41%

($27,920)

($123,802)

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.

14

1 KPMG analysis of 2012 operating budget.  Excludes capital and reserve transactions.



Recreation and Community Services
Composition of 2012 Budgeted Costs

The MNR Parks 
Program (51%) 
represents the

Canada Land Stewardship Program costs by function1

represents the 
largest single 
component of the 
Township’s 

Wages  
$79,500

52%
recreation and 
community 
services budget.  

52%

Benefits  
$7,225

5%
It is a self 
financing program 
that has no 
impact on the

Supplies 
$16,640

11%Facility & 
Equipmentimpact on the 

levy.

q p
$49,283

32%

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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1 KPMG analysis of 2012 operating budget.  Excludes capital and reserve transactions.



Recreation and Community Services
Comparative Costs for Parks and Recreation Services 

Parks and recreation costs per household (excluding the CLSP)1

The Township 
spends the 
equivalent of $63 

$250 
Gross cost Net cost (after user fees)q

per household on 
parks and 
recreation, which is 
below the average

$150 

$200 

below the average 
when compared to 
its peers. 

It also recovers a 
$50

$100 

smaller proportion 
of costs through 
user fees in 
comparison to its

$-

$50 

comparison to its 
peers.

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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1 KPMG analysis of financial information returns and internal financial information for the Township of North Frontenac.



Recreation and Community Services
Comparative Costs for Parks and Recreation Services 

Parks and recreation costs by type1

The Township has 
the second lowest 
expenditures on $120.00 

Programming Facilities

expenditures on 
recreation and 
programming and 
facilities. $80.00 

$100.00 

This reflects the 
North Frontenac’s 

$40.00 

$60.00 

limited recreation 
facilities (no 
arena) and 

ti

$-

$20.00 

recreation 
programming. 

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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1 KPMG analysis of financial information returns and internal financial information for the Township of North Frontenac.



Recreation and Community Services
Potential Opportunities for Council Consideration

Option Description Financial 
Impact1

Risks

Labour 
Relations

Other

B.1 Close and rationalize the number of community halls 
from five to two (close Harlowe, Snow Road, Clar-
Mill) – Target construction of new municipal complex

$37,000 No Yes2

B.2 Required Capital Expenditures Saved from closure $107,000 No Yes2

B 3 I MNR Sit F 2% $2600 N NB.3 Increase MNR Site Fees 2% per annum $2600 No No

1 Preliminary estimate based on 2012 budgeted expenditures, discussions with management and other assumptions.  Subject to revision 

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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as part of the 2013 budget process.  Does not included implementation or other one-time costs.
2 Potential concerns about accessibility for community events and traditional use of Harlowe and Snow Roads.  An alternate emergency 
operations centre for Snow Road will be required.



Opportunities for 
Potential Taxation 
Reductions

Roads



Roads
Overview of the Municipal Road Network

Category Characteristics Total
Kms

% of 
Road 

N t k

Municipal roads by category1
North Frontenac’s 
municipal road 
network is Network

Rural Arterial Roads • Moderate to high traffic 
volumes

• Avg Running Speed 60-100 
km/h

113 34.5%

network is 
comprised 
primarily of local 
roads, 

• Traffic movement primary 
consideration

• Land access secondary 
consideration

Rural Collector Roads • Moderate traffic volumes 66 20.2%

characterized by 
low traffic 
volumes, low 
speeds and • Avg Running Speed 50-

90km/h
• Land access primary 

consideration

Rural Local roads • Low traffic volumes 148 45.3%

speeds and 
typically, lower 
maintenance and 
capital 

• Avg Running Speed 50-
90km/h

• Traffic movement and land 
access of equal importance 

Total 327 kms 100.0%

p
requirements.

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Total 327 kms 100.0%

1 KPMG analysis of roads data provided by the Township of North Frontenac.



Roads
Composition of 2012 Budgeted Costs1

The 2012 roads 
operating budget 
is almost evenly Summer Roadsis almost evenly 
divided four ways 
between summer 
work, winter 

Maintenance
9%

$212,000

Equipment
Maintenance

14%
($305,991)

control, overhead 
(equipment 
maintenance & 
administration)

Winter Control
24%

($533,850)

Administration
10%

($217,877)
administration) 
and unallocated 
wages/benefits. Unallocated Wages 

& Benefits
22%22%

($498,300)

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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1 KPMG analysis of 2012 operating budget.  Excludes capital and reserve transactions.



Roads
Comparative Cost of Road Maintenance

The Township’s 
road costs per km 
are below the

$5,000 

$6,000 Road Costs Per KM Winter Control Costs Per KM

are below the 
average of the 
comparator group 
($2800/km). $3,000 

$4,000 

However, the cost 
of winter control $1,000 

$2,000 

per km is higher 
than the average 
of the comparator 

($790/k )

$-

group ($790/km).

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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1 KPMG analysis of 2011 Financial Information Return



Roads
Overview of the Municipal Road Network

Determining minimum maintenance standards for roads1

Average Annual 
Daily Traffic

Speed Limit (kilometres per hour)

>90 81-90 71-80 61-70 51-60 41-50 <41

Responsibility for 
establishing 
service levels for

>15,000

12,000-14,999

10,000-11,999

Class 1 Class 2

service levels for 
roads rests with 
Council.  
However, Ontario 

8,000-9,999

6,000-7,999

5,000-5,999

4,000-4,999

Class 3
Regulation 239/02 
establishes 
minimum 
maintenance

3,000-3,999

2,000-2,999

1,000-1,999

500 999

Class 4

maintenance 
standards based 
on the class of 
road, which 

500-999

200-499

50-199

<50

Class 5

Class 6

considers both 
speed limit and 
traffic volume.

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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1 Ontario Regulation 239/02.



Roads
Overview of the Municipal Road Network

Minimum roads maintenance standards – snow accumulation1

30 
Minimum winter 
maintenance 
standards vary

20 

25 
standards vary 
based on the 
class of road, with 
Class 1 roads 

15 

(highest volumes, 
highest speeds) 
having a higher 
level of service

5 

10 level of service 
than Class 5 
roads (lowest 
volumes, lowest 

-
Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4 Class 5

Accumulation (cm) Response time (hours)

speeds).

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Accumulation (cm) Response time (hours)

1 Ontario Regulation 239/02.



Roads
Overview of the Municipal Road Network

Similarly, summer 
maintenance 
standards will

Minimum roads maintenance standards – pothole repairs1

35 1,200 

standards will 
also fluctuate 
based on the 
class of roads, 

25 

30 

800 

1,000 

ys
)

ea
 (c

m
2 )

reflecting the 
prioritization of 
roads 
maintenance

15 

20 
600 

pa
ir 

tim
e 

(d
ay

m
 s

ur
fa

ce
 a

re

maintenance 
efforts.

5 

10 

200 

400 R
ep

M
ax

im
um

--
Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4 Class 5

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Maximum surface area of pothole Repair time (days)
1 Ontario Regulation 239/02.



Roads
Potential Opportunities for Council Consideration

Option Description Financial 
Impact1

Risks

Labour 
Relations

Other

C.1 Develop a tiered service standard for winter roads 
maintenance (15% assumed savings)

$80,000 Yes Yes2

C.2 Implement GPS route guidance and spreader control 
system for winter roads maintenance

tbd No No

C 3 J i t t d 3 Y P i i ith th C t d $15 000 N NC.3 Joint tender  3 Year Pricing with the County and 
municipalities the purchase of salt/sand/calcium; 

$15,000 No No

C.4 Bring CLSP road maintenance in house $15,000 No No

C.5 Implement LED Street lighting $10,000 No No

C.6 Implement beet juice treatment with road salt (2% 
savings on salt costs)

$2100 No No

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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1 Preliminary estimate based on 2012 budgeted expenditures, discussions with management and other assumptions.  Subject to revision 
as part of the 2013 budget process.  Does not included implementation or other one-time costs.
2 Potential concerns over public safety and other risks arising from reduced level of service.



Opportunities for 
Potential Taxation 
Reductions

Fire Services



Fire Services
Comparative Costs for Fire Services

North Frontenac 
operates the 
highest cost fire

Fire Costs Per Household1

North 
Frontenac

Central 
Frontenac

Addington 
Highlands

Algonquin
Highlands

Minden 
Hills

Augusta Greater 
Madawaska

highest cost fire 
service among 
the comparator 
group.

Cost per 
Household

$151 $98 $63* $131 $45 $64 $90

# of 
Structural
Fires

1 11 1 9 9 10 1

The Township has 
the lowest 
number of 

•The contracted services entry for fire costs in the FIRs for North Frontenac and Addington Highlands
are not in agreement even though they have a shared services agreement for fire delivery in the
Cloyne area.  Possible reasons for the discrepancy may be the method of allocation for fire costs in the FIR.

structural fires (1); 
a statistic shared 
by the two other 
rural townshipsrural townships.

In contrast, North 
Frontenac had 47 
medical assist

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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medical assist 
calls.

1 KPMG analysis of statistical data provided by the Financial Information Return and North Frontenac Fire Department



Fire Services
Composition of 2012 Budgeted Costs1

The operation and 
maintenance of  
equipment

Training
5%

($27,000)

Fire service costs by type1

equipment 
accounts for half 
of the fire service 
costs. Materials & 

Equipment
Administration

Equipment
49%

($247,403)

14%
$71,351

Wages & Benefits
32%

($163 732)($163,732)

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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1 KPMG analysis of 2012 operating budget.  Excludes capital and reserve transactions.



Fire Services
Staffing

100 

North Frontenac’s 
fire service is 
comparable to the

Firefighter complements by type1

60

80 

Full-time Volunteer
comparable to the 
selected peer 
communities in 
the number of 

40 

60 
volunteer fire 
fighters on the 
municipal force.

-

20 

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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1 KPMG analysis of statistical data provided by the North Frontenac Fire Service



Fire Services
Personnel Costs

Analysis of fire salary and benefit costs – 2007 to 20111The Township’s 
increasing salary 
and benefit costs

2007 2011 5 YR
Changeand benefit costs 

for the fire service 
reflects the 
general trend 

North Frontenac 2

$121,329 $141,518 17%

Central Frontenac $119,257 $170,182 43%

34%
across the 
Province.  

The increase for 

Addington Highlands $106,027 $141,751 34%

Algonquin Highlands $165,075 $244,800 48%

Minden Hills $162,713 $160,480 1%

North Frontenac 
is half the 
comparator group 
average of 34%

Augusta N.A. N.A.

Greater Madawaska $66,914 $110,629 65%

Composite average $117,307 $140,975 31%
average of  34%.

1 KPMG analysis of annual financial information returns

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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KPMG analysis of annual financial information returns.
2 Salary and benefit costs do not include any salary costs included in the Barrie-Kaladar shared services agreement for fire.



Fire Services
Personnel Costs

Analysis of fire materials and contracted services costs – 2007 to 20111The Township’s 
material and 
contracted 

2011
Materials

2011
Contracted 

Total  Material 
& Contracted 

services (Kaladar
-Barrie Contract) 
costs are the 
highest of the

Svcs 2 Svcs

North Frontenac $237,716 $132,734 $370,450
Central Frontenac $235,808 $0 $235,808

highest of the 
comparator 
group.  

This accounts for

Addington Highlands $120,860 $22,223 $143,083

Algonquin Highlands $297,188 $5,467 $302,655

Minden Hills $90,083 $19,648 $109,731This accounts for 
the high cost of 
the Township’s 
fire service 

Minden Hills $90,083 $19,648 $109,731

Augusta $208,710 $0 $208,710

Greater Madawaska $140,398 $0 $140,398
Composite average $190,109 $25,725 $251,834

relative to its 
peers.

p g $190,109 $25,725 $ ,

1 KPMG analysis of annual financial information returns

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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KPMG analysis of annual financial information returns.
2  Salaries and materials are included with contract services for Fire because of the Kaladar-Barrie shared services agreement.



Fire Services 
What the Fire Prevention and Protection Act Says

Municipal responsibilities
2.(1) Every municipality shall,

(a) establish a program in the municipality which must include public education 
with respect to fire safety and certain components of fire prevention; and 

The Fire 
Prevention and 
Protection Act p y p p

(b) provide such other fire protection services as it determines may be 
necessary in accordance with its needs and circumstances.

Methods of providing services
2.(2) In discharging its responsibilities under subsection (1), a municipality shall,

Protection Act 
establishes 
Council as the 
body that ( ) g g p ( ), p y ,

(a) appoint a community fire safety officer or a community fire safety team; or
(b) establish a fire department.

Services to be provided
2.(3) In determining the form and content of the program that it must offer under clause 

determines the 
appropriate level 
of fire services.

( ) g p g
(1) (a) and the other fire protection services that it may offer under clause (1) (b), 
a municipality may seek the advice of the Fire Marshal.

Review of municipal fire services
2.(7) The Fire Marshal may monitor and review the fire protection services provided by

The threat for 
North Frontenac 
is the retention 
and recruitment of 2.(7) The Fire Marshal may monitor and review the fire protection services provided by 

municipalities to ensure that municipalities have met their responsibilities under 
this section and, if the Fire Marshal is of the opinion that, as a result of a 
municipality failing to comply with its responsibilities under subsection (1), a 
serious threat to public safety exists in the municipality, he or she may make 
recommendations to the council of the municipality with respect to possible

and recruitment of 
trained 
firefighters.

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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recommendations to the council of the municipality with respect to possible 
measures the municipality may take to remedy or reduce the threat to public 
safety.



Fire Services
Distribution of Fire Response 

During 2011, North 
Frontenac fire 
service responded to 

Calls by type1

113 calls for 
assistance of which 
13 involved the 
threat of an actual  

Outdoor Fire
18%

structural fire.  

In comparison, a 
total of 47 medical 
assist calls were

Medical response
42% 

Structural Fire
12%

assist calls were 
received during the 
same period.  The 
large number of 
medical response

Non Fire Rescue
18%

medical response 
calls is consistent 
with the experience 
of other fire 
departments in

False alarm
12%

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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departments in 
Ontario.

1 KPMG analysis of statistical data provided by the North Frontenac  fire service.



Fire Services
Potential Opportunities for Council Consideration

Option Description Financial 
Impact1

Risks

Labour 
Relations

Other

D.1 Utilize smaller crews for initial response to non-fire 
calls

tbd No Yes2

D.2 Reclassify the Ompah Hall as a substation; 
centralize fire response at Plevna Hall

tbd No Yes2

D 3 R d i l l hi l tbd N Y 2D.3 Reduce rescue service levels - remove vehicle 
extrication and ice water rescue

tbd No Yes2

D.4 Reduce the number of fire vehicles to reflect the new 
level of service

tbd No No 2

D 5 Review the Barrie-Kaladar shared services tbd Yes 3 Yes 3D.5 Review the Barrie-Kaladar shared services 
agreement for fire 

tbd Yes Yes 

1 Preliminary estimate based on 2012 budgeted expenditures discussions with management and other assumptions Subject to revision

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Preliminary estimate based on 2012 budgeted expenditures, discussions with management and other assumptions.  Subject to revision 
as part of the 2013 budget process.  Does not included implementation or other one-time costs.
2 Potential concern surrounding impact on timeliness of response.
3 Potential impact on the conditions of employment for the Kaladar-Barrie firefighters and relationship with Addington Highlands Township.



Opportunities for 
Potential Taxation 
Reductions

Corporate Services



Corporate Services 
Composition of 2012 Budgeted Costs

Corporate service 
costs are 
predominately

Corporate service costs by type1

predominately 
personnel related 
($627,000 of 
$860,000 in total), 

Benefits
17%

($145,800)

meaning that any 
significant change 
would require 
adjustments to

Salaries 
56%

($481 200)

Professional fees 
& insurance

13%
($110 690)adjustments to 

personnel levels.

($481,200) ($110,690)

Facility, equipment 
& supplies

12%
($103,305)

Grants & Donations
5%

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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($17,980)
1 KPMG analysis of 2012 operating budget.  Excludes capital and reserve transactions.  Includes Administration, Sundry, Planning & 
Economic Development operating expenses



Corporate Services
Potential Opportunities for Council Consideration

Option Description Financial 
Impact1

Risks

Labour
Relations

Other

E.1 Investigate potential shared corporate services with 
other municipalities & the County

tbd Yes No

E.2 Actively register properties that are eligible for tax 
sales

tbd No No

E 3 U d t k h i t ith th tbd N NE.3 Undertake group purchasing arrangements with other 
public sector organizations and County municipalities

tbd No No

E.4 Develop and implement an Asset Management Plan n.a. No No

E 5 Conduct a User Fee Review to ensure the levy is not tbd No NoE.5 Conduct a User Fee Review to ensure the levy is not 
subsidizing non levy services

tbd No No

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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1 Preliminary estimate based on 2012 budgeted expenditures, discussions with management and other assumptions.  Subject to revision 
as part of the 2013 budget process.  Does not included implementation or other one-time costs.



Opportunities for 
Potential Taxation 
Reductions

Environmental 
S iServices



Environmental Services
Comparative Costs for Solid Waste Disposal & Recycling Services

North Frontenac’s 
solid waste 
treatment and

$300 Solid Waste Disposal/ HH Recycling/HH

Net Environmental Costs Per Household1

treatment and 
recycling costs 
are below the 
average of the 

$200 

$250 

comparator 
group:  $102/HH 
and $59/HH 
respectfully

$100 

$150 

respectfully.

The Township 
operates 5 landfill 
sites and 2

$-

$50 

sites and 2 
transfer sites.

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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1 2011 Financial Information Return; net expenditures less user fees and government grants



Environmental Services 
Composition of 2012 Budgeted Costs

Environmental 
service costs are 
predominately

Environmental service costs by type1

predominately 
related to 
personnel and 
contracted Contracted 
services (91%) 
meaning that 
significant change 
will require the

Wages & 
Benefits

61%
($359,975)

Co ac ed
Services

30%
($175,613)

will require the 
reduction in 
service levels. Materials & 

Equipment 
10%10%

($56,960)

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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1 KPMG analysis of 2012 operating budget.  Excludes capital and reserve transactions.  



Environmental Services
Changes in Historical Operating Costs

Net Operating expenditures1

2007 2011 5 Yr Change

Solid Waste Disposal $125,170 $257,142 105%

Recycling $95 332 $139 251 46%

North Frontenac 
has experienced 
significant 

Recycling $95,332 $139,251 46%

Total $220,502 $396,393 80%
increases in the 
operating cost of 
its waste 
treatment (105%)

Historical Solid Waste Financials1
treatment  (105%) 
and recycling 
programs (46%) 
in the past five 

Wages & 
Benefits

Contracted 
Services

Materials User Fees/
Grants

Net Costs Per
Household

years.
2011 $162,490 - $164,115 $69,463 $257,142 $74.06 

2007 $116,031 $92,418 $10,708 $93,987 $125,170 $36.72$116,031 $92,418 $10,708 $93,987 $125,170 $36.72 

Five Yr 
Change  $ 46,459 $92, 418 $153,047 $24,524 $131,972 $37.34

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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1 KPMG analysis of internal financial statements and annual financial information returns; net gross expenditures net user fees and 
grants.



Environmental Services
Potential Opportunities for Council Consideration

Option Description Financial 
Impact1

Risks

Labour 
Relations

Other

F.1 Temporarily Close Two of Five Landfill Sites tbd No No

F.2 Increase Fees to Addington Highlands for Cloyne
recycling

tbd No No

F.3 Investigate joint administration of environmental tbd No Nog j
services with neighbouring municipalities

F.4 Undertake shared purchase  of environmental 
consulting service with County municipalities

tbd No No

© 2012 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 
Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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1 Preliminary estimate based on 2012 budgeted expenditures, discussions with management and other assumptions.  Subject to revision 
as part of the 2013 budget process.  Does not included implementation or other one-time costs.



Township of North 
Frontenac Service 
Delivery Review

N t StNext Steps 



Introduction
Obtaining Council’s Direction

February • Asset Management Plan Tie - InFebruary Asset Management Plan Tie In
• Final report
• Close session opportunities
• Shortlisted opportunities for consideration in 2013 budget 

process
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The information contained herein is of a general nature and is not intended to 
address the circumstances of any particular individual or entity. Although we 
endeavor to provide accurate and timely information, there can be no 
guarantee that such information is accurate as of the date it is received or that 
it will continue to be accurate in the future. No one should act on such 
information without appropriate professional advice after a thoroughinformation without appropriate professional advice after a thorough 
examination of the particular situation.
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