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THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWN OF GEORGINA 

REPORT NO. CA0-2018-0005 

FOR THE CONSIDERATION OF 
COUNCIL 

MARCH 7, 2018 

SUBJECT: CAPITAL INITIATIVES PROGRESS REPORT - GEORGINA CIVIC 
CENTRE (GCC) 

1. RECOMMENDATION: 

1 That Council receive Report No. CA0-2018-0005 prepared by the Office 
of the CAO, dated March 7, 2018, respecting the Capital Initiatives 
Progress Report- Georgina Civic Centre; 

2 That Council approve the construction of a new stand-alone Civic Centre 
(GCC) building to be located on a suitable site within the present Civic 
Centre property; 

3 That staff report back on long-term options for the current Civic Centre. 

2. PURPOSE: 

With respect to the replacement of the Georgina Civic Centre, the purpose of this report 
is to provide Council with an update analysis of the options of renovating and adding on 
to the current GCC building versus building a new/stand-alone facility, and to seek 
Council's approval of the preferred option, in order to proceed with the concept/block 
design of the building. 

3. BACKGROUND: 

Most municipalities own and operate an administrative building that is home to several 
functions, including Council/Committee meetings; public meeting/gathering space; 
administrative offices; service delivery and archival/record storage. 

To achieve the Goal No.4 of the Town's Strategic Plan, being to "Provide Exceptional 
Municipal Services" to the residents and other stakeholders, and considering the age, 
high maintenance cost, and environmental conditions of the current CC building, the 
Corporation of the Town of Georgina through a number of reports and studies has 
identified and acknowledged a need for a larger and more efficient/upgraded CC 
building. 
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Early in the summer of 2016, the Town commissioned Brown & Beattie Building Ltd to 
conduct a Building Condition Review. This report identified many areas where 
improvements are needed just to comply with current Accessibility for Ontarians with 
Disabilities Act (AODA) and to deal with many inefficiencies in the areas of health, 
safety and operational risks. 

In July of 2016, the Town issued a Request for Proposal (RFP) for Provision of a 
Strategic Accommodation Options Plan, through which the services of Pivotal Projects 
Inc. were retained. This report, among a few interim reports through September to 
October 2016, was presented to Council on November 2, 2016, and included five (5) 
options, accommodating the new CC building at the current CC site via 
renovation/addition, renovation/addition/swing space or new build, another municipal 
site or a third party site/land that had to be purchased. The final report on the Town of 
Georgina Strategic Accommodation Options Plan for the Georgina Civic Centre is 
presented as "Attachment 1" to this report. 

Having received the report, Council's next step was to determine site selection. The 
options identified were: 

• Keswick Business Park, 
• Co-locate with MURC 
• Existing property 
• Other Town owned properties 
• Etc. 

Council received further analysis of all options and at a follow up meeting of May 31, 
2017, Council resolved: 

"That Council identify the 26557 Civic Centre Road campus as the preferred site for 
future Civic Centre accommodation" 

Furthermore, due to a number of health concerns potentially related to the GCC's air 
quality, in February of 2018, the services of Chern Solv (Chemist with Solutions for 
Industry) was retained for a proper test. The summary of findings are as follows: 

• Very low relative humidity levels 
• High room temperatures 
• Lack of air movement 
• Presence of significant and noticeable mouldy odours in some sections of the 

building (required immediate action and temporary closure of those sections). 
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4. ANALYSIS & OPTIONS: 

4.1 Current Building 

The Town currently occupies an approximately 60 year old building with approximately 
37,643 square feet of space, located at 26557 Civic Road. This building was originally 
designed and built as an Institutional Residential Building and while it has served the 
Town well, it has reached its capacity and life expectancy. 

A number of important services are housed and delivered from the CC including; 

• Town Council/Committee/Public meetings 
• Service Georgina (central reception/inquiry) 
• Office of the CAO 
• Town's Clerks' services; 
• Development Services 
• Operations and Infrastructure 
• Recreations and Culture administrative staff 
• Records keeping; 
• Communications; 
• Corporate, HR, IT and Procurement Services 
• By-law Enforcement; 
• Economic Development; 
• Etc. (any other administrative services) 

4.2 Planning Actions 

The first step in the decision making process is to have an understanding of what the 
projected long term "office space needs" are for the Town CC. The Study included with 
this report as Attachment #1, attempts to provide an estimate of the Town's needs. In 
addition, as part of the study process, the consultant also offers a series of observations 
and recommendations for the Town's consideration, including: 

• An estimated additional 8,000 to 10,000 sqft would be required to accommodate 
the additional and future staffing needs at the Town's CC; 

• A complete retrofit/renovation with an addition would be required to remain at the 
current location, where serious consideration must be given to the inability to 
make this building AODA compliant (e.g. mezzanine working areas such as 
IT/Procurement) 

• As an alternative of the continued stay at the current CC building, staff can 
expeditiously commence a planning process to develop a stand-alone Civic 
Centre of approximately, 45,173 sqft on the premises of 26557 Civic Centre 
Road 

Council is now asked to provide a preferred option with respect to continuing utilization 
of the current space to meet its future demands and/or build a new facility. 
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4.3 Next Steps 

As such, the next step is making the desired choice between retrofitting the existing 
building or building a new building. This will provide staff with a clear direction with 
respect to the start of all pre-construction reviews/studies (e.g. Soil testing, Engineering 
reviews, etc.) and the design and construction process. 

4.4 Evaluation of Options 

The Town consultant provided Council with three (3) options related to the Civic Centre 
property. The first option is Option 2A, being a complete retrofit which would be done 
by building the addition first, and moving certain services or a complete wing to the new 
addition, while the new vacant wing is repaired. The second choice Option 28 is to 
move the administration to a temporary location and renovate the entire building, 
simultaneously. 

The next related option was identified as Option 5 for a "stand-alone" building. If this 
option is chosen by Council, the most suitable alternative location on the current site will 
be selected and the construction can start without any interruption to the services 
provided from the current CC building. Please see the cost analysis for each option in 
the Financial and Budgetary Impact, Section 6 of this report. 

As each of the referenced options has advantages and disadvantages, and in order to 
assist Council with the decision making process, staff have put together a list of Pros 
and Cons for each option. This list is partially prepared in accordance with the findings 
presented in somewhat broader format in page 36 of the consultant's report. The 
summary comparison is as follows: 

Complete Retrofit & Expand New & Stand-Alone Building 
Pros Cons Pros Cons 

Land Land Availability 
Availability 

Lack of efficiency Flexibility for future use, 
and future flexibility partnership and 

expansion 
Preservation of Potential preservation of Public perception 
the historical the historical legacy 
legacy 

Limitation on the use Space efficiency 
of basement 
Limitation of Environmental 
System/i nfrastru ctu re sustainability- Leeds-
or HVAC upgrade opportunity 
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Lack of ability to A flat roof that allows a 
install centralized standard ICI HVAC 
HVAC system system 
Higher operating Lower operating cost, 
cost energy efficient heat, 

hydro, water 
Risks of unforeseen Design to meet all 
building condition current legislative 

requirements 
Risks of unforeseen Risks of unforeseen 
site condition site condition 
Insufficient/Wasted Functional design for 
space municipal use, floor and 

shape optimization 
Structural limitations No structural 
(the curtain wall is limitations 
failing already!) 
Health & Safety and Higher productivity in a 
accessibility issues - healthy work 
life safety systems environment 
very difficult to install Fully Accessible 

building 
Lack of availability of Single move cost & 
swing space convenience 
Staff and business No work, service or 
interruption business interruption 
Unknown hazardous No hazardous building 
building material material 
Common staff & Segregation of work and 
public space public spaces/areas 
Unsatisfactory final Controlled final finished 
finished product product 

Can accommodate 
potential/future 
partnership 

Lack of proper Building Services area 
Building Services can be accommodated 
area (delivery, Maint. 
storage, Etc. ) 

Based on the Pivotal Consultant's review and staff's reassessment, it is concluded that 
a new stand-alone building will most suit the Town's need. 
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4.5 Proposed Project Schedule 

Currently, the Georgina Civic Centre project is at the stage where Council needs to 
decide on the preferred option as presented in this report with budget availability to 
complete the concept design. The Town's capital forecast shows the remaining project 
budget in the year 2020 for the project construction but with an expedited process the 
construction can possibly start in 2019, if desired. 

While Council has been presented with options in this report, it should be noted that, as 
identified by the consultants, the up-keep and routine maintenance cost of the current 
building are rising. 

If the recommendations included in this report are approved and supported by Council, 
the proposed/draft project schedule is contemplated as follows: 

Project Schedule 

Adoption of staff March 7, 2018 
recommendations 
Release of RFP document Week of March 19, 2018 

Selection of Proponents April 27, 2018 

Interviews (if necessary) Week of April 30, 2018 

Report To Council/Contract Award May 16, 2018 
Internal Consultation- for 

TBD 
Functional/Need assessment 
Public Presentation/Consultation TBD 
Concept Design substantial TBD 
completion and Council approval 

5. RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN 

The construction/reconstruction of the Town Civic Centre is key to the delivery of 
efficient municipal services to the residents, development community and other 
stakeholders and is clearly linked to Town's Strategic Goal #4: 

"Provide Exceptional Municipal Service" - Organizational and Operational Excellence": 

6. FINANCIAL AND BUDGETARY IMPACT 

6.1 Budget 

The current project budget for the CC is as follows: 
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2018 Design Development 
2020 Construction* 
Total Budget 

6.2 Funding 

Long-Term Borrowing 
Total Funding 

7 

$ 1,500,000 
$ 25,000,000 
$ 26,500,000 

$ 26,500,000 
$ 26,500,000 

As outlined in the recommendation section, staff are to be directed to explore options for 
potential sale and/or lease of the existing CC building that will assist in either capital 
funding or operating cost of the new CC building. It should be noted that early review of 
such opportunities points to "municipal use" only. This will somewhat limit the options to 
be explored to Town's municipal partners. 

6.2 Project Cost 

The preliminary project cost estimate provided by the consultant in page 34 of the 
attached report, for each option (in 2016- Million Dollars) is as follows: 

Summary Option 2A Option 2B Option 5 
Staged Reno Simultaneous Reno Stand-Alone Build 

Capital Cost 17.1 17.6 21.6 
Maintenance 9.0 8.9 5.9 
Operating 10.4 10.0 7.2 
Interest on Capital 8.0 8.6 10.3 
Borrowing 

Total Cost-30 year $44.6M $45.1M $45.1M 

As such, based on the advantages and assumption of a new stand-alone building, the 
estimated cost will be as follows: 

Initial Construction (2016 $) 
Soft Services (Design/Development/PM) 
Three-Year Inflation Factor (2.0% a year) 
Non-Refundable HST portion (Approx.) 
Total Estimated Cost 

$21,600,000 
$ 2,000,000 
$ 1,400,000 
$ 500,000 
$25,500,000 

The project cost included in this report is a "preliminary" cost estimate submitted by 
project consultant. In an attempt to ensure the project cost will remain within the 
approved budget, staff along with PLC, will be involved throughout the detail design of 
the project and review all options/choices. 
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It should however be noted that, if any of the options 2A or 28 were chosen, the 
consideration should be given to unknown elements that may be discovered in the 
existing old building that may/may not cause additional costs. The cost may 
also/possibly be affected by construction boom season and/or remote location. If the 
project receives the approval, staff will monitor the process and costs for any potential 
fluctuations and report to Council as/if necessary. 

It is therefore concluded that, at this point, the current project budget would be sufficient 
to proceed on this project as recommended. The final/true cost estimate will be 
determined after council's decision is made on a number of key factors, such as 
preferred option, project timing and the construction methodology. 

7. PUBLIC CONSULTATION AND NOTICE REQUIREMENT: 

While the proposed facility is intended for the purpose of administrative services, it will 
be frequently visited by residents, developers and other stakeholders. As such, it is 
important to ensure the facility concept design is presented to members of the public for 
their comments and input. To date, many reports have been presented to Council in a 
public forum, including the related studies completed so far. Staff will ensure public and 
stakeholder comments are received when the design development process has reached 
a suitable stage. 

8. CONCLUSION: 

While there-adaptive and re-use of portions of the current Civic Centre facility is not 
impossible, it is unlikely to provide a financially and functionally viable long-term solution 
to address the future needs of the Town. It is recommended that Council receive and 
approve all components and recommendations included in this report; and provide a 
direction with respect to the preferred option as outlined in this report, in order for staff 
to proceed and expedite this capital project as presented. 

Approved by: 

Winanne Grant, B.A., AMCT, CEMC 
Chief Administrative Officer 

Attachment '1'- Strategic Accommodation Options Plan, November, 2016 
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PIV .. TAL ThinkingStrategy; New Paradigms Inc 

1. Executive Summary 

The Town of Georgina has retained Pivotal Projects tnc. in association with +VG Architects and 
ThinkingStrotegy: New Paradigms Inc. to develop a Strategic Accommodations Options Plan for 
The Town's office accommodations currently housed in the Civic Centre and Operations Cen tre 
on the Recreational Outdoor Campus ("ROC") site. 

This study investigates " the feasibility and site suitabllity of various site options in comparison to 
existing accommodations" (ret: RFP DAS20 16-06) . The study provides on ossessmeni of 
numerous qualitative issues, staff accommodation requirements and growth projections over I he 
financial term of analysis which is a 30~year period. 

The current Cfvic Centre site (the ROC) has many positive attributes, including its postoral setting 
and public recreational amenities which ore utilized by Civic Centre staff. The Civic Centre 
building itself l1as on interesting historical legacy for the community. however, the building is 
deficient as a seat of government and administration centre in a number of ways. The primary 
deficiencies relate to age. building code. poor building condition (resulting from building 
elements that hove exceeded their useful life and deferred maintenance), as well as the fact 
tho1. as a re-purposed residential building, if is functionally not well suited for use as office space. 

The current building is at capacity, with the Operations Centre on the ROC site being used to 
house additional staff. 

Whlle currently "grandfolhered" from a code compliance perspective. the building does not 
meet current building code in areas of health, safety and compliance with the Accessibility for 
Ontarians with Disabilities Act (2005) ("AODA" ). There was consensus from staff and elected 
officials interviewed for this study that this is not acceptable for a public institution. and 
improvements ore needed. 

The current Civic Centre building is inefficient from a space ufmzation perspective. Analysis of the 
functional program has indicated that a green Held building to house the current requirements 
would be smaller than the current Civic Centre. A benchmark analysis against peer 
municipalities also indicates that the building is relatively inefficient when measured on a square 
foot per seat (SF/seat) basis. 

There are also operational risks associated with the building, the most significant of which is the 
current elevator. It is 58 years old, and beyond lis service life, requires mandatory upgrades by 
the end of 2018, and is not AODA compliant. There is some urgency in addressing future options 
given the age of the elevator and the potential cost of compliance. 

A review of severer technical reports was conducted, to understand investment requirements 
associated with renovating . modernizing and expanding the current building to meet current 
code and AODA. and expanding it to provide Georgina's accommodation needs for a 30-yeor 
period. This was compared with the option of building a new building. in various locations within 
the Town. 

The following options ore presented and analysed in this report 1 as requested in the scope of this 
assignment: 



Report No. CAO-2018-0005 
Attachment '1' 

Page 5 of 80

13

+V PIV TAL ThinkingStrategy: New Paradigms Inc 

Option Description 

"Hold "Hold Steady" Scenario 
Steady'' This consists of implemen1ing only the immediate investment needs in the 
Scenario building to continue occupancy for a 3 to 5-year period, which is the tfme 

needed to implement a long-term solution. For longer occupancy, greater 
investment is needed, which will trigger a requirement for code and AODA 
compliance. It addresses urgent maintenance items, and includes renovations 
to accommodate two planned customer service hubs in the current facility.lt 
does not address upgrades required to provide a reasonable office 
environment, future growth, code compliance, or AODA requirements. 

As a short-term solution it cannot be directly compared to the other options 
which are designed to address a 30-year horizon 

Option 2: Options 2A and 2B both consist of a complete retrofit of the current building to 
bring it as close as possible to modern otftce building standard. addressing life-
cycle replacement, mafnlenance and code compliance items. The building is 
expanded to provide additional capacity to meet staff growth needs. 

2A This option will be implemented while the building is occupied. The addition to 
the building would be built first, creating on-site swing space. Following 
completion of the extension, other wings/floors will be sequentially emptied 
and renovated in 1hree or tour phases over lime. 

28 In this option. the building will be totally vacated during construction. Staff will 
be temporarily accommodated in other space owned or leased by the Town. 
so that construction can be carried out as efficiently as possible with minimal 
discomfort to staff, risk to sfaff health and safety or disruption to Town 
operations. 

Option 3: A new stand-clone building on a Town-owned site, either the ROC sile, or 
another suitable site. 

Option 4: A new stand-alone building on a third-party owned site (e.g. Keswick Business 
Park). 

Option 5: A new building on the Multi-Use Recreational Complex ("MURC") site in South 
Keswick, integrated with the proposed recreational facility . 

The analysis of the "Hold Steady" Scenario has indicated that an expenditure of $1 M to 1 .4 M is 
needed in the current building to address requirements for the next 3 to 5 years. which is the 
time needed to implement a long-term solution. 

The long-term options are summarized below: 

5 
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Georgina Civic Centre 
Capital & Operating budget 
Summary 

Summary 
Capital Investment($ M) • 
Capital Maintenance (30 YR) ($ M) 
Operating Cost (30 YR) ($ M) 
Interest on Capital Borrowing ($ M) 

Premium over 2A ($) 
Premium over 2A (%) 
Estimated Implementation Timing 

Option 2A 

$ 17.1 
$ 9.0 
$ 10.4 
$ 8.0 

-
0% 

5 years 

Option 28 

$ 17 6 
$ 89 
$ 10.0 
$ 86 

$ 532,400 
1.2% 

2.5 - 3 years 
* This amount includes the interim "Hold Steady" investment 

loualitative Score 192.51 2151 

Option 3 Option 4 

$ 24.2 $ 26.0 
$ 65 $ 6.5 
$ 7.7 $ 7.7 
$ 11.0 $ 12.3 

$ 4,810,000 $ 7,954,600 
10.8% 17.9% 

3 years 3 years 

363.751 356.251 

30-Year Ful l Life Cycle Cost Comparison 

$60,000,000 

$50,000,000 

$40,000,000 

$30,000,000 

$20,000,000 

$10,000,000 

$0 
Option 2A Option 2B Option 3 Option 4 

Option 5 

$ 21 .6 

$ 5.9 
$ 7.2 
$ 10.3 

$ 524,600 
1.2% 

4 years 

377.51 

Option 5 

• Capi tal Investment • Capital Maintenance (30 YR) Operating Cost (30 YR) a Interest on Capital Borrowing 

Council's clear choice for a long-term (30-year) solution is between a new building, and 
comprehensively renovating and expanding the current building. 

Options 2A ($44.6 M), 2B ($45.1 M) and 5 {$45.1 M) are all comparable from the perspective of 
full -life-cycle cost over 30 years (within a l .2% range of each other. or approximately $500,000 

6 
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differential), and are compared in more detail in Section 9.2 of the report. In terms of relative 
costs, Option 2 has an initial capital requirement of approximately $17 M, with a Further 
requirement of approximately $9 Mover the 30-year life-cycle. Option 5, by comparison, has a 
higher initial capital requirement (because of new construction) of $21.6 M, with a lower capital 
requirement over 30 years (approx1malely $5.9 M) because the building is new. Interest cost of 
borrowing for Option 2 is lower than Option 5 (because of the lower initial capital requirement), 
but operating costs for Option 5 are lower over 30 years because of better energy efficiency in 
the building envelope and smaller more efficient footprint. 

The analysis has shown that although the existing building can be upgraded, modernized and 
improved, the inherent inefficiencies in floorplate shape and structure will yield a sub-op1imal 
solution far a modern, contemporary and flexible office environment. 

Option 5 offers a new building, co-located with the proposed new MURC in South Keswick. Over 
a 30-year period, this option has a cost that is comparable to renovatfng the exis·ting building. 
Council will hove to assess the merits of this location for a new Civic Centre, but the synergies 
and savings associated with co-location make this option oltroctive. The advantages of a new 
building include that it will be designed to fit current and future needs, will meet current codes 
and AODA requirements, and contemporary expectations with respect to environmental 
impact and energy use. Operating costs over 30 years wnt be lower than Option 2, resulting from 
more efficient design and construction, and a smaller relative footprint to house Civic Centre 
operations (Option 5 is approximately 20% smaller than Option 2) . 

The study has the following recommendations: 

• Recommendation One: 

An investment of $1 M to 1.4 M be made in the current building to address short-term 
occupancy needs, including urgent life-cycle maintenance. Detailed seeping of this 
expenditure will in part depend on which long-term option is selected. 

• Recommendation Two: 

Options 2A, 2B and 5 ore comparable from a full-lifecycle cost perspective, however 
Option 5 offers the best value for money in the long term, and this option is 
recommended. 

Council will need to assess community sentiment on the relative merits of the current site 
compared to co-location with the proposed new MURC facility ln South Keswick. Timing 
for this option may also be dependent on MURC construction. 

While real estate is an expensive corporate resource, it should be remembered that the largest 
expense for most organizations is the cost of people (salaries). Real estate investments need to 
be assessed in the light of capital allocation against other priorities, but also need to be assessed 
in terms of the impact that the investment has on people (the largest cost item), particularly 
productivity and morale. While inherently difficult to quantify into a business case, the impact of 
this important decision on the day-to-day working environment of administrative employees of 
the Town of Georgina should not be under-estimated. 

7 
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2. Introduction 

The Consulting Team was retained by the Town of Georgina in August 2016 to review stra tegic 
options for the Town's administrative accommodations. currently housed in the Georgina Civic 
Centre. at 26,557 Civic Centre Road. Some Town administrative employees are also housed in 
the Operations Centre. on the Recreational Outdoor Campus ("ROC") site. 

The current Civic Centre building was constructed in 1958 as on inslitutional residential building 
for a religious organization. It was bought and re-purposed by the Town as on office building, 
and several additions and alterations have been made to the building over the years , 

The consulting work pion included site reviews, interviews with Georgina's elected officials, and 
the Town's CAO and Directors to understand the Town's strategy and priorities. and to 
de1ermine future needs, and consulta tion wi th o staff focus group. A Functional Program was 
developed for future space and building requirements. and various technical reports on the 
Civic Centre building condition were reviewed to understand the costs associated With 
modernizing the curren t Civic Centre. 

The strategic accommodations options to be studied were identified in the Consulting Team's 
terms of reference. RFP for Consultant Services for Provision of a Strategic Accommodations 
Options Pion (No. DAS2016-056. July 29111, 2016). The Consulting Team analysed the options and 
worked with the CAO and Directors to further refine the analysis and conduct an evaluation of 
the options. An interim update was provided to Council in October 2016. 

Tt'1e scu~e o f ltlis re~or l does nu l include Buildiny Code reviews, lechnicul' or engineering 
investigations- we hove relied upon studies provided by the Town, listed in Appendix A. 
Information was interpreted by the Consulting Team for inclusion in the study, and where 
information was limited, assumptions were made based on best avallable information or industry 
practice. The objective of the assumptions was to enable comparison of the accommodation 
options on on apples and apples basis, and do not necessarily indicate future actions. 
Assumptions were reviewed with the Directors and CAO as the options were developed. 

This report presents and summarizes the findings of the analysis. 
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3. Current Situation and "Hold Steady" Scenario 

3.1 Current Building 

The current Civic Centre site at the ROC has many positive attributes, including its postoral 
setting and public recreational amenities which are utilized by Civic Centre staff. The building 
itself has an interesting historical legacy for the community, however, the Civic Centre building is 
deficient in a number of ways. The mandate of this report did not include any technical or code 
compliance reviews; instead we hove relied upon various technical studies provided by 
Georgina. listed in Appendix A. 

The primary deficiencies relate to age, building code issues, poor building condition (resulting 
from life-cycle limits and historic deferred maintenance). as well as the fact that. as are
purposed residential building. it is functionally not well suited for use as office space. The shape 
of the cruciform footprint and long narrow wings do not meet contemporary expectations for 
open flexible office space. and there are structural limitations for certain office uses (e.g. 
document storage). 

The Town commissioned Brown & Beattie Building Ltd. in the summer of 2016 to do a building 
condition review of the Civic Centre. and this reporfl was reviewed by the Consulting Team. The 
report identifies short and long-term capitol and maintenance required 1o address the current 
condition of the building and maintain current functionality. The report scope was limited with 
respect to addressing future accommodation growth requirements or improved functionality. 

The Brown & Beattie report is not a full code compliance review, but it does note many areas 
where improvements are needed in order to meet current code and AODA compliance. During 
interviews with staff and elected officials, many people noted that deficiencies in the areas of 
health, safety, and compliance with AODA requirements were not acceptable for on 
institutional public build ing. 

Minimum improvements required from a health perspective include provision of fresh air and air 
quality (mould has been noted in previous air quality reports). Improvements from a safety 
perspective include the provision o f sprinklers, which require construction work to the ceiling 
throughout the facility. While the building does have some (limited) accessibility 
accommodations currently, there are significant and extensive changes required for AODA 
compliance including a new elevator and shaft lfhe current shaft is too small) , replacement of 
approximately 63 doors in the facil ity which ore too narrow for wheelchairs, changes to the 
entrance ramps. service counters, stair roils, floor finishes, washrooms, signage, door handles, 
fi>ctures. furniture and many other elements. 

The building has functional and operational limitations and is at capacity. As a result of capacity 
limitations, a number of people are currently housed in the Operations Centre on the ROC site 
causing operational inconvenience to staff. Changes are also needed in coming months in the 
internal configuration in the Civic Cen tre to accommodate two planned customer service hubs 
which are required as a result o f the Customer Service strategy currently being implemented. 
T11is will involve internal renovations to co-locate the teams of people working to optimize 
customer service. 

I A draft report from Brown & Beattie Ltd. dated October 7. 2016 was reviewed by the Consulting 
Team. 

9 
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There is an operational risk associated with the elevator. The current elevator is 58 years old, and 
is beyond its useful life. The Town has been notified by TSSA2 that the elevator requires 
mandatory upgrades by the end of 2018, risking a shut-down order if not completed. The 
elevator will require significant modernization In the near terrn, however, the current shaft Is too 
small to accommodate AODA compliant entranceway and cab size. Expenditure on 
modernization should allow for a new shaft and elevator lobbies at each floor. Because of the 
extent of work modernization entails, doing this work within the existing shaf1 space would likely 
be deemed non-Code compliant. Resolution of this iiem is, in pan, driving some urgency in 
decision-making on how best to meet Georgina's long-term needs. 

Analysis of the functional program requirements, and benchmarking comparison with peer 
municipalities indicate that the current building is inefficient in its space use. It currently measures 
441 SF/seal, compared to a peer metric of 330 SF/seat for King Township and to 361 SF/seat for 
Aurora (see section 5 of this report for more information). The proposed metric for a new building 
for Georgina lies in the range of 383 SF/seat when the building is built. and drops to 307 Sf/seat 
over 30 years as the administration expands and occupies the full building. 

A greenfield new building to house the future projecl147 municipal staff would require 45,173 SF 
of space, whereas the current building with a new addition would require 56,461SF of space for 
the same number of staff. Despite its relatively large size, the limitations of the current building 
(the shape of the floor plate, basement space with limited height and functionality, multiple 
level changes, and some structural floor loading limitations} make it extremely difficult to 
reconfigure for efficient contemporary office and customer service needs. This difference in 
space efficiency will also translate into additional operational costs through the life-cycle of this 
asset. Not only would a new building be relatively smaller, it would be designed to meet current 
standards from an energy efficiency and environmental impact perspective. 

3.2 "Hold Steady" Scenario Requirements 

Given the significant deficiencies in the current building the Consulting Team analysed and 
prioritized potential investments in the curren t building lo define and develop the most likely 
scenario for the "Hold Steady" Requirements. 

Information was drawn from the draft Brown & Beattie report. It should be noted that report is 
intended to recommend improvements from a building condition, code and maintenance 
perspective required to continue operation of the current building as it stands, and Is not 
intended to reflect costs or changes that improve the current environment to contemporary 
office space, to facnitate the intended reconfiguration to create two service hubs, or even to 
accommodate current head count (let atone future growth). The Consulting Team identified 
lhese additional upgrade requirements, and also assessed the construction logistics, scheduling 
and timelines associated with implementation of the various upgrades. Additional consideration 
was given to the Impact of construction on staff and business continuity. 

The following priorities were developed: 

1. Priority 1; Minimum short-term expenditures to address 3 to 5 year requirements, which is the 
time needed to implement a longer-term solution. 

2. Priority 2; Health, safety, AODA and life-cycle replacement of building elements. 

2 Letter from the TSSA to the Town is dated October 24, 201 4. Letter from Otis Elevator to lhe 
Town on the same subject is dated August 16, 2016. Elevator modernization and maintenance 
requirements are also discussed in the Brown and Beattie report. 

10 
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3. Priority 3: Functionality improvements to address current requirements for administrative 
offrce space. 

4. Priority 4: Growth, to address future requirements for the planning horizon of the study (30 
years). 

The ''Hold Steady'' Scenario was defined as completing the minimum requirements for 
continued short-term occupancy of 3 to 5 years (priority 1 requirements). and does not address 
the 30-year requirement. nor does it address priority 2. 3 or 4 investments. 

Option 2 (2A and 2B) was defined as renovating and expanding the current Civic Centre 
building to address 30-year needs (i.e. addressing priority 1, 2. 3 and 4 requirements). 

The Consulting Team reviewed the possibility of defining an option that combined priority 1 and 
2 investments. but this was deemed not to be practical. The rationale for this is that the priority 2 
upgrades to address code, environmental deficiencies and life-cycle replacement are so 
extensive that a) it is too disruptive to operations and staff to facilitate continued occupancy of 
the building, and (b) the cost, when compared to the quality/functionality of the result (without 
addressing priority 3 and 4 investments). makes no economic sense. 

In the evaluation of all of tl1e options. it should be remembered that the "Hold Steady" option 
does not address the study requirement for a strategic growth and accommodation plan for the 
Town. It is not an "apples and apples" comparison with the proposed long-term options. 

For clarity, a more detailed discussion of each priority is ou tlined below: 

Priority Investment Requirement 

1. Minimum short-term expenditures: 

Changes required in the building to minimally address urgent short-term building 
condition iiems and to accommodate the two planned customer service hubs. 

This level of investment does not address any upgrades to current code 
compliance nor does it address AODA compliance of the elevator. but is 
immediately required to continue basic operations in the building for the next few 
years. This is the time needed to plan and mobilize for a longer-term solution to 
Georgina's needs (anticipated to be 3 to 5 years. depending on the option 
selected). This also assumes that the risks associated with continued operation of 
the elevator (w11hou1 a complete modernization program) can be managed for 
this 5-yeor duration. 

Detailed seeping and implementation of short-term expenditures will vary 
depending on the long-term option selected. This is discussed in more detail in 
section 6.2. 

2. Health, safety and AODA, and life-cycle replacement of building elements: 

This includes if ems such as the addition of sprinklers. AODA upgrades referenced 
aoove, mechanical ventilation to corridors, attic insulation and life-cycle upgrades 
based on building condition of the external envelope and site infrastructure. 

It should be noted that the construction logistics associated with the internal 
improvements is extensive and intrusive. affecting the entire building. As 
construction unfolds in an old building. unforeseen conditions requiring attention 
may also emerge (e.g. structural issues to accommodate the work underway). 

If continued occupancy through construction is contemplated, there would be 
significant disruptions to staff and business operations as people are moved 
around the building to clear and secure areas for construction purposes. In 
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Priority Investment Requirement 

addition, there would be risks of staff or union complaints resulting from adverse 
and poor physical working conditions (such as odour, dust, noise, power outages 
etc.) resulting from construction activity. 

3. Functionality improvement: 

This includes changes that upgrade the building to a more current office building 
standard, such as central HVAC, removal of interior block walls to open up the 
space as much as possible (subject to structural limitations), and new furniture. 

We note that given the floor plate size and shape, structural limitations, and 
limitations to the basement space, these functionality improvements (while better 
than current conditions) will not be as space efficient as a new office building. 

4. Growth: 

The current building is at capacity. Previous space planning studies have 
indicated that 5 additional people can be accommodated in the Civic Centre 
with reconfiguration (a total of 109 seats), but this does not address current staffing 
totals of 118 seats (including the staff located in the Operations Centre) and long-
term growth requirements to 147 seats. If continued long-term use of the existing 
building is desired, on addition is needed to the building. 

12 
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4. Overview of Options 

4. 1 Definition of the Study Options 

The accommodation options to be analysed were initially identified in the study RFP document. 
The Consulting Team developed scenario assumptions for each option, and vetted these 
assumptions with Georgina Directors and CAO. A draft set of options was presented to Council 
on October 5· 2016 with feedback and direction incorporated to arrive at the final five options 
for detailed investigation. 

Two clarifications were made through this process. affecting the "decentralization" scenario 
referenced in the RFP document (discussed in section 4.2 below), and potential for leased 
solutions (discussed in section 4.3 below). 

In addition to the ''Hold Steady" Scenario discussed in section 3.2 above, the following five 
options have been identified for analysis in this report: 

Existing Building 

Option 2: Options 2A and 2B both consist of a complete retrofit of the current building to 
bring it as close as possible to modern office building standard. addressing life-
cycle replacement, maintenance and code compliance items. The building is 
expanded to provide additional capacity to meet staff growth needs. 

2A This option will be implemented while the building is occupied. The addition to 
the building would be built first, creating on-site swing space. Following 
completion of the extension, other wings/floors will be sequentially emptied 
and renovated in three or four phases over time. 

28 rn this option, the building will be totally vacated during construction. Staff will 
be temporarily accommodated in other space owned or leased by the Town, 
so that construction con be carried out as efficiently as possible with minimal 
discomfort to staff, risk to staff hedlth and safety or disruption to Town 
operations. 

New Building 

Option 3: A new stand-alone building on a Town-owned site, either the ROC site, or 
another suitable site. 

Option 4: A new stand-alone building on a third-party owned site (e.g. Keswick Business 
Park). Assumption is that land is purchased by the Town. 

Option 5: A new building on the Mufti-Use Recreational Complex (''MURC") site in South 
Keswick, integrated with the proposed recreational facility. 

4.2 Customer Service and Decentralization 

Georgina staff, with Council support, have developed a customer service improvement 
program and ore working diligently to implement this. This program involves a reengineering of 
processes, workflows and supporting technology. There is. in addition, a space and facility 
aspect to this program, consisting of the following requirements: 
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• An immediate need to form and co-locate staff into two customer service hubs. One will 
address inquiries and applications relating to building, planning and development, and the 
second will address all other services and inquiries, supplemented by improved on-line and 
telephone services. Plans to co-locate staff for this initiative are reflected Tn the "Hold 
Steady" Scenario. 

• As a further and longer term expansion and improvement of customer service accessibility, 
there are plans to develop service counters in the community (at facilities like arenas, 
libraries etc.) with some cross-training of staff in these locations. This decentralization of 
service counters supplements the services provided at the Civic Centre. but does not 
replace them, as there is a continued need for the back-office customer service hubs with 
their support operations to be consolidated at the Civic Centre. We have therefore assumed 
that any ''decentralization" applies to all of the options being examined in this report, and is 
not a separate and distinct option from a real estate perspective. 

4.3 Options for Leasing a new Civic Centre 

Option 4 considers the possibility of constructing a new Civic Centre on third-party owned lands 
(for example the Keswick Business Park). There ore two routes for this option: purchasing suitable 
lands from a private sector owner, or leasing a building that is custom-buill for Georgina from the 
developer or land-owner. Council's direction on this option was to remove leased solutions from 
consideration and Option 4 was therefore defined constructing a new Civic Centre on lands 
purchased from a third-party owner. 
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5. Future Requirements 

5.1 Functional Program Development 

The Functional Program for Georgina has been developed using current best practices for 
municipal administration centres and informed by the specific program needs of the Town of 
Georgina. 

Planning ObjecHves: 

Some of the key principles used in developing the space reqlfirements for Georgina include: 

Contemporary Standards for Space Allocations: The Functional Program workspace 
accommodations are based on standardized space templates representative of a modern 
municipal administrative office. The Functional Program does not anticipate the need to 
accommodate 'legacy' space allocations from the current facility. 

• Effective Service Delivery: Provide spaces that offer the public simple, one stop shopping, 
flexibility of transaction options, and an "open for business" philosophy. While this does 
include the design of physrcal spaces, it also includes embracing technology options to 
enhance this experience. 

• Provide flexibility and adaptability in use of space, including providing space in the building 
now to allow expansion in the future. This concept will be essential to providing adaptability 
day to day and in the longer term as various municipal programs evolve and grow to meet 
community needs. 

• Provide a Healthy and Positive Work Environment. Design concepts should be 
environmentally sustainable (LEED Certification for exampfe) and support concepts like "the 
rigl"lt to light". Overall planning should support and encourage healthy lifestyle choices for 
staff and offer accommodations and amenities that support employee retention. 

• Embrace Accessibility: Take the initiative to provide a new facility that is open and 
accessible to all residents, employees and community partners. Anticipate and exceed 
accessibility standards in the spirit of the goal to achieve an accessible Ontario by 2025. 

Future Growth Assumptions: 

Future growth for all departments within the Town of Georgina administration office are based 
on anticipated growth of Georgina to 71 ,000 residents by 2031, and interviews with senior 
Georgiha staff to define specific areas of anticipated growth, mainly tor the near term (2 to 4-
year period). 

Several dynamic opportunities were identified that could influence the growth in administration 
staff (both positively and negatively) including: the need for the Town to develop a greater on
line communications presence, potential construction of a new multi-purpose recreation facility 
(the MURC), move to centralized customer service hubs throughout the community. and client 
adoption of on-line services for transactional based activities. 

Additionally. as port of growth assumptions. the functional program anlicipates AWS (Alternative 
Workplace Strategy) initiatives will be part of the long-term accommodation strategy for the 
Town. As trends in workspace needs evolve, use of electronic records increase. and mobile work 
technology continues to rapidly improve. these opportunities will become easier and easier for 
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the municipality to implement. Alternate Workplace Strategies are discussed in more detail in 
section 5.4 below. 

While the 2031 population projection does not address the 30-yeor time horizon of this study, 
growth predictions beyond this date would be only a best estimate of additional future growth. 
Therefore, the approach of the Functional Program is to provide projected accommodation to 
this date, assuming that in the future, some or all of the dynamic opportunities such as AWS, 
community customer service hubs, or the department reloca tions will be part of the overall30-
year accommodation strategy. 

This does not undermine the 30-year term of this study as the financial and facility maintenance 
requirements of the building itself ore addressed to this 30-year term. 

Re.search and Supporting Data: 

The Functional Program for Georgina has been developed using the following information: 

• Departmental organization charts to identify number of current staff, and their roles. 

• Interviews with Directors to review operational requirements, key working relationships with 
other departments and near term growth projections. 

• Tour of existing Georgina Civic Centre to identify building and program requirements unique 
to Georgina. 

• Meeting room and staff amenity standards based upon similar sized municipal facilities. 

• Current Building Code standards (including AODA). 

• Building service spaces and systems modelled on current industry best practices. 

• A template of standardized workspace and meeting room types (refer to Appendix D). 

Draft department by department space requirements were circulated to senior staff in 
September 2016 and the Program has been updated with input received from all Directors and 
the CAO. We will refer to this as the "Template Functional Program", and this is the Strategic 
Accommodations Option Plan recommended Functional Program to best suit the municipal 
administration needs of Georgina moving into the future. 

5.2 Template Functional Program 

The proposed Template Functional Program developed for Georgina as port of this study 
proposes on administration facility requirement of 45,173 square feet to accommodate 11 8 
current staff and future growth of an additional 29 staff. Program highlights include: 

• Accommodation for all current staff ( 118 seats, currently on-site and off-site). 

• Staff future consideration of 29 additional placements. 

• Total number of seats 147. 

• Council chamber enlarged to accommodate public seating for 60 with overflow for 
additional 30 plus a large public lobby space. 

• Additional Council facilities including dedicated Mayor's office, Councillor touchdown 
spaces and a Councillor meeting room (for 12) for meetings with the public. Not all of these 
spaces are available within the current facility. 

Additional meeting rooms to accommodate staff and public needs. 

16 
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• Reduced file storage area (relative to existing) in high-efficiency storage systems. 

Template Functional Program Areas Summary: 

IMavor ond Cuunc:.il 

Stolt 
Count 

lC... AO Human ReSC!utce~ Comruunicolioru 14 

!Adminislroliw: ~c:rvices ond T.eosurer 49 

l tnlormolion technology CDilli9ol'l of Administrative Services 8 

lopt:wlion~ ond lnl•aslrvcJu•c! 16 

lRc:c•c:ohon taCullure 14 

IMeelioo • Public 

! ~toll Foc.ili1ies & Common Areas 

lsuo.oorl Arem 

Total Building Progrcwn Assignabld 
Building Gross up Factor (17% ) 
TOTAl. Gross Building Area 

Comparison ofthe Template Functional Program to Current Conditions: 

S. M. H . 

212 m?l 

135 14541 

593 6383l 

277 29751 

216 23231 

685 ?3751 

369 39701 

41 7 ~71 

3.5881 38,610 
610 

4,1981 45,173 

Total area of the current Civic Centre building is 4,026m2 (43,320 SF) . Area o t the existing 
Operations Building is 573m2 (6, 165 SF) . Total build ing area in use for municipal administration 
Services is 4,599m2 (49,485 SF). 

Georgina senior staH have worked diligently in the past to und ertake staff and space allocations 
within the existing 2 buildings to optimize service delivery to the public. What is evident from the 
review of previous studies and staff re-organizations is that the largest impediment to higher 
levels of accommodation is the building itself. The narrow, cruciform floor plate design (originally 
designed as a monastic retreat) limits effective and efficient re-design within the existing 
building. 

A comparator Functional Program, based on current staff at the Civic Centre and Operations 
Building ( 112 seats) and curren t Council amenity yields a need for approxima tely 37,350 sq. ft. of 
building floor area. This illustrates the inefficiency of the Civic Centre floor plate as the 
comparator program, modelled on a modern open office concept. accommodates all current 
staff in 25% less area. 

Benchmarking against other Municipalities (Building Area Accommodations) : 

At Georgina, the two current buildings accommodate 112 staff in 4.599m2 of total building 
space. This translates into 41m2 per seat or 441 SF I seat 

17 
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Comparable metrics, on a "gross floor area 1 seat" basis can provide an understanding of 
typical municipal space requirements and ensure the program developed in this study is 
reasonable compared to o ther southwestern Ontario municipalities. 

Data for other municipalities surveyed in this study are as fol lows: 

Peer Municipality SF/seat 

City of Waterloo 265 

rown of Milton 325 

City of Guelph 325 

King Township (design stage) 330 

City of Cambridge 340 

City of Hamilton 352 

Town of Aurora 361 

City of Burlington 365 

Town of Georgina 441 

Grey County (design stage) 448 

Town of Oakville 460 

These are approximate comparators and there is quite a wide range. Factors Influencing the 
average square foot size I seat for other municipalities include: 

• Variations in local program elements that may be unique to particular municipalities. 

• Load factor of existing facilities (i.e. is the facility at capacity or operating with vacant 
workspaces for future expansion). 

• Variations in public amenity space and size. 

• Age of the facility, and extent of modernization (if an older building). 

The Functional Program developed for Georgina proposes a municipal administration building 
requirement of 45,173 SF. Relative to the data above this equates to: 

• AI current staff level of 118 persons: 383 SF/seat 

• At final anticipaied staff level of 147 persons: 307 SF/seat 

Although this is only an approximate indicator, this comparison demonstrates that !he proposed 
Template Functional Program is comparable within the range of other existing local 
municipalities whether at the minimum or maximum projected staff levels. 

18 
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5.3 functional Program Options 

A total of three specific Functional Programs have been developed ln response to the defined 
Strategic Accommodation Study Options as approved by Georgina Council on October 5, 2016. 
All three programs are based upon the Template Functional Program described in the 
preceding paragraph. 

Functional Program 1 "Hold Steady": 

This program is heavily modified from the Template as this baseline requirement in the study 
contemplates only renovation of the existing Civic Centre Building and works required to meet 1 
maintain code compliance into the future. This option does not address staff growth, and does 
not address some of the recommended program elements. 

Key elements of Functional Program 1 include: 

Staffing for 109 seats {approximately 5 more seats than current) . 

• Council chamber is existing space (remains undersized). 

• Additronal meeting rooms are not provided. 

• Councillor meeting space 1 touchdown office space not provided. 

• Many support and services spaces remain as existing and are undersized. 

• Includes for a new AODA compliant eleva tor and small elevator lobby addition. 

• Will accommodate proposed 2 customer service hubs ( 1 on the first floor, 1 on the third 
floor). 

19 
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Fonc liono l Program .MI!Il~ :,vrn iT•ilh 
~ - ,,. .;,.:: 

!Mayor ana Council 

lcAu. Humdn fle)o()urc~~ Cornmuntcutrons 

lA elm in•sl• o trve 5 ~:rvrc es and Ire osurer 
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Current future Accom 
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loevelopment Serv•ces 
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!support Areas 

36 10 36 

t.; 2 5 

12 2 12 

Total Building Program Assignable Area (m2) 

Civic Centre Assignable Building Area (ac11Jal) 
Civic Centre Gross Bu ilding Area (actual) 

Civic Centre Elevator Addition 
TOTAL Gross Building Area (actual & addition) 

StaH Count Current 
Future 

!TOTAL 

AccorTTrodated 

Functional Program for Options 2A and 28 "Renovation and Addition": 

IProqrorn Area 

S.M . S.f 

.!S .!841 

1:-3 1 ,6.! 11 

400 .;,2991 

103 1 1061 

393 4 . 2~3 1 

108 1. 1:.71 

160 1.7261 

390 .! . 1961 

368 3 ,9541 

740 7.9621 

2.859 1 30,757 

2,871 

4 ,024 

140 
4 ,164 44,805 

118 

29 
1471 

109 

This Program mainly meets the requirements of the Template Functional Program. The Program is 
based on an extensive renovation of the existing Civic Centre building and a new addition to 
accommodate future growth in staff and provide improved building support and meeting 
spaces. 

Key elements of the Option 2A and 2B Functional Program include: 

• Staffing for 147 seats (full accommodation of the 30-year target requirement). 

• Council Chamber is existing space (remains undersized). 

• New addition of approximately 15.559 SF. 

• Existing portables and basement below are removed to accommodate new addition. 

• Existing building is fully renovated to a modern office standard and to meet current Building 
Code. 
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• Will accommodate proposed 2 Customer Service Hubs (one on the first floor, and one on the 
third floor}. 

• Reduced file storage area (relative to existing) in high-efficiency storage systems. 

rvnclionol !'!•>gram Art!O) Sun~ mary Is torr co unl IProorom Area 

Current future Accom S.M- S.F 
IMovor and Counc11 128 1 3791 

lcAO Human Rej()urces. Commun1callo~ 10 14 25.8 2.7761 

IAdm 1nistrali11e Serv1ces and Trt osurer .:o 9 49 J65 S.002l 

135 1 .:s 41 It nlo rm a tron r ec hnolo4 y ( 01viS10 n o l Ad m mistra live_S...;..e_rv_IC"-e:....\, __ __;,6 __ __;o,2 ___ 8-'----------"--'-----'-__;,..oo~ 

loevtlop ment Serv1ces 10 46 ~·93 6 .3831 

!o perations and tnlrostructure 2 16 277 2 .9751 

IRe creation &Cutlure 12 2 14 216 2 nJI 

IMeetmo Pubhc €03 6 . .!871 

jstolf facilities 1. Common Areas 474 5 1001 

l suppt~rt Areas 778 8.3661 

Total Buildi ng Program Assignable Area (m2) 3,9261 42.245 

Civic Centre Assignable Building Area (acllJal) 
Civic Centre Gross Building kea (actual) 
Civic Centre Addition Assignable Building Area 
Civic Centre Addition Gross up Factor (17%) 
TOTAl Gross B uil cing Area (actual & a ddltion) 

Staff Count 

Functional Program for Options 3, 4 and 5 

Current 
Future 

!TOTAL 
Accarrrn:>dated 

2,690 
3,801 
1,236 

210 
5,247 56,461 

118 
29 

1471 
147 

This Program matches the Template Functional Program. All three of these options are new 
building options and therefore the Template Functional Program can be fully implemented 
without restriction. Variations in the options relate primarily to site location and procurement 
approaches. These variations are discussed in deta il in the analysis section of the report. 

Key elements of the Options 3, 4, and 5 Functional Program include: 

• New, modern office building. 

• Staffing for 147 seats. 
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• Enlarged Council chamber with public seating for 60 minimum. 

• 8 meeting rooms with o range of capacities. 

• New Councillor meeting space 1 touchdown office space. 

• Smaller and more efficient floor plate than renovation I addition options. 

There are a number of advantages to co-locating with the MURC facility, primarily in the 
opportunity to shore certain common spaces and infrastructure. These are assumed to include: 

• Common entrance lobby and reception areas. 

• Public washrooms. 

• Central mechanical plant and electrical service. 

• Service areas for maintenance supplies and storage, janitor's rooms and equipment, 

• Some meeting rooms, 

• Stoff lockers and fitness room. 

• Driveways and parking areas (assumed 100% overlap since Civic Centre uses ore primarily 
work days, and MURC uses are primarily nights and weekends). 

The building shared common areas and service areas are calculated to amount to about 17% 
of the total area. Option 5 will be credited with 50% of the cost of creation, maintenance and 
operation of these areas. Option 5 will also be credited with 50% of the cost of creation and 
maintenance of 150 parking spaces. 
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fvncuonar f'togram Arcos Summary 

!Muyor and Council 

lcAo. Human Resources. Communicolions 

lA dm in•5Jrollve Serv1ces omJ lreosuror 

lsroll co unl 

Stoff 
C urre nl FIJture Count 

10 ~ 14 

4.0 9 49 

l rnlormotion Technoloav (Division of Adm inistrahve Services 6 2 8 

loeveloomenl Services 

looerotJons and Infrastructure 

IRec.reohOrt t.C uhore 

IMeetinq Public 

lstotl Focliihes &. Common Areas 

!support Areas 

36 10 46 

2 16 

12 2 14 

Total Building Program Assignable Area (m2) 

Building Gross up Factor (17•,; 1 
TOTAL Gross Building Area 

Staff Count Current 
Future 

!TOTAL 

Accomrodated 

5.4 Alternative Workplace Strategies 

IPronram Mea 

S.M. S.F. 

159 171~1 

272 29271 

465 ~- 002 1 

13S 14541 

S93 63831 

277 297sl 

21c 232~1 

685 737~1 

369 39701 

417 44871 

3,5881 38,610 

610 
4.1981 45, 173 

118 
29 

1471 
147 

This section of the report provides an overview of Alternative Workplace Strategies (AWS), as we 
understand the Town is interested in better understanding these trends in office environments. 
Increasingly employers in both the public and private sector are addressing the need for 
flexibility (both in terms of hours, work place and location) as a means to attract and retain 
talent. 

AWS is being incorporated more and more into office environments. The nature of work has 
changed over time - largely driven by mobile technologies, a 24/7 business environment. and a 
desire to provide employees with more flexibility to address increasingly long urban commutes, 
and maintain a work-life balance. 

There are some misconceptions about AWS.II is not about "sending people home to work". 
Pioneering AWS programs developed 20 years ago were driven by this concept, but found it to 
be problematic. This concept has been replaced by the recognition that people come to the 
office in part because there is a workplace community, and there is a social aspect to work, 
which is hard to maintain in the solitude of a work-at-home model. 
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AWS is also not about completely substituting physical office space with virtual environments. 
and making physical offices disappear. Instead, AWS strives to develop o physical work 
environment thai provides employees with flexibility and choice wllhin the confines of the job 
function- space is a tool that empowers people to do their jobs, recognizing tha t many job 
functions require mobility and the ability to work from multiple p laces. Working and collaborating 
virtually is an important part of AWS. but it does not replace the office environment. 

AWS concepts con be very Important Ia municipal environments. where teams (such as Parks 
and Culture. Maintenance I Operations. Fire etc.) ore typically distributed into multiple facilities 
through the service area. Many employees (such as by-low or parking enforcement, building 
inspectors etc.) are required to be working primarily in the field and may only be in the office for 
limited times during I he day. At the supervisory and management level. staff may be travelling 
to various sites to meet with their team members or for operational supervfsion purposes. 

Organizations who have implemented AWS are often doing this because they want to otiract 
and retain the best employees. Many employees. particularly the younger millennia! generation. 
are looking for work environments that are ottroctfve and accommodate flexibility, both in hours 
and choice of location. Choice of location may include working from home selectively, if I he 
job function supports this. Another oenefit of AWS is that it allows for more efficient use of space, 
if work stations are not dedicated to particular employees. Instead. employees would use o free
address model in which they may use any open work station. This desk-sharing allows for fewer 
desks than employees, which translates in to space savings. Increasing AWS also results in better 
business resilience - if employees are equipped and used to working in a flexible and mobile 
manner, tl is much easier to ensure business continuity in the event of c losure of a major office 
facility because of a fire, flood or weather event. 

A free-address AWS environment is typically designed to offer employees a choice of different 
types of space to suit the task at hand. Choices may include the typical office or individual work 
station, or conventional meeting room, but would also include lounge and cafe areas. informal 
collaboration areas, focus or quiet rooms, and project team rooms. Pervasive and ubiquitous 
technology is a part of on AWS environment. including issuing employees with laptops and smart 
phones. wi-fi. easy remote connectivity. and virtual collaboration technology on devices. 
Collaboration technology must be built-into meeting rooms to enable virtual meetings- this 
includes high quality speakerphones, video-conferencing capabilities, and plug and ploy 
screens. Training and technology literacy is a critical factor in successful adoption of AWS. 

AWS needs to be tailored for each organization. Some job functions are amenable to fleXibllity, 
and some are not. Personal preferences a lso ploy a role. Implementation of AWS programs 
requires significant planning. as well as change management support and investment. AWS is 
usually a transformational cultural change for an organization. 

The following factors need to be recognized in assessing an organization's readiness for AWS: 

• AWS works best in organizations where there Is a climate of empowerment and trust 
managers need to learn to manage differently, and focus on managing performance. as 
opposed to managing employee presence in the office within formal office hours. Often 
AWS can be o catalyst for cultural change in this regard, but it needs to be supported with a 
robust change management strategy. 

• A robust technology environment is needed- employees need to be equipped to be 
mobile (with laptops and smart phones) to enable movement within the workplace as well 
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as the ability to work from other sites or from home. Wi-fi is needed in every fadlity, and 
remote connectivity from outside the office needs to be easy. In addition, there needs to be 
minimal dependence on paper records. Documents need to be electronic and process 
workflows need to be technology enabled, so that people can "work from anywhere" 
without the need to access paper files. 

If Georgina is interested in pursuing AWS in the longer-term, roll-out in the accommodations 
strategy needs to be synchronized with further investments in technology and training, 
supported by a cultural change management program. 
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6. Options Development 

6.1 General Assumptions: 

The following general assumptions are made regarding all of the options: 

1. The timing for each scenario will assume this Council approves implementation after public 
consultation. Projecl management and design team procurement would likely begin mid-
2017. 

2. Each option is required to achieve a code-compliant outcome. Note that the "Hold Steady" 
Scenario will not meet this requirement. This scenario is included as a short-term solution that 
bridges between the curren t time and the 3 to 5-year period that is needed to plan and 
implement the other options. As such, it should not be directly compared to the other 
options. 

3. In Options 2. 3. 4 and 5. both of the existing Civic Centre and Operations Buildings must be 
maintained and operated until the new solution is in place. In addition. the Civic Centre 
would need some capital maintenance and the improvements io accommodate the 
customer service hubs currently planned. One risk is the potential difficulty in maintaining the 
existing elevator in service until the new facility is complete (Options 3, 4 and 5), or a new 
AODA compliant elevator shaft is built and operational (Options 2A and 2B). Options 2. 3, 4 
and 5 make assumptions that address tllese interim requirements. 

4. The cost of capital for new capital requirements will be Regionally sourced at 3%. 
Amortization of principal amounts will be adjusted to be completed within the 30-year study 
period (i.e. a 3-year development will have 27 -year amortization; a 5-year development will 
have 25-year amortization). 

5. No escalation or discount of the cost ot capital will be assumed; 2016 dollars used. 

6. The term of the analysis (30 years) will include capital maintenance/life-cycle replacement 
of components as required . 

7. The headcovnt and space growth forecast (per +VG program) will be: 

• 2018-124seats. 

• 2047- 147 sea ts. 

8. Area (SF) for new construction: 

• 45,173 SF (Gross) - 147 seats at approximately 307 SF/seat 

9. Sites cost will be included on a cash basis: zero cost for Georgina-owned sites and no 
opportunity cost for sunk capital. New sites costed at market value. 

10. No residual value assumption will be included in the analysis; each option results in a 
Georgina-owned facili ty and lar'ld. 

6.2 "Hold Steady'' Scenario: 

The cost of continued occupancy of the current building (the "Hold Steqdy" scenario) is based 
on an assessment of the minimum requirements for l<eeping the building in a reasonably 
occupy-able condition for the next short while, assuming Council elects not to decide 
immediately on a long-term strategy. The duration would be a maximum of 5 years, and is at risk 
if code or AODA compliance is legislated, or lhe elevator becomes un-licensable. 
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The time needed to implement a new building solution (Options 3, 4 and 5) also varies from 3 to 
5 years, so the minimum scope of work would be simflar to that of the ''Hold Steady". Each 
scenario currently includes the cost of alterations required to enable the two service hubs that 
Directors. propose to create immediately in order to improve service efficiency. The "Hold 
Steady" scenario is not considered comparable to other options due to its short time horizon. 

Usuolfy, selective deferral of maintenance is an appropriate strategy rt a decision has been 
made that the asset is no longer required and ultimately slated for demolition or sale. Under this 
circumstance, maintenance expenditures are typically tailored to address health and safety 
issues, and immediate functional and serviceability pressures, which is what we have proposed. 
If a decision is mode to invest in or improve the asset for the long-term, both scope, scheduling 
and phasing of interim work and improvements would be planned in order to minimize "throw
away" work. 

For this reason, the scope and budget of the immediate work proposed for the existing Civic 
Centre under Options 3, 4 and 5 (which contemplate the demolition of the asset} and has a 3 to 
5-year focus, will be different from Options 2A and 2B, which has a long-term focus. Options 2A 
and 2B would phose work which is needed in the short term, but would also strategically 
implement with a long-term plan in mind to improve the functionality of the asset (e.g. improve 
the interior configuration and improve the internal environment). 

The scope outlined below illustrates the extent of investment needed. interpreting the 
recommendations of the Brown and Beattie report. The budget for the short-term work is 
estimated to be between $1 M and $1.4 M, depending on scope, which in turn will depend in 
port on the occupancy timeline for the interim state. Detailed finalization of scope and budget 
needs to be undertaken in tandem with the pla nning for the selected long-term option. 
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Georgina - Extent of renovation to existing CC 
Assel! lnvestment Focus 

long Term long Term Short Term 

Option 2A Option 2B Option 3.4 & 5 

Brown & Beattie Report 
Roofing Moderate Moderate limited 
Walls (Exterior) Moderate Moderate Moderate 
Windows & Doors Extensive Extensive Limited 
Interior Finishes Extensive Extensive limited 
Site Services Moderate Moderate limited 
Mechanical Systems See added scope See added scope limited 
Electrical Systems See added scope See added scope limited 
Fire Prevention Systems Extensive Extensive t~one 

Elevator & Other See added scope See added scope ltmtted 
~dd~~C!.<.!Pe -
Foundation waterproofin!l Extensive Extensive None 
Upgrade to mechanical system for ventialtion , AJC & controls Extensive Extensive None 
Interior demoOtion Extensive Extensive None 
Revised partition layout & ceiling fin ishes Extensi•te Extensive I'Jone 
Replacement elevator (1) + enclosure Extensive Extensive None 
Electrical Systems Extensive Extenstve I~ one 
Contingencies 
Design contingency Yes Yes Yes 
Construction contingency Yes Yes Yes 
Premium time allowance for work in an operating building Yes No Yes 
Cost allowance for phasing the work Yes No No 
Cost allowance for work in an existing building Yes Yes Yes 
Consultant Design & Project Management 
Fees Yes Yes Yes 

The "Hold Steady" scenario assumptions include: 

1. The minimum work undertaken will not cause a requirement to upgrade entire facility to 
current code (i.e. still 'grandfalhered' ). and 

2. This is not a long-term practical solution due to the risks o f: 

• Potential legislated requirement for code compliant space at all levels of government, 

• Staff and/or union action due too substandard working environment. 

Items in the Brown & Beattie repor1 that will not be implemented under a "Hold Steady". 
minimum expenditure include: 

• No installation of sprinklers. 

• Interior doorways (including washrooms) will remain AODA non-compliant !too narrow for 
wheelchair access). 

No accessible elevator (existing will be renovated to permit continued operation- but door 
remains too narrow for wheelchair access- and there is a risk the TSSA will not license the 
elevator for use past 2018). 

• Stair railings will be non-compliant (too low, no extension at landings and gaps in roiling 
larger than code} . 

• External romp at entrance remains non-compliant (slope and railings). 
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• No fresh air system provided - existing windows are operable. 

Improvements per the Brown & Beattie report that will be implemented to maintain building 
integrity and operation only, include: 

Finishes will be refreshed to accommodate customer service hub creation only. 

• Windows & exterior building repairs will be addressed to maintain weather resistance. 

• Paving and driveways will receive limited work to maintain usable condition. 

• Attic insulation will be added to reduce heat loss. 

• Roofing will be repaired/replaced when needed. 

• Elevator will be serviced and improved only to maintain licensing for 5 years (the shaft is too 
small for AODA compliance). 

6.3 Option 2A: 

Complete retrofit of the current building to bring it as close as possible to modern office building 
standard, addressing deferred maintenance and code compliance items. The building is 
expanded to provide additional capacity to meet growth needs. Assume occupancy of qment 
building continues. Improvements per the Brown & Beattie report will be included in initial years 
to address code issues and life-cycle capital maintenance: 

• Sprinklers added through-out. 

• AODA upgrades to all doors (interior & exterior) , entrance romp. stairwell railings and 
washrooms. 

• Mechanical ven'tilotion added to public areas and replacement with split-system air 
conditioning units. 

• finishes will be upgraded for life-cycle refresh and as disturbed by other work. 

• Windows & exterior building finishes will be address to maintain building integrity, reduce 
heat loss and risk of water penetration. 

• Attic insulation will be increased to reduce heat loss. 

• Roofing will be replaced as needed. 

The scope in the Brown & Beattie report does not address a complete upgrade of the facility 
that goes much beyond current code requirements. In order to make this option comparable in 
environment to lhe others, it is necessary to provide better upgrades to achieve on interior 
environment closer to modern office standards for the longer term: 

Add two new AODA-compliant elevators (one will meet AODA standards, but two will 
address the requirement for vertical access when one elevator is being serviced). 

Upgrade new mechanical system to central ventilatioh and air condi1ioning system with 
modern control system. 

• Replace valves and radiators on heating sysfem and tie into control system. 

• Upgrade building power and distribution system to accommodate new mechanical system 
and increased population-density power requirements. 

• Waterproof basement walls. 

• Remove all mould and asbestos identified in Designated Substances report. 
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• Remove existing interior block walls to open up space as much as possible (Note: The 
configuration of the existing building will never be as efficient as a modem office building 
design with a larger floor plate). 

• Interior improvements will be mode to accommodate the service hub p lan developed by 
staff. 

• Replace furniture to maximize efficiency of renovated space use. 

Other assumptions: 

• 

• 

Analysis will include cost of maintenance and operation of the Operations building, including 
any capital improvements required. 

Additional space required for the 30-year growth horizon will be created by demolishing the 
portable behind the East wing and extending the 3-storey wing (totoll47 seats= adding+/-
15,500 SF). 

Option 2A will be implemented while the building is occupied. In order lo enable the work in 
phases, the 15,500 SF addition would be carried out first, creating on-site swing space. Fallowing 
completion of the extension, other wings/floors will be emptied and renovated in three or four 
phases (104 I 28 = 3.7 phases). 

The cost of continued occupancy of the Operations building will be in the analysis until the work 
on the Civic Centre is complete. We assume thai interim new hires during the development 
would be accommodated either within the Operations centre. with some expenditure for 
improvements and furniture to suit, or in the improved Civic Centre space. 

Timing: 

Assuming 24 months for the design, demolition and construction of the addition, the next 4 
phases will likely take about 3 years to complete. The overall program would be about 5 years. 

Cost: 

We normally calculate a 30% premium in budgets for work in occupied buildings. This covers risks 
associated with unforeseen conditions in renovating an old building, as well as the need for 
weekend and overtime work, and other measures to minimize noise and disruption to building 
occupants and business operations. 

6.4 Option 28: 

Complete retrofit of the current building plus the addition as in 2A above, except the building 
wifl be vacated during construction. Staff will be temporarily accommodated in other space to 
be leased ('Swing" space) so that construction can be carried out as efficiently as possible. 

We assume that sufficlent swing space can be found, primarily in leased space within the Town 
(and in other Georgina-owned facilities if available) during the design period, so !hot the 
building con be vacated prior to the start of construction. The space will be fit up to a minimum 
to accommodate the Town's needs, and the budget would include 2 moves; out of the Civic 
Centre and back in after construction. 

The cost of continued occupancy of the Operations building will be in the analysis until the work 
on the Civic Centre is complete. 

Timing: 

The overall program would take about 2.5 to 3 years to complete. 
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Cost: 

Al l hough the scope of work required is less than building a new building, the cost to renovate 
carries about a 20% premium over new build work o f the same scope, in part due to the impact 
of unforeseen conditions and in part due t·o adapting an existing structure to suit. 

6.5 Option 3 & 4: 

New stand-alone building for Georgina: 

• Option 3: A new building on the current ROC site, ar another Georgina-owned site. 

• Option 4: A new building on a third-party owned site (e.g. Keswick Business Park). 

In either case. the existing building would be demolished after it is vacated (cost included in 
budget) . If Council would like to consider alternate uses rather than demolition. those 
alternatives can be compared later against the cost o f demolition. 

The ROC site Is existing, so no site acquisition cost applies, as it would with any other Georgina
owned property; there would be differences in the cost o f servicing. landscaping and any 
potential work to prepare the site to be used for the building plus parking. 

Otl1er sites would have to carry the purchase cost. as well as any se.rvicing and site preparation. 

Timing: 

The occupancy of any new facility would likely be 36 months from the start of design 
procuremen1; requiring 12 months for hiring of team. finalizing program and completing design. 
and then 20 to 24 months for construction. 

6.6 Option 5: 

A new build ing on the MURC site in South Keswick. integrated with the recreational faci lity. The 
assumption is that the old building is demolished. 

We assume there will be a 17% overlap in the common facilities within t11e building (entrance. 
reception, public washrooms, main heating and cooling planl) on which we could save about 
50% of the cost. It is likely that 100% of the exterior facilities (parking) would be reduced. This 
option will a lso carry the incremental cost of the additional land required for the new Civic 
Centre (building only) as parking and landscaping will be shared. 

Timing: 

A combined MURC and Civic Centre facility will take longer to plan, design and construct. For 
the sake of this analysis, we will assume a total of an additional 12 months, with occupancy at 
the end of 2020, 
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7. Evaluation Criteria 

The evaluation was conducted using financial and qualitative criteria. 

7.1 Financial Criteria 

The financial analysis consisted of d eveloping ful l life-cycle costs for each option (over the 30-
year term of the analysis) . These costs include: 

• Capital investment. 

• Capital maintenance (over 30-years). 

• Operating costs (over 30-years). 

• Interest on capital borrowing. 

Options were ranked based on 30-year life-cycle costs. 

7.2 Qualitative Criteria 

The qualitative analysis consisted of evaluating each option using the criteria listed below. The 
criteria were developed using the project objectives, which were weighted, and scored by the 
Project Team based on how well the option met the crrterfa. Details on weighting and scoring 
are provided in Appendix B. 

Primary Objectives: 

1. Providing a healthy, safe and secure workplace for staff and visi tors. including code 
compliance in key areas such as AODA. ven tilation and air quality, and sprinkler proteclion. 

2. Providing a workplace that meets functional needs of stc1ff, and improves staff productivity 
and wellness Providing a workplace that meets functional needs of staff. and improyes staff 
productivity and wellness. 

3. Meeting needs tor future growth in services and staff, demonstrating long-term thinking and 
stewardship of public assets for the next generation. 

4. Supporting excellence in customer service through: 

a. easy access and accessibility to the Civic Centre for visitors. and a welcoming 
and comfortable client service experience. 

b. Accommodation of the proposed customer service hubs and the optimal design 
of space for staff use, promoting synergies between departments. 

5. Right location to serve the community, on the assumption that the customer service strategy 
provides additional poin ts of service in the community. 

6. Demonstrate environmental stewardship as an example to the development community. 

7. Providing a workplace that fosters collaboration, transparency and flexibility, and reflects 
commitment to the code of conduct and workplace c ultural values. 

8. Providing a workplace that includes improved technology tools. 

Secondary Objectives: 

9. Minimizing business disruption through construction for staff as well as visitors to the Civic 
Centre. 
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10. Being a symbol of civic pride and supporting citizen engagement. 

11. Demonstrate confidence In Georgina's economic future by investing in the Civic Celltre. 

7.3 Combined Financial and Qualitative Evaluation 

A combined evaluation was conducted which graphically combined both evaluation scores. 
Options were mapped into the following categories: 

• Low value and low cost options. 

• High value and high cost options. 

• High cost low value options (which indicates poor value-tor-money). 

• High value low cost options (which represent best possible value-for-money). 
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8. Evaluation of Options 

The costs of each options are presented below (details are provided in Appendix C). Note that 
the "Hold Steady" Scenario does not address 30-year needs, and is therefore not an "apples 
and apples" comparison. 

The 30-year full life-cycle costs are shown below (this includes initial capital, 30~year capital 
maintenance, 30-year operating costs and interest on borrowings): 

Geo_rghila Ci:v'ic Ce l'ltlie 
Ca~ital & Operartimg budget 
Summary 

Summary 
Capital Investment ($ M) • 
Capital Maintenance (30 YR) ($ M) 
Operating Cost (30 YR) ($ M) 
Interest on Capital Borrowing ($ M) 

Premium over 2A ($) 
Premium over 2A (%) 
Estimated Implementation Timing 

Option 2A 
$ 17.1 
$ 9.0 
$ 10.4 
$ 8.0 

-
0% 

5 years 

Option 28 

$ 17.6 
$ 8.9 
$ 10.0 
$ 8.6 

$ 532.400 
1.2% 

2.5-3 years 
• This amount includes the interim "Hold Steady" investment 
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Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 
$ 24.2 $ 26.0 $ 21.6 
$ 6.5 $ 6.5 $ 5.9 
$ 7.7 $ 7.7 $ 7.2 
$ 11.0 $ 12.3 $ 10.3 

$ 4 ,810.000 $ 7.954,600 $ 524.600 
10.8% 17.9% 1.2% 

3 years 3 years 4 years 
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30-Year Full Life Cycle Cost Comparison 

$60,000.000 

$50,000,000 

$40,000,000 

$30,000,000 

$20,000,000 

$10,000,000 

$0 
Option 2A Option 26 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 

• Capital Investment Capital Ma intenance (30 YR) Operating Cost (30 YR) • Interest on Capita ll3orrowing 

The options were scored for quality. The details are provided in Appendix B. and the qualitative 
factors are d iscussed below. 

While real estate is an expensive corporate resource. it should be remembered that the largest 
expense for most organizalions is the cost o f people (salaries). Real estate investments need to 
be assessed in the light of capital allocation against other priorities. but also need to be assessed 
in terms of the impact that the investment has on people (the largest cost item), particularly 
productivity and morale. While inherently d ifficult to quantify into a business case, the impact of 
the decision on people should not be under-estima ted. 

A summary of qualitative attributes of a new building versus a renovated building is presented 
below: 

New Building (Options 3, 4, 5) Renovate and Expand the Existing 
Civic Centre (Options 2A and 2B) 

Benefits More space efficient smaller b uilding and Presence on current ROC site retained. 

lower SF/seal. 
Current location is viewed as "neutral" and 

Floor plate design and shape optimized for is in the geographical centre of the Town. 

current requirements and future flexibility, 
Historical legacy preserved. 

more optimal layouts for sta ff functioning 

and wor!<.flows. 

Struclural design meets current 

requirements. 

Designed to current requirements for energy 

efficiencv and environmental imoact a nd 
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New Building (Options 3, 4, 5) Renovate and Expand the Existing 
Civic Centre (Options 2A and 28) 

lower operating costs through the life of the 
building. 

Single move otter construclion is complete, 
minimizing staff and business disruption. 

Co-loco tion and operational synergies on 
the MIJRC sile; better purchasing power in a 

larger development (Option 5). 

Economic development synergies If the 
Keswick Business Pork is selected (Option 4). 

Disadvantages Higher capita l borrowing because of higher Efficiency a nd future flexibility constralnea 
initial costs. because o f silape o f floor plate, multip le 

Location could be seen to be a 
level changes, and structural conskoint~. 

disadvantage - depending on which site is Use of basement space continues to be 

selected. limited. 

Capita l required for purchase of third-party Retrofitted HVAC, mechanical and 

owned site (Option 4). Smaller land electrical systems will not be as good os 
purchase requirement for Option 5. new. 

Hig her operating costs over o larger oreo for 
the next 30 years. 

Swing space and temporary 
accommodations needed (for Option 2B). 

Risks Public perception of change may be Potential business and staff disruption 
negative and o new building may be through construction (for Option 2A). 

perceived to be "unnecessary". 
AVailability of swing space (Option 2B). 

Risks of unforeseen building conditions (and 
costs) discovered during construc tion due to 
age of building (Options 2A and 2B}. 

Unforeseen ~ite condrtions (oil optiol")s). 

S1ruc1ural nmilallons (Options 2A and 26). 

Timing (Option 4- developer land and 
servicing availability; Option 5 - MURC 
construction). 

The table below summarizes the qualitative scoring, as evaluated by the Project Team. It should 
be no ted that the Project Team scored the location criteria equally across all options. as a 
number of sites are on the table for Options 3 and 4 and a comparative evaluation cannot be 
done at this time. 

Hold Steady Option 2A Option 28 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 
Scenario 

Score 35.00 192.50 21 5.00 363.75 356.25 377.50 
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Based on the scoring c ri teria. an option that is above 200 in value "meets the criteria as a basic 
minimum". The "Hold Steady" Option and Option 2A do not pass this minimum value in quality. 

The graph below shows a summary of the qualitative and financial evaluation. This graph should 
be read as follows: 

• Low value and low cost options - Options 2A and 2B (poor value for money). 

• High value and high cost options- Options 3 (moderate cost) and 4 (higher cost). 

• Best value option - Option 5 (which represents the highest value for the lowest cost). 

Financial and Qualitative Score 

400 

Best • 
350 Value • 

Option 

300 Moderate Expensive 

Cost and High Value 

250 
High Value Opt ion 

Option 

• 200 • 
low Cost and 

150 low Value 
Options 

100 

so 

0 
$40 $42 $44 $46 $118 $50 $52 $54 
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9. Recommendations 

9.1 Short-term Requirements 

The capital expenditure in the "Hold Steady" Scenario ($ 1 M -1 .4 M) represents the necessary 
investment in the building currently required to address urgent building condition issues that 
result from deferred maintenance and urgent life-cycle issues. This will also address the 
immediate accommodation requirements tor the two proposed customer service hubs. This 
investment is intended to carry the occupancy through the next 3 to 5 years, which is the time 
that is needed to p lan, moblliz.e and deliver a long-term solution. This does not address AODA. 
does not provide sprinklers or improve air quality in the building, which are intended to be 
addressed in one of the long-term options referenced below. 

Recommendation One: 

An investment ot $1M- 1.4 M be made in the current building to address shorHerm 
occupancy needs, including urgent life-cycle maintenance. The detailed scoping and 
implementation of these expenditures will differ based on which. long-term option is selected. 

9.2 long-Term Solutions 

Council's clear choice for a long-term (30-year) solution is between a new building, and 
comprehensively renovating and expanding the current building. 

Options 2A ($44.6 M), 28 ($45.1 M) and 5 ($45.1 M) are a ll comparable from the perspective of 
tull-lite-cycle cost over 30 years (within a 1.2 % range of each other or a differential of 
approximately $500,000), and need to be compared in more detail. In terms of relative costs, 
Option 2 has an initial capital requirement of $17M, with a further requirement of $9 Mover the 
30-year life-cycle. Option 5, by comparison, has a higher initial capital requTrement (because of 
new construction) of $21 .6 M, with a lower capital requirement over 30 years because the 
building is new. Interest cost of borrowing for Option 2 is lower thon Option 5 (because of the 
lower initio! capital requirement), but operating costs for Option 5 are lower over 30 years 
because of better energy efficiency in the building envelope and smaller more efficient 
footprint. 

Options 2A and 2B are appropriate if Council determines that the existing building is of 
sentimental value to the community and remaining on the current site is important. While the 
building can be modernized and retrofitted to meet current code and AODA requirements, the 
result will be an inferior office building that has limitations in use from a structural loading 
perspective, is inefficient in office space utilization, and locks flexibility for future reconfigurotion 
over time. Renovating the existing building also carries risks and potentially costs associated with 
unforeseen building cond itions. 

Comparing 2A to 2B, lhe primary differences lie in the logistics of construction, nol in the end
result. Option 2A has Civic Centre operations remaining on site while renovation work 
undertaken over a 5-year period. Option 28 relocates Civic Centre operations to other sites 
(potentially leased or existing Town-owned buildings). 

There ore logistical challenges with both option 2A and 28 which need to be examined in more 
detail, however, in the view of this Consulting Team. vacating the site (Option 2B) would be 
preferable assuming adequate temporary swing space could be found. This course of action 
addresses the very lmportant human aspects of the project- and also mitigates the risk of 
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business and customer service disruption, disruptions to staff productivity, and staff and union 
complaints resulting from adverse and poor working conditions associated with ongoing 
construction in the workplace for on extended period of 11me. 

A risk with Option 2A is the timing of capita l allocation. The $17 M initial capital requirement 
comprises approximately $12 M for the renovdtion and approximately $5 M for the new 
extension. The risk is that sufficient initial capital allocation is provided to fund the new extension 
to the building, and when the extension is complete. the retrofit of the old building is then 
deferred, or protracted over an extended time period. This would result in some of the Town staff 
being housed in the new extension. and the balance being housed in poor quality and inferior 
space. This potentially could be a cause for friction and poor morale amongst staff, and could 
create difficulties for management in arbitrating which groups get the benefit of the new .space 
and better working conditions. 

Option 5 offers o new building. co-located with the proposed new MURC in South Keswick. Over 
a 30-year period, this option has a cost tha t is comparable to renovating the existing building. 
Council will have to assess the merits of the location foro new Civic Centre, but the synergies 
and savings associated with co-location make this option attractive. The advantages of a new 
building include that it will be designed to fit current and future needs, will meet current codes 
and AODA requirements. and contemporary expectations with respect to environmental 
impact and energy use. Operating costs over 30 years will be lower than Option 2. resulting from 
more efficient design and construction, and a smaller relative footprint to house Civic Centre 
operations (Option 5 is approximately 20% smaller than Option 2). 

Option 3 is appropriate assuming Council desires to maintain Civic Centre on the current site. 
and is willing to invest in a new building. This option is higher cost that Options 2 and 5 (o 10.8% 
premiurn). Some members of Council have suggested that o ther Town-owned sites be 
considered. The merits of those locations can be discussed by Council. however, the relative 
costs of construction wlll be similar to a new building on the ROC site. 

Option 4 is the highest cost (17.9% premium). resulting from the need to purchase a site instead 
of using a Town-owned ossel. This option can be pursued if Council believes that there is on 
economic development benefit to purchasing lands from a developer to locate a new the Civic 
Centre. Assessing potential economic development benefits is beyond the scope of this study, 
but if Council is in terested in this option, a call for expressions of interest and/or a request for 
proposal can be initia ted to the Georgina development community. Potential benefits to 
Georgina con be assessed through this process. 

Recommendation Two: 

Options 2A. 2B and 5 ore comparable from a full-lifecycle cost perspective, however Option 5 
offers the best value for money in the long term. Council will need to assess community 
sentiment on the relative merits of the current site compared to co-location with the proposed 
new MURC facility in South Keswick. Timing of this option may be dependent on construction 
of the MURC facility. 

The analysis has shown that the existing building can be upgraded, modernized and improved, 
but the inherent inefficiencies in floorplote shape and structure will yield o sub-optimal solution 
for a modern. contemporary and flexible office environment. While real estate is an expensive 
corporate resource, it should be remembered that theJargesf expense for most organiza tions is 
the cost ot people /salaries). Real estate investments need to be assessed in the light of capital 
a llocation against other priorities, but also need to be assessed in terms of the Impact that the 
investment has on people (the largest cost item). particularly productivity and morale. While 
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inherently difficult to quantify into a business case. Jhe impact of the decision on people should 
not be under-estimated. 

9.3 Procurement Considerations: 

Council needs to make its desired choice of long-term solution. as outlined above. Once the 
preferred solution is identified, appropriate procurement options con be assessed. 

Infrastructure Ontario advocates an Alternate Finance and Procurement approach (AFP) for 
large public infrastructure projects. IO's current guidance is i hot this is suited for Iorge. complex 
public sector projects with a capital cost in excess of $100M. The Georgina Civic Centre project 
does not meet this threshold. 

If Council opts lo build a new building on Town-owned lands, this con be done through a 
traditional design-bid-build process, or a design-build p(ocess. 

If Council is interested in pursuing Option 4. exPressions of interest or proposals from developers 
can be solicited. This process can include provision of build-to-suit proposals for a building, on 
the assumption that the Town purchases the building and land, upon construction completion. 
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Appendix A: List of Technical Studies Referenced 

Appendix B: Details on Qualitative Evaluation Criteria 

Appendix C: Details on Financial Analysis 

Appendix D: Detailed Functional Program 
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Appendix A: List of Technical Studies Referenced 

1. Workplace Air Quality Assessment by Chern Solv dated July 14, 201 I 

2. Asbestos Conditions Survey Assessment by Chem Solv dated November 20, 2012 

3. Building Condition Assessment for the Georgina Civic Centre by Brown & Beattie Ltd. 
(draft) dated October 7, 2016 

4. Internal Town Memorandum entitled "Required Upgrades for Elevator a t the Civic 
Centre" dated March 4, 2014, with supporting information including letters from TSSA 
dated October 24, 2014 and Otis Elevators dated August 16, 2016. 

5. Civic Centre and Operations Centre Operating Budget 2015 and 2016, and various 
extracts from the Capital Plan 

6. Structural Assessment of the Civic Centre by GRG Building Consultants Inc. dated June 
24, 20 16 

7. Town of Georgina Corporate strategic Plan (Final Draft) dated August 10, 2016 

8. Economic Development Strategy and Action Plan 2016 
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Appendix 8: Details on Qualitative Evaluation Criteria 
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Georgina Slrotoglc Acc:ommodot!on Op~oos Plan 

Each o ptio n is to be scored by a pplying o sc:ole o l 0 I IYough lo 4 to each criteria in the grey creosn the 'Score" column. where: 
0 means that tile aptian d~s not meet the c~rla 
1 means I hot lhe aptian meets the criteria partially 
2 means tho! the aptian meets lhe erileflo as a baste m inimum 
3 means !hot the option meets file crtterto welt 
4 means thai the option meets the c:l1h!l1a Ideally 

Do not enter ony l h!ng into I he "Weighted Sc0<e" column· this w~ populate outomoficolly . 
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Appendix C: Details on Financial Analysis 

Summary of 30-Year Life-Cycle Costs: 

Georgina Civic Centre 
Capital & Operating budget 
Summary 

Option 2A 
$ 17,055,459 
$ 9,035,909 
$ 10,426,858 
$ 8,035,348 

Option 28 Option 3 
$ 17,596,467 $ 24,197,570 
$ 8,901,843 $ 6,468,987 
$ 9,999,446 $ 7,749,456 
$ 8,588,21 1 $ 10,947,794 

Option 4 
$ 25,997,570 
$ 6,468,987 
$ 7,749,456 
$ 12,292,163 

30-Year Full Life Cycle Cost Comparison 

$60,000,000 

$50,000,000 

$40,000,000 

$30,000,000 

$20,000,000 

$10,000,000 

$0 

Option 5 
$ 21,667,489 
$ 5,856,828 
$ 7,210,520 
$ 10,343,301 

524,563 
12% 

Option 2A Option 26 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 

• Capital Investment • Capital Maintenance (30 YR) • Operating Cost (30YR) •Interest on Capital Borrowing 
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Appendix 0: Detailed Functional Program 
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Town of Georgina- Strategic Accommodation Options Plan 
DRAFT Functional Prograrn Current Si1uotion - Hold Steady 

Functional Program Areas Summary 
(l.urren' <;j• c•j,,r lloh..l ••ec dv) 

!Mayor ond Council 

JCAO Human Resources Communiccrtior& 

jAdministrotive Services and Treasurer 

lstaft Count 

Current 

10 

40 

Future Ace om 

4 10 

9 40 

! Information iec.hnology (Oiviston of Administrative Services] 6 2 6 

!Development Services 

jOperofioru oncllnlroslruct rre 

Jl!ecceotion &Culture 

!M eeting I Public 

!Stall Facilities & Common Areas 

!support Areas 

36 10 36 

14 2 5 

12 2 12 

Total Building Program Assignable Area (m2) 

Civic Centre Assignable Building Area (actual) 
Civic Centre Gross Building Area (actual) 
Civic Centre Elevator Addition 
TOTAL Gross Building Area (actual & addition) 

Staff Count Current 
Future 
jTOTAL 
Accommodated 

!Program Area 

S.M. 
45 

153 

400 

103 

393 

108 

160 

390 

368 

740 

2,8591 

2,871 
4,024 

140 

S.F 

4841 

1.6<111 

4 ,2991 

1,1061 

4.2331 

1,1571 

1,7261 

4 1961 

3,9541 

7,9621 

30,757 (square feet) 

4,164 44,805 (square feet) 

118 
29 

109 

loue: 12 2016 
Revrsro'l. 
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Town of Georgina - Strategic Accommodation Options Plan 
DRAFr Functional Program - Current Situation - Hold Steady 

Qty Qty office 
type NSM c:u"ent future 

Mayor and Council 
Mayor PO·AA 40.9 1 

Council lounge 1 46.5 

Councilor "touchdown" workstations 2 60 2 

Council Washrooms (2 single use) 2 40 

Waning Area 1 10.0 

Council Chambers 1 160 0 

Ex1ra large Meeting Room 1 75.0 

Council lobby I Expansion area I Mezzanine 1 450 

Staff Count 3 

Sub-Total 

I Gross up Factor 1 25 

0 

SM SF Comments 

26.0 280 actual • undersized 

00 0 not acoommodale.d 

0.0 o not accommodateO 

00 0 not acoommodated 
1(l.O 108 Adjacent to Mayor Assis1ant 

0 counted under Meeting/Public 

0 counted under Meeting/Public 

0 counted under Meeting/Public 

~m2NetArea 
~m2 Gross Area 

Oc-tober '2 2016 
revision: 1 
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Town of Georgina- Strategic Accommodation Options Plan 
DRAFT Functional Prograrr- Cur' ent Situaiion- Hold Steady 

Qly Qly office 
type NSM current future 

CAO Human Resovrcel Communications 
CAO PO - A 32 5 1 
Strategic Initiatives Coordinator WS - E 60 1 

Communications Manager PO - C 11 2 1 

Communications Coordinator WS - E 6.0 1 

Social Media Coordinator WS - E 6.0 

Graphic Designer WS -E 60 1 

Director. Human Resources PO -B 25.1 1 

Town Solicitor PO -B 251 

T rainmg and Development Specialist WS - E 60 

Senior Human Resources Generalist WS - E 60 1 

Human Resources Generalist WS -E 60 1 

Human Resources Administrative Coordinator WS -E 60 1 

Heallh and Safety Coordinator WS - E 60 1 

Large Meeting Room (14) 1 28 0 

Interview Room HR 1 9 3 

Secure File Stora_ge (HR) 1 11 2 

Copy Area 1 40 

Corporate Records Storage 1 11 2 
Staff Count 10 

Sub-Tola) 

I Gross up Fa.ctor 1 25 

1 

1 
1 

1 

4 

SM Sf Comments 

32.5 350 
60 65 

11 2 121 

60 65 

0.0 0 future stall not accommodated 

60 65 

251 270 

00 0 future 51aff not acCCJmmodated 

0.0 0 future staff not accommodated 

6.0 65 
6.0 65 future staff not accommodated 

6.0 65 
6 0 65 

00 0 not accommooa1ed 

00 0 not accommooa1ed 

0 shared with Administrative Services 

oc 0 not accommodaled 

11 2 121 

~m2Net Area 
~m2 Gross Area 

(Jc IObPr I:!_. J(_) 16 

RPVi~IOrl I 
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Town of Georgina - Strategic Accommodation Options Pion 
DRAF-T Functional Program C Jrrent Situation Hold Steady 

Administrative Services and Treasurer 
Director of Administrative Services and Treasurer 

Administrative Assistmt 

Manager of Law Enforcement I CMLEO 

MLEO Levell! 

MLEO Level l 

Bylaw Secretary 

13ylawCteo1< 

HoteBng Woo1<slation (total of 4) 

ManagerofTaxalion and Revenue 

Senior Tax I Water Cler1< 

Tax Collecuons Cler1< 

Tax I Water Billing Coordinator 

Cashier Clerk 

Tax Certificate Clertc 

Tax /Water Clertc 

(P 1) Acooums Receivable CleO( 

Tax a lion and Revenue Clerk 

Receptionist 

Manager of Finance and Deputy Treasurer 

8ud.gel Accountant 

Capital Asset Coordinator 

Financial AnalyS\ 

Accounting Clertc 

Payroll Coordinator 

Payroll Clerk 

Accounts Payable Clerk 

Manager of Purchasing 

Senter Buyer 

Purchasing Assistant 

Town Clerk 

Oepuly Clerk 

Ucend ng Coordinator 

Adm1ni~tralive Services Clertc 

Executive Assistant to Mayor and Councij 

Couf\CII Services Coordinator 

Committee Services Coordinator 

Pnnting and Copy Area 
Main Reception 

Filing Area 

Small Meeting Room (6) 

File Slora>Je 
Secure File Storage (Vault) 

Staff Count 

Sub-Total 

!Gross up Factor 1.25 

office 
type 

PO-B 

WS-G 

PO-C 

WS -E 

WS - G 

WS-G 

WS - G 

PO-C 

PO-C 

PO - D 

WS-E 

WS·G 

WS·G 

WS-G 

WS-G 

WS-G 

WS·E 

PO-C 

PQ-0 

WS·E 
WS-E 

WS-G 

P0-0 

WS - G 

WS·G 

PO-C 

PO- D 

WS -G 

PO - C 

PO-C 

WS - E 

WS-G 

WS·G 
WS-E 

WS-E 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

NSM 

251 

45 

11.2 

60 

4 5 
45 
4.5 

112 

11.2 

9.3 
60 

45 
4.5 

45 

4.5 
45 

60 

11 2 

9.3 
6.0 
6.0 

45 
93 
~ .5 

45 

11 2 
93 
4.5 

11 2 

112 

60 

45 
45 
60 

60 

80 

60 
112 

11 2 

11 2 

Qly Qty 
current future 

1 
1 

1 

2 

3 3 
1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 1 

1 
1 1 

1 

1 I 

1 

1 1 

2 

1 

1 
1 

1 1 

1 
1 

1 1 

40 9 

SM SF Comments 

251 270 

4 .5 48 

11;? 121 

12 0 129 

00 0 Can share Hotelling Workstations, see below 

45 48 

90 97 
180 194 MLE0Level1 Seasonal Weed lns~or or Animal 

11.2 121 
112 121 

93 100 

60 65 
45 48 

45 48 
45 48 

4 5 48 

45 48 

60 65 

11 2 121 

93 100 

6.0 65 
60 65 tutura stalf not accommoaatea 

45 48 

93 100 future starr not accommooated 

45 48 

90 97 future staff not accom.,Odated 

11 2 121 

93 lt)() tuture starT not acrommooated 

90 97 

11.2 121 
11 ,2 121 

50 65 
4 5 48 future staff not accommodateo 

45 48 

6.0 65 
6,0 65 future staff nol accommodated 

80 86 
count with general spaces 

00 0 nol accommodateo 

00 0 not accommOdatetl 
11 2 121 

11 2 121 shared with HR 

~rn2.NetArea 
~m2 Gross Area 

Control 
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Town of Georgino - Strategic Accommodation Options Plan 
DRAFT FLnc:tional Prog am- Cuner 1 ~ -tuo tion- Hold Steady 

office 
type NSM 

Information Technology (Oivision of Adrnfnistrotive S.c.rv;ces} -
Manager lnformaflon Technology Services PO-C 11 2 
IT Network Admlnstrator WS -F 89 
IT Systems I Support Analyst WS -E 6.0 
IT GIS Analyst WS-F 89 
Student WS-G 4.5 

Server Room 1 25.0 
IT EQuipment Maintenance 1 69 
IT Closets 2 20 
Technology Storage 1 11.2 

Staff Count 
Sub-Total 

!Gross up Fedor 1 25 I 

Qty 
current 

1 
1 
3 
1 

6 

Qty 
future 

2 

2 

SM SF Comments 

112 11 2 121 
89 8.9 96 

300 18 0 194 future staff not accommodated 
69 8.9 96 
00 00 0 no current requirement 

25.0 200 2'15 aclua! - underslz_ed 
89 0 0 0 In server room 
40 40 43 

11 2 11 2 121 

108 m2 Net ArBm2 Net Area 
157 m2Gross 103 m2GrossArea 

October 2 ll 6 
R.-vi5ion: 1 
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Town of Georgina · Strategic Accommodation Options Pio n 
DRAFT Functional Program -Curren· Sit ,JOtion -HoldS eody 

Q!y Qty office 
type NSM current future 

DeYelopmenl Services 
Dtrect9r or Development Services P0 -8 25 1 1 

Administrative Assistant WS-G 4.5 1 

Manager or Development Engineering PO-C 112 1 

Engineering Secreta!)' WS-G 4.5 1 
Development Engineer WS-F 89 1 

Development CoOfdinator WS - E 60 1 

Development Inspector WS-G 45 2 
Development Engineering Technologist WS - E 60 2 1 

Transportation Technologist WS-F 8.9 1 

Manager of Planning PO-C 112 1 
Planning Secreta!)' WS-G 45 1 

Senior Policy Planner WS-F 89 1 

Senior Development Review Planner WS - F 89 1 
Planner WS-F 89 2 

SPA Approval Planner WS - F 89 1 

Junior Planner WS-F 89 1 1 

Environmental Planner I Ecologist WS-F 89 1 

Planning Technican WS-E 60 1 

Secreta!)' Treasurer Committee of Adlustment WS-E 60 1 

Manager or Building and CBO PO-C 11 2 1 

Administrative Assistant WS - G 45 1 

Senior Building Inspector WS-F 89 1 1 

Building Inspector WS-G 45 3 
Plans Examiner WS-E 60 1 1 
Plv"1hillg I 13\!ilding lnspeClor WS - G <15 ? 

Applications Examiner WS-E 60 2 

Zoning Examiner WS - E 60 2 1 
Student WS - G 45 2 

Manager of Economic Development and Tourism PO - C 11.2 1 

Administrative Assistant WS - G 45 1 
Economic Development Officer PO·D 93 1 1 

Development Meeting Room (12) 1 240 

Small Meeting Room (6) 1 11 2 

Building I Planning I Development Courrter 1 25.0 

Plans Layout Room 1 11 2 
Planning & Development ~ibrary 1 8..9 
Copy and Large Format Printing 1 18 0 

Bulk File Storage 1 40 0 

Staff Count 36 10 

Sub-Total 

lGross up Factor 1 25 

SM Sf Comments 

25.1 270 

45 48 

11 2 121 

45 48 

89 96 

0.0 0 future staff not accommodated 

90 97 

120 129 fulure staff '1ot accommodated 

00 0 future staff not accommodated 

11 2 121 

45 48 

8.9 96 

8.9 96 

17.8 192 

00 o future staff not accommodated 

89 96 future staff not accommodated 

00 0 future staff not accommodated 

6.0 65 
60 65 

11,2 121 

4 5 48 

6.9 96 future staff not aoc:ommooated 

13 5 145 

60 65 future staff not accommodateo 
!lO 97 

12 0 129 

12 0 129 future staff not accommodated 

9.0 97 

11 2 121 

45 48 

93 100 future stall not accommodated 

00 o not accomrr.cdated 

00 0 not accommodated 

25 0 269 includes public self-help research desk 

11 2 121 

00 o not ac1:ommodated 

o counled in Stafi Facilities 

200 215 actual - remainder of storage in basement 

~m2NetArea 
~m2 Gross Area 

ob•'r ~Oi 6 
R---··~()1\ I 
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Town of Georgina - Strategic Accommodation Options Plan 
DRAFT Fuf"lctionol Progron Current Situation- Hold Steody 

Qly Qty office 
type NSM current luture 

Operations and Infrastructure 
Director or Operations and Infrastructure PO - B 251 1 

Public Worl(s Operations Coordinator WS- F 89 1 

Infrastructure and Operations Manager PO-C 11 2 2 
Manager of Capital Projects PO - C 112 1 

Manager of Parl\s and F acililres PO - C 11 2 1 

Capital ProJects Technican WS-E 60 
Admrn Assistant- Parlts and Facilities WS-G 45 1 
Admin Assistant - Operations WS - G 45 1 

Municipatlnfrastructure Locator WS-G 4,5 1 

Maintenance Supervisor WS-F 89 1 

Parks Supervisor WS - F 89 1 

Forestry/Horticuijurellnfrastructure Supervisor WS-F 89 1 

Waste Disposal Inspector WS-G 4.5 1 

Operations Analyst WS - F 89 1 

Operations Meeting Room (12) 1 240 

Small Meeting Room (6) 1 11 2 

Copy and Large Format Printing 1 180 
Files Storage - Roads , 18 0 
File Storage 1 251 

Staff Count 14 
Sub-Tala! 

!Gross up Factor 1 25 

1 

1 

2 

SM SF Comrnents 

251 .270 
89 96 

112 121 1 posrtoon at Operations Burldlng 

11 2 121 
00 0 at Operauons Building 

00 0 future staff not accommodal811 

00 0 at Operations Burtding 

0.0 0 at Operations Building 

0.0 0 position currendy ofl ~11e 

0.0 o posit1on currenuy off ste 

00 0 position currently off site 

0.0 0 position currently ofT srte 

4.5 48 
00 0 at Ope~ allOns 8uildll1g 

00 o at Operations Eulldi ng 

00 o not ac~ommodated 

0 counted with Development Services 

00 0 at Ocerallons Building 
251 270 

~m2Ne1Area 
~m2 Gross Area 

~IoDer 12 •• 01& 
li'e vtSrC•!1 1 
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Town of Georgina- Strategic Accommodation Options Plan 
DRAFl Functional Program - Current Situation Hold Steady 

Qly Qly office 
type NSM current future 

Recreation &Culture 
Director of Recreation and Culture P0-8 25 .1 1 

Manager of Recreational Services PO - C 11 2 1 
Manager of Cultural Services PO-C 11 2 1 

Registration and Bookings Supervisor PO - C 112 1 
Recreation Supervisor PO-C 11 2 

Recreation and Bookings Clerk WS-G 46 1 
Temp Registration and Bookings Assistant WS-E 6 .0 1 
Recreational Programmer - TBC WS - E 60 1 
Recreational Programmer- Seniors & Special Events WS-E 6 .0 1 
Recreational Programmer- Child and Youth WS -E 60 1 
Cultural Programmer WS-E 6 .0 
Recreation Clerk - Marketing WS - E 60 1 
Administrative Assistant WS - E 6.0 1 
Landscape Architectural Planner WS - F 89 1 

Hotaling Workstations (2 WS·G workstations) 2 4 5 
Small Meeting Room (6) 1 11 2 
F11e Storage 1 11 2 
Special Events Storage 1 80 
Printing and Copy Area 1 80 

Staff Count 12 
Sui>-Total 

I Gross up Factor 1 25 

1 

1 

2 

SM SF Comments 

25 1 270 

11.2 121 
11 2 121 
11 2 121 
00 0 rutu.-e staff not accommodated 

4.5 48 

60 65 
6.0 65 1 current off-site programmer 

60 65 
60 65 
00 o future staff not accommodated 

60 65 

6.0 65 
89 96 

90 97 
00 0 not accommodated 

11 2 121 
00 0 not accommoda1ed 

00 0 nat accommodated 

~m2NetArea 
~m2 Gross Area 

lol·,er 12. "(Jif, 

fi'f'VI~I n I 
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Town of Georgina - Strategic .Accommodation Options Plan 
DI?AFT Fvnc-fono Program- Currer• s·t .;Oiion- Hold s~eody 

Meeting I Pub lic 

Coundl Chambers 

office 
type 

Extra Large Meeting Room (20 meeting, 35 in multi-table format) 

Council Lobby 1 Expansion area I Mezzanine 

Public Lobby 

Table and Chair Storage 

E o c Storage 

AN & oouncil broadcast area 

Public Washrooms (Male. Female) 

Universal Washroom I Family Washroom 

Public Meeting Room (14) 
Research Room PO- D 

Mayor I CAO Meeting Room !14 occupants) 1 

Operations Meeting Room (12) 1 

Small Meeting Room (6) 3 

Development Meeting Room (12) 1 

Main Reception 

Customer Service Centre 

Sub-Total 

!Gross up Factor 1 25 

NSM 

160.0 
75 0 
450 

120 0 
10 0 
100 
220 
24 0 
80 

30 0 
93 

28 0 
24 0 
112 

28 0 

50.0 

Qty 

1 
1 

1 

1 
1 
1 

1 

2 
2 
1 

1 

1 
1 

SM 

160,0 124 0 
750 88 0 
45 0 00 

120 0 160 

10 0 00 
10 0 00 

22.0 22.0 

48 0 00 
160 16 0 
300 260 
93 00 
0 0 
0.0 
00 
0.0 
00 

00 0 0 

SF Comment~ 

1334 !Pctual - •Jnders1zed 

347 actual - Committee Room 

o not accommodated 

172 actual • undersize<~ 

0 not accommodated 

0 not accommodated 

237 actual - council balcony 

o not accommodated - public use staff WC 

172 new renovation 

280 actual - undersize<~ 

0 not accommodated 

0 not accommodated 

0 not accommodated 

0 not accommodated 

0 not accommodated 

0 included in Public Lobby above 

0 ICJt•er L .?0 16 
Rr 'VISiOn I 

50.0 20 0 215 m1nor renovalfon for 2 sei'Vlce nubs in bundlng 

~m2 NetAI~m2 Net Area 

~m2 Gross~m2 Gross Area 
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Town of Georgina - Strategic Accommodation Options Plan 
DRAFT Functional Program- Currenl Situa11on · Hold Sleody 

Stoff Focilitfes & Common Area< -
Staff Lunchroom 

office 
type 

Washrooms- Male & Female (indudes housekeeping dose!) 
Fitness Room. Lockers & Shower Room 

Bike Storage 

Quiet Room 

Central Copy Centre 

Sub-Total 

!Gross up Factor 1 25 

NSM 

116.0 

126.0 

64.0 

60 

11 2 

18 0 

Qty 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

SM 

116 0 62.0 

1260 126 0 

84.0 72.0 
6,0 0.0 

11.2 0.0 

SF Comments 

667 actual - undersized 

1356 actual - 6 stalls. 6 sinks 

TTS actual - in basemenf. underSized 

0 not accommodated 

o nal accommodated 

October 12 20 16 
Revis1vr · I 

18.0 34 0 366 actual -in basement. shared with Dev Sel'llices 

~m2 NetA~m2 NetArea 
~m2 Gross ~m2 Gross Area 
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Town of Georgina - Strotegic Accommodolion Option~ Plan 
DPA,t rLtrtctional Program Current Situo ion- H<Jia SI~?<:Jdy 

'-uppor; Area s -
Housekeeping Closets 

Bulk File Storage Areas 

Receiving Storage Room 

Waste Handling I Recycling 
Grounds Maintenance Equipment Storage 

New AODA Elevator and elevator lobby 

facility operator office 

Maintenance supply I repair 

Mail Room (Sorting and bulk mailings) 

Office Supply I Storage 

Mechank:al & Electrical Rooms 

New Fan Rooms (for new central ventilation and AC) 

Automatic Sprinkler Room 

Sub-Tota.l 

lGross up Factor 1 25 

office 
type NSM 

00 
100.0 
22 0 

6.0 
20 0 

100 0 
60 

20 0 
18 0 
60 

97 0 
25 0 
20 0 

Qty 

3 , 
1 

1 

' 1 
1 
1 
1 
3 

1 

3 
1 

SM 

00 0.0 
1000 280 0 

22 0 00 

SF Comments 

0 Included with washrooms 
3013 actual - In basement 

o not accommodated 

Oc:ober 12, :>Olo 
i<evisior. 1 

6.0 00 0 not accommodated - outdoor enClosure only 

20 0 20.0 215 actual - garage 

100 0 100,0 1076 newadd~lon 
60 00 0 not accommodated 

20.0 0.0 0 at Operat1ons Building 

18.0 0.0 0 not accommodated 

18 0 00 0 net accommodated 

97 0 97 0 1044 actual - in basement 

750 75.0 807 renovate - in basement 

20 0 20 0 215 renovate- in basement 

~m2NetAr~m2NetArea 
~m2 Gross ~m2 Gross Area 



Report No. CAO-2018-0005 
Attachment '1' 
Page 59 of 80

67
Town of Georgina -Strategic Accommodation Options Pion 
DRAFT FunciiOI'"'al Progro·T'- Ort,or' 2- Renovation Addition 

Functional Program Areas Summary jstaff Count 
(lO'ICI'IS :A ond T:. Rer ovr-·ir.'1 <l.l\ad:ltr.r.l 

Current Future Ace om 

jMoyor and Council 

ICAO. Human Resources. Cenmunicoflom 10 4 14 

I Adminrstrollve Services and Trecnure! 40 9 49 

! Information Technology (Division of Administrative Services) 6 2 8 

!Development Services 

!operations and Infrastructure 

!Recreation &Culture 

!Meeting 1 Public 

jstolt facilllies & Commo" 4reoJ 

jsupport Areas 

36 10 46 

14 2 16 

12 2 14 

Total Building Program Assignable Area (m2} 

Civic Centre Assignable Building Area (actual) 
Civic Centre Gross Building Area (actual) 
Civic Centre Addition Assignable Building Area 
Civic Centre Addition Gross up Factor (17%) 
TOTAL Gross Building Area (actual & addition) 

Staff Count Current 
Future 
lTOTAL 
Accommodated 

jrrogrom Area 

S.M. 

128 

258 

465 

135 

593 

277 

216 

603 

474 

778 

3,9261 

2,690 
3,801 
1,236 

210 

S.F 

1.3791 

2.7761 

5.0021 

1,4541 

6.3831 

2,9751 

2.3231 

6.4871 

5 .1001 

8,366 1 

42,245 (square feet) 

5,247 56,461 (square feet) 

118 
29 

147 

o ... tober 23, 2016 
Revis1on: 1 
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Town of Georgina - Strategic Acc ommodation Options Plan 
DRAFT Fundione11 Progtom- Oplion 2- Renovotior"J Adoition 

Qty Qty office 
type NSM current future 

Moyqr ond Council 
Mayor PO · AA 40 9 1 

Council Lounge 1 46 5 
Councilor '1ouahdown" workstations 2 60 2 

Council Washrooms (2 single use! 2 40 

Wailing Area 1 10 0 
Council Chambers 1 1600 

Extra Large Meeting Room 1 750 

Council Lobby I Expansion area 1 Mezzanine 1 45.0 

Staff Count 3 

Sub-Total 
I Net Assignable Gross up Factor 1 25 

0 

SM SF Comments 

260 280 aC~ual- undersized 

46 5 500 with kitchenette I servery 

120 129 could be within Councll Lounge 

80 86 
100 108 Adjacent to Mayor Assistant 

0 counted under Meeting/Publlc 
0 counted under Meeting/Public 

0 counted under Meeting/Public 

~m2Ne~Area 
~m2 Assignable Area 

_:lobe' '2J ?0)6 
R"'vi~:ton· 
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Town of Georgina- Strategic Accommodation Options Plan 
DRAFT functional Program Option 2- Rerovafion Addition 

Qly Qly office 
type NSM current future 

CAO Human Resources Communications 
CAO PO - A 32 5 1 
Strategic Initiatives Coordinator WS - E 60 1 

Commumcations Manager PO-C 112 1 

Communications Coordinator WS-E 60 1 

Social Media Coordinator WS-E 60 
Graphic Designer WS-E 60 1 

Oiredor, Human Resources PO·B 25 1 1 

Town Solicitor P0-8 251 
Training and Development Specialist WS-E 6.0 
Senior Human Resources Generalist WS - E 60 1 
Human Resources Generalist WS-E 6.0 1 
Human Resources Administrative Coordinator WS - E 60 1 
Health and Safety Coordinator WS-E 60 1 

Large Meeting Room (14) 1 28 0 
Interview Room HR 1 93 
Secure File Storage (HR) 1 11 2 

Copy Area 1 4 0 
Corporate Records Storage 1 11 2 

Staff Count 10 
Sub-Total 

I Net Assignable Gross up Factor 1 25 

1 

1 

1 

I 

4 

SM SF Comments 

32.5 350 
60 65 

11 2 121 
60 65 
60 65 
6.0 65 

25 1 270 
25 1 270 
60 65 
60 65 

12 0 129 
60 65 
6.0 65 

28.0 301 
9.3 100 

0 shared with Administrative Services 

4,0 43 
11 2 121 

~m2NetAreil 
~m2 Assignable Area 

_ - lt:•br:r 23 .mlc 
cviwln 1 
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Town of Georgina - Strafegic Accommodation Options Plan 
DRAFT ~um:tional ?rogrom- Op1ror 2 ~t?novo t,on Addi'ion 

Administrollve SerVtCE!s ood Treosuret 
Director of Administrative Services and Treasurer 

Administrative Assistant 

Manage<" of Law Enforcement I CMLEO 

MLEOLevel II 

MLEO Level I 

Bylaw Secretary 

BylawCier1< 

Hoteling Wor1<station (lotal of 4) 

Manager of Taxation and Revenue 

Senior Tale I Watef Cler1< 

Tax Collections Clerk 

Tax I Water Billing Coordinator 

Cashier Clerk 

Tax Certificate Clerk 

Tax I Watflf Clerk 

(PT) Accounts Receivable Cfefl( 

Taxation and Revenue Cler1< 

Re<:eptionisl 

Manager of Finance and Depuly Treasurer 

Budget Accountant 

Capital Assel Coordinator 

Rnancial Analyst 

Accounting Clerk 

Payroll Coordinator 

Payroll Clerk 

Accounts Payable Clerk 

Manaser of Purdlasing 

Senior Buyer 

Purdlasing Assistant 

Town Clerk 

Deputy Clerk 

Ucencing Coordinator 

Administrative Services Clerk 

Exerutive Assistant to Mayor and Councn 

Council Services Coordinator 

CommiHee Services Coordinator 

Pnnting and Copy Area 

Main Recepllon 

Filing Area 

Small Meeting Room (6) 
File Storajje 

Secure Fne Storage (Vault) 
Staff Count 

Sub-Total 

!Net Assignable Gross U'P Factor 1 25 

office 
type 

PO-B 

WS-G 

PO - C 

WS-E 

WS-G 

WS - G 

WS - G 

PO-C 

PO-C 

PO-D 

WS - E 

WS - G 

WS-G 

WS - G 

WS-G 

WS - G 

WS-E 

PO-C 

PO-D 

WS-E 

WS-E 
WS - G 

PO - D 

WS-G 

WS-G 

PO-C 

PO-D 
WS-G 

PO- C 

PO-C 

WS-E 

WS-G 

WS-G 

WS - E 

WS-E 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

NSM 

251 
4.5 

112 

60 

45 
45 

4 5, 

11 2 

11 2 

93 
60 
45 

4,5 
45 

4.5 
45 
60 

11 2 

93 
60 
60 
45 
93 

45 
45 

11 2 

93 
4.5 

11 2 

112, 

60 

45 
4 .5 
60 

60 

80 

60 
11 .2 
11 2 

11 2 

Qty Qty 
current future 

1 
1 

1 

2 
3 3 
1 

2 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 
I 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 1 
1 

1 1 

1 
1 1 

1 
1 1 
2 

1 

1 

1 
1 1 
1 
I 
1 '1 

40 9 

SM Sf Comments 

251 270 
4.5 48 

11 2 121 

120 129 
00 0 Can share Hotellin1l War~ stations, see below 

4.5 48 
90 97 

180 194 MLEO Level 1. Seasonal Weed Inspector or Animal 

11 ,2 121 
11 2 121 

9.3 100 
60 65 
4..5 48 
4,5 48 
4.5 48 
4.5 48 

4.5 48 
so 65 

1L2 121 

9.3 100 

60 65 
12 0 129 

4.5 48 

\86 200 
45 46 
90 97 

11 2 121 
18.6 200 

90 97 

11 2 121 

11 2 121 

60 65 
90 97 records management future position 

4.5 48 
so 65 

120 129 

80 86 
count with general spaces 

60 65 
11 2 121 
11 2 121 

11 2 121 

~m2NelArea 
~m2 Assignable Area 

Control 
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Town of Georgina· Strategic Accommodation Options Plan 
DRAFT Fvnc!ional Program- Option 2- Renovot•on Add ition 

office Oly Qly 
type NSM current future 

Information Technology (Div1slon of Administrative Services) 
Manager Information Technology Services PO - C 11 2 1 

IT NetworkAdminstrator WS-F 8.9 1 

IT Systems I Support Analvst WS-E 60 3 
IT GIS Analyst WS-F 8.9 1 

Student WS -G 4.5 

Server Room 1 25.0 
IT EqLJipment Maintenance 1 8.9 
IT Closets 2 20 
Technology Storage 1 11 2 

Staff Count B 

Sub-Total 

I Net Assignable Gross up Factor 1 2.5 

2 

2 

SM SF Comments 

1L2 121 

89 96 

30 0 323 
8.9 96 
0 .0 0 no current requirement 

25 0 269 

8.9 96 

40 43 
11 2 121 

~m2NetArea 
~m2 Assignable Area 

Oclot er 23 /016 
Rev1~ioo 1 
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Town of Georgina - Strategic Accommodation Options Plan 
DRAFT Functional I· roqrcm- Option 2.- Renovot )r1 Additi<">•1 

Qly Qly office 
type NSM current future 

Development Services 
Director of Development Services PO-B 25 1 1 

Administrative Assistant WS-G 45 1 

Manager of Development Engineering PO-C 11 2 1 
Engineering Sectelary WS-G 4 5 1 
Development Engineer WS-F 8 .9 1 

Development Coordonator WS-E so 
Development Inspector WS-G 45 2 
Development Engineering Technologist WS-E 60 2 
Transportation Technologist WS-F 89 

Manager of Planning PO-C 11 2 1 

Planning Sectetary WS-G 4.5 1 

Senior Polley Planner WS-F 89 1 

Senior Development Review Planner WS-F 89 1 

Planner WS-F 89 2 

SPA Approval Planner WS-F 89 

Junior Planner WS-F 89 1 

Environmental Planner I Ecologist WS-F 89 

Planning T echnican WS-E 60 1 

Secretary Treasurer Committee of Adjustment WS - E 60 1 

Manager or Building and CBO PO-C 11 2 1 

Administrative Assistant WS-G 45 1 
Senior Building Inspector WS-F 89 1 

Building Inspector WS-G 45 3 

Plans Examiner WS-E 60 1 

Plumbing I Building lnspeotor WS -G 45 2 
Applications Examiner WS-E 60 2 

Zoning Examiner WS-E 60 2 

Studenl WS-G 45 2 

Manager of Economic Development and Tourism PO -C 11 2 1 

Administrative Assistant WS-G 45 1 

Economic Development Officer PO - D 93 I 

Development Meeting Room (12) 1 24 0 
Small Meeting Room (6) 1 11.2 

Building I Planning I Development Counter 1 25,0 

Plans Layout Room , 112 

Planning & Development Library 1 89 

Copy and Large Format Printing 1 18 0 

Bulk File Storage , 40 0 

Staff Count 36 
Sub-Total 

I Net Assignable Gross up Factor 1.25 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

10 

SM Sf Comments 

251 270 
45 48 

112 121 

4.5 48 

89 96 

60 65 
9.0 97 

180 194 

89 96 

11 2 121 

45 48 

8.9 96 

89 96 

17 8 192 

8.9 96 

17 8 192 

89 96 

6.0 65 

60 65 

112 121 

4 .5 48 

178 192 

13 5 145 

12 0 129 
e.n 97 

12.0 129 

180 194 

90 97 

11 2 121 

45 48 

18.6 200 

24..0 258 

11 2 121 

25 0 269 includes public self-help research desk 

11 2 121 

e.e 96 
18 0 194 counled in Start Facilities 

40.0 430 

~m2NetArea 
~m2 Assignable Area 

Or: Iober 2'i 2016 
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DR.A"-T functional Program- Opfer 2- Renovt"'l llon 1\ddilion 

Qly Qty office 
type NSM current future 

Operations and Infrastructure 
Director of Operations and Infrastructure P0 - 8 25.1 1 
Public Works Operations Coordinator WS-F 8.9 1 

lnlraslruclure and Operations Manager PO-C 11.2 2 
Manager of Capital Projects PO - C 11,2 1 
Manager of Parks and Facilities PO-C 11 ,2 1 

Capital Projects T echnican WS - E 60 
Admin Assistant • Parks and Facilities WS-G 45 1 

Admin Assistant - Operations WS-G 45 1 

Municipal Infrastructure Locator WS-G 45 1 

Maintenance Supervisor WS-F 89 1 

Parks Supervisor WS-F 89 1 

Forestry/Horticulture/Infrastructure Supervisor WS-F 89 1 

Waste Disposal Inspector WS-G 45 1 

Operations Ana!yst WS - F 8.9 1 

Operations Meeting Room (12) 1 24 0 
Small Meeting Room (6) 1 11 2 

Copy and Large Format Printing 1 18.0 

Files Storage - Roads 1 18 0 

File Storage 1 25 1 
Staff Count 14 

Sub-Total 

I Net Assi_gnable Gross up Faelor 1 25 

1 

1 

2 

SM SF Com[T1ents 

25.1 270 

89 96 

22 4 241 
11 .2 121 
112 121 

60 65 
4~ 48 
90 97 
4.6 48 
8,9 96 

8.9 96 

89 96 

45 48 

69 96 

24 0 256 
11 2 121 

o counted With Development Services 

180 194 
251 270 

~m2NetArea 
~m2Assignable Area 

)ctober 23 2016 
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uRAFT Functional Pr·;:~grarr - Op1i00 2 - Renova1ior• Addition 

Qty Qty office 
type NSM ::u11ent future 

Rec reation &.Cullure 

Director of Recreation and Culture P0 -8 251 1 

Manager of Recreational Services PO-C 11.2 1 

Manager of Cultural Services PO- C 112 1 

Registration and Bookings Supervisor PO-C 11 2 1 
Recreation Supervisor PO-C 11 2 

Recreation and Bookings Clerk WS-G 45 1 

Temp Registration and Bool<ings Assistant WS - E 6_0 1 

Recreational Programmer - TBC WS - E 60 1 

Recreational Programmer - Seniors & Special Events WS - E 6.0 1 

Recreational Programmer - Child and Youth WS - E 60 1 

Cultural Programmer WS - E 60 

Recreation Clerk - Marketing WS-E 60 1 
Administrablle Assistant WS - E 60 1 
Landscape Architectural Planner WS-F 89 1 

Hotellng Workstations (2 WS-G workstations) 2 4.5 
Small Meeting Room (6) 1 11.2 

File Storage 1 11.2 

Special Events Storage 1 80 

PrinUng and Copy Area 1 8.0 

Staff Count 1.:;a 

Sub-Total 

)Net Assignable Gross up Factor 1.25 

1 

1 

2 

SM Sf 

25.1 

11 2 

11 2 

11 2 
11 2 

4 5 

60 

270 

121 

121 
121 

121 

48 

65 

Comments 

new position in 2018 

IJrt .oer :n .?01£ 
R•:::<> ~lo 1 

60 65 would like to locate 1 off-site programmer here 

6.0 65 
6.0 65 

60 65 new pos~ion in 2018 

60 65 
60 65 

89 96 

9.0 97 Supports staff from other locations 

11 2 121 

11 2 121 

80 86 

80 86 

~mZNetArea 
~m2 Assignable Area 



Report No. CAO-2018-0005 
Attachment '1' 
Page 67 of 80

75
Town of Georgtna- Strategic Accommodation Option:. Plan 
DRAFT Functional Prog1am- Oplior 2- Renovation Add1'1on 

Mee11no 1 Public -
Council Chambers 

office 
type 

Extra Large Meeting Room (20 meeting. 35 in multi-table format) 

Coundl Lobby I Expansion area I Mezzanine 

Publfc Lobby 

Table and Chair Storage 

E 0 C Storage 

AN & council broadcast area 

Public Washrooms (Male. Female) 

Universal Washroom I Family Washroom 
Publtc Meeting Room ( 14) 

Research Room PO -D 

Mayor I CAO Meeting Room (14 occupants) 1 
Operations Meeting Room (12) 1 
Small Meeting Room (6) 3 

Development Meeting Room (12) 1 

Main Reception 

Customer Service Centre 

Sub-Total 

!Net Assignable Gross up F'aotor 1 25 

N!\M 

160 0 
750 
45 0 

1200 
10 0 

10 0 
22 0 
24-0 
80 

300 
93 

280 
24.0 
11.2 
28.0 

50,0 , 

Qty 

1 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 

1 
1 

124 0 
88 0 
00 

75 a 
100 
10 0 
220 

48 0 
16 0 
30 ,0 

9.3 

0.0 

Sf Comments 

13:34 actual - unders1zed 

947 actual - Committee Room 
0 not accommodated 

807 target area- reduced from template size 

108 
108 
237 actual - council balcony 

516 3 stalls, 3 sinks 
172 new renova1ion 

323 
100 

301 Area counted with CAO I Mayor Department 

256 Area counted with Operations Department 

121 1 Operations. 1 Dev Services. 1 R&C 

301 Area counted with Development Services 

0 Included in Public Lobby above 

I Qt.: e-r ?3 2( 1 ~ 
f' 'VI~If'! I 

50 0 538 ation, rever close to reception. 4 -5 rotating staff suppon!. tax 

~m2NetArea 
~m2 Assignable Area 
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DRAFT Funct ional ?1ogram - Optkm : - Renovalton Addilton 

Stoff Facilities &. Common Areas 

Staff Lunchroom 

office 
type 

Washrooms- Male & Female (includes housekeeping closet) 

Washrooms - Male & Female 

Frtness Room, Lockers & Shower Room 

Bike Storage 
Quiet Room 

Central Copy Centre 

Su~Total 

!Net Assignable Gross up Factor 1 25 

NSM 

116.0 

126 0 

30.0 
84,0 

6.0 

11.2 

18.0 

Qty 

1 

1 , 
1 

1 

1 

1 

SM 

116.0 1248 

126.0 1356 

Comments 

actual - 6 stalls. 6 sinks 

O.:tobe1 2.3 2016 
Revision: 

I 
I 

30.0 323 new staff WC's to supplement existing. 4 stalls, 4 sinks 

720 775 adual -In basement to reman - renovate 

6.0 65 
11.2 121 

18 0 194 bulk printing for use by all departments 

~m2NetArea 
~m2 Assignable Area 



Report No. CAO-2018-0005 
Attachment '1' 
Page 69 of 80

77
Town of Georgina· Strategic Accommodation Options Plan 
DRAFT Fu11ctionol PrograM- Op1ion 2- f?enova:ion Addi1ion 

Support Areas 
Housekeeping Closets 

Bulk File Storage Areas 

Receiving Storage Room 

Waste Handliog I Recycling 

Grounds Maintenanoe Equipment Storage 

New AOOA Elevator and elevator lobby 

facility operator office 

Maintenance supply I repair 

Mail Room (Sorting and bulk mailings) 

Office Supply I Storage 

Mechanical & Electrical Rooms 

New Meohanclal Room (addition) 

New Fan Rooms (for new central ventilation and AC) 

Automatic Sprinkler Room 

Sui> Total 

!Net Assignable Gross up Factor 1 25 

office 
type NSM 

00 

600 

220 

60 

200 

1000 

6.0 

200 

18.0 
6,0 

97 0 
40,0 

25 0 
200 

Qty 

3 

1 
1 
1 

1 

1 

1 
1 
1 
3 

1 
1 

3 
1 

SM SF Comments 

00 0 Included with washrooms 

180 0 1937 llctuat- afler renos m basement 

22 0 237 

ElO 6& 

20 0 215 actual - garage 

100 0 1076 In new addition, serves 4 Ooors 

60 65 

200 215 
18 0 194 
18.0 194 

97 0 1044 actual • in basement 
40.0 430 to serve new addifion 

75 0 807 renovate - in basement 

20.0 215 renovate - in basement 

~m2NetArea 
~m2 Assignable Area 

lt:•bcr ,..:; :I , a 
;>, 111\ti I 
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DRAFT Functional Program- Options 3, 4, 5- New Administra tion Ce.nlre 

Functional Program Areas Summary 
(Options 3. 4. of'\d 5) 

!Mayor and Council 

ICA01 Human Resources, Communications 

!Administrative Services and Treasurer 

!staff Count 

Current 

10 

40 

Staff 
Future Count 

4 14 

9 49 

I Information Technology {DiviSion of Administrative $ervic;~j 6 2 8 

!Development Services 

!Operations and lnftastructure 

!Recreation &Culture 

!Meeting I Public 

I staff Facilities & Common Areas 

l ~upport Areas 

36 10 46 

14 2 16 

12 2 14 

Total Building Program Assignable Area (m2) 
Building Gross up Factor (17%) 
TOTAL Gross Building Area 

Staff Count Current 
Future 
!TOTAL 
Accommodated 

!Program Area 

S.M. S.F 
159 17141 

272 29271 

465 50021 

135 14541 

593 63831 

277 29751 

216 23231 

685 73751 

369 39701 

417 44871 

3,5881 38,610 (square feet) 
610 

4,1981 45,173 (square feet) 

118 
29 

1471 
147 

Oclobe;r 21 2016 
Revi:.iorr .:< 
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:JRAF -=unctional Program - Ootions 3, d, 'i New Aomlnl$lro tron Cenrre 

Mayor ond Council 
Mayor 

Council Lounge 

Councilor "touchdown" workstations 
Council Washrooms (2 single use) 

Waiting Area 

Council Chambers 

Extra Large Meeting Room 

Council Lobby I Expansion area I Mezzanine 

WaftrngArea 

Staff Count 

Sub-Total 

lNet Assignable Gross up Factor 1.25 

office 
type 

PO-AA 

1 
2 

2 
1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

Qty Qty 

NSM current future 

40 9 1 

49 5 
60 2 

40 
10 0 

160 0 

75.0 

450 

100 

3 0 

SM Sf 

409 

46 5 

12.0 
80 

10 0 

440 

500 
129 

86 
108 

Co mments 

with kitchenette I servery 

could be within Council Lounge 

Adjacent to Mayor Assistant 

r 1vbe· 21 .!0 o 
J\~'1 1 l(lft 1 _, 

0 publrc sea~og for 60, counted under Meeung/Publ ic 
0 counted under Meeting/PubliC 

0 counted under Meeting/Public 

10 0 108 Adjacent to Mayor Assistant 

~m2Ne!Area 
~m2 Assignable Area 
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DRAFT Func tional Program -Options 3, 4, 5- New Administration CentrP-

CAO Human Resources Communications 
CAO 

Strategic lnHiatives Coordinator 

Communications Manager 

Communications Coordinator 

Social Media Coordinator 

Graphic Designer 

Director, Human Resources 

Town Solicitor 

Training and Development Specialist 

Senior Human Resources Generalist 

Human Resources Generalist 

Human Resources Administrative Coordonator 

Health and Safety Coordinator 

Large Meeting Room (14) 

Interview Room HR 

Secure File Storage (HR) 

Copy Area 

Corporate Records Storage 

Staff Count 

Sub-Total 

I Net Assignable Gross up Factor 1 25 

office 
type 

PO-A 

WS-E 

PO - C 

WS - E 

WS - E 

WS - E 

PO-B 

PO·B 

WS-E 

WS-E 

WS-E 

WS-E 

WS - E 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

NSM 

325 

60 

11 2 

60 

60 

6.0 

251 

25 1 

6 .0 

60 

6.0 

60 

6.0 

28.0 

93 
11 2 

40 

11 2 

Qty Qty 
c uiTent future 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

10 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4 

SM SF Comments 

32 5 350 

60 65 

11 2 121 

6.0 65 

60 65 

60 65 

25 1 270 

251 270 

6.0 65 

60 65 

12.0 129 
60 65 

60 65 

280 301 

93 100 

11 2 121 

40 43 

11 2 121 

~m2NetArea 
~m2 Assignable Area 

dl;IJeo 2 I ?tl 1, 
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URM f functio:.ol Proqrnm Op 10m 3 II 5- New Adntinislroli<Jn Ccn•re 

Administrative Services ond Treasurer 
Director of Administrative Services and Treasurer 
Administrative Assistant 

Manager of Law Enforcement/ CMLEO 
MLEO Level II 
MLEO Levell 
Bylaw Secretary 
Bylaw Cieri< 
Hotefing Workstation (total of 4) 

Manager ofTaxalion and Revenue 
Senior Tax/Water Cieri< 
Tax CoNections Cler1< 
Tax I Water Bilfing Coordinator 
Casl'lier Cier1t 
Tax Certificate Clerk 
Tax I Water Clerll 
(PT) Accounts Receivable Clerk 
Taxation and Revenue Clerk 
Receptionist 

Manager of Finance and Oepuly Treasurer 
Budget Attounlant 
Capital Asset Coordinator 
Financial Analyst 
Accounting Clerl\ 
Payroll Coordinator 
Payroll Clerk 
Attounls Payable Cler1t 

Manager of Purchasing 
Senior Buyer 
Purchasing Assistant 

Town Clerk 
Deputy Cler1t 
l •cencing Coordinator 
Administrative Services Cieri< 
Executive Assistant to Mayor and Council 
Council Services Coordinator 
Committee Services Coordinator 

Prinbng and Copy Area 
Main Reception 
F~ingArea 

Small Meeting Room (6) 

Fne Storage 
Secure File Storage (Vault) 

staff Count 
Sub-Total 
I Net Assignable Gross up Factor 1 25 

office 
type 

PO-B 
WS -G 

PO - C 
WS - E 

WS ·G 
WS - G 
WS - G 

PO- C 
PO-C 
P0-0 
WS - E 
WS -G 
WS-G 
WS - G 
WS -G 
WS- G 
WS - E 

PO-C 
PO - D 
WS-E 
WS -E 
WS-G 
PO - D 

WS·G 
WS - G 

PO - C 
PO - D 
WS - G 

PO · C 
PO - C 
WS ·E 
WS-G 
WS-G 
WS- E 
WS - E 

1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

Qty Qty 
NSM current luture 

25.1 1 

45 1 

11.2 1 

6.0 2 
3 

45 1 
45 2 

45 

112 1 
112 1 

9 3 1 
60 1 
4 5 1 
45 1 

45 1 

45 1 
45 1 

so 1 

112 1 
93 1 
so 1 
60 1 

45 1 
93 1 
4.5 1 
45 1 

112 1 
9.3 1 

4 5 2 

11 2 1 

112 1 
6.0 1 
45 1 

4.5 1 

60 1 

60 1 

80 

60 
11,2 

11.2 
11.2 

40 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

g 

SM SF Comments 

251 270 

4.5 48 

11 2 121 
12 0 129 

00 0 Can share Hotelhng Workstations, see below 
45 48 
90 97 

18 0 194 I Control MLEO Level 1, Seasonal Weed lnspectOf or Anima 

112 121 

11 2 121 

9,3 100 
60 65 
4.5 48 

4.5 48 
45 48 
4,5 48 
45 48 
60 65 

11.2 121 
9.3 100 

60 65 

12 0 129 

45 48 
186 200 
45 48 

9.0 97 

112 121 
18.6 200 
90 97 

11 2 121 
11 2 121 

6 0 65 

9 0 97 records management future position 
45 48 
6.0 65 

120 129 

80 86 
count with general spaces 

6.0 65 

11 2 121 

112 121 
11 2 121 

~m2NetArea 
~1'1'2 Assignable Area 
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DRAil Functional Program - Options 3, 4, 5 New Adrninistro11on Centre 

office Qty Qty 
type NSM current future 

Information Technology (Division of Adminislrollve Services] 
Manager Information Technology Services PO-C 11 2 1 

IT Network Administrator WS-F 8.9 1 

IT Systems I Support Analyst WS-E 6.0 3 
IT GIS Analyst WS-F 89 1 

Student WS·G 4.5 

Server Room 1 25 0 

IT Equipment Maintenance 1 89 
IT Closets 2 2,0 

Technology Storage 1 11.2 

Staff Count 6 

Sub-Total 

!Net Asstgnable Gross up Factor 1 25 

2 

2 

SM SF Comments 

11 2 121 

89 96 

30 0 323 

89 96 

00 0 no current requirement 

25 0 269 
8.9 96 
40 43 

11.2 121 

~m2NetArea 
~m2 Assignable Area 
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DRAFT F .. mctional Program- Options 3. 4, 5- I'Jew Administration Centre 

Development Services 
Director of Development Services 

Administrative Assistant 

Man99er of Development Engfneeling 

Engineering Secretary 

Development Engineer 
Development Coordinator 

Development Inspector 
Development Engineering Technologist 

Transportation Technologist 

Manager of Plannlng 

Planning Secretary 

Senior Policy Planner 

Senior Development ReVIew Planner 

Planner 

SPA Approval Planner 

Junior Planner 

Environmental Planner I Ecologist 

Planning Technican 

Secretary Treasurer Committee of Adjustment 

Manager of Building and CBO 

Administrative Assistant 

Senior Bullding Inspector 
Building Inspector 

Plans Examiner 
Plumbing I Building lnspeelor 

Applications Examiner 

Zonin.g Examiner 

Student 

Manager of Economic Development and Tourism 

Administrative Assistant 

Economic Development Officer 

Development Meeting Room (12) 
Small Meeting Room 16) 
Building I Planning I Development Counter 

Plans Layout Room 
Planning & Development Library 

Copy and Large Format Printing 
Bulk File Storage 

Staff Count 

Sub-Total 

I Net Assignable Gross up Factor 1 25 

office 
type 

P0-8 

WS - G 

PO-C 

WS-G 

WS-F 
WS-E 

WS-G 
WS - E 

WS-F 

PO-C 

WS-G 

WS-F 

WS-F 

WS - F 

WS-F 

WS-F 

WS-F 

WS - E 

WS - E 

PO-C 

WS - G 
WS-F 

WS-G 

WS-E 

WS-G 

WS-E 
WS-E 

WS-G 

PO - C 

WS - G 

PO-D 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

NSM 

25 1 
4,5 

11 2 
45 
89 
60 
45 
6.0 
89 

11 2 
45 
89 
8 .9 
8 .9 
8 .9 
8 ,9 

8.9 
60 
6.0 

11.2 
45 
89 
4 5 

60 
45 
6.0 
60 
45 

11 2 
4 5 
93 

24 0 
11,2 

25 0 
11 2 
89 

18.0 
400 

Qly 

cvJCenl 

1 
1 

1 

1 
1 

2 
2 

1 

1 
1 
1 
2 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 
1 
3 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 

1 
1 
1 

36 

Qly 

lvllJie 

, 
1 
1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

10 

SM SF Comments 

251 270 
4.5 48 

11 2 121 
4 5 48 
89 96 
60 65 
90 97 

18 0 194 
8.9 96 

11 2 121 
45 48 
89 96 
6.9 96 

17.8 192 
89 96 

17 8 192 
89 96 
60 65 
60 65 

11.2 121 
45 48 

17 8 192 
13 5 145 

12.0 129 

90 97 

12 0 129 
180 194 
90 97 

11.2 121 
45 48 

18 6 200 

24.0 258 
11 .2 121 

2.5 0 269 mcludes public self-help research desk 

11 2 121 
8.9 96 

18.0 194 share with Operations 

400 430 

~m2Ne1 Area 
~m2 Assignable Area 

U•:lober 71 2016 
Revilion 3 
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)P.AF~ Funclionol Progro1n- Options 3. 4 c, - New ~.drninistto1ion ..:-entre 

Operolioru and Infrastructure 
Director of Operations and Infrastructure 

Public Works Operations Coordinator 

Infrastructure and Operations Manager 

Manager of Capital Projects 

Manager of Parks and Facilities 
Capital Projects Technican 

Adm111 Assistant - Parks and Facilities 

Admin Assistant -Operations 
Municipal Infrastructure Locator 

Maintenance Supervisor 

Parks Supervisor 

Forestry/Horticulture/Infrastructure Supervisor 

Waste Disposal Inspector 

Operations Analyst 

Operations Meeting Room (12) 

Small Meeting Room (6) 

Copy and Large Format Printing 

Files Storage - Roads 

File Storage 

Staff Count 

Sub-Total 

INet Assignable Gross up factor 1 25 

office 
type 

PO-B 

WS- F 

PO-C 

PO-C 

PO-C 

WS-E 
WS-G 

WS-G 
WS-G 

WS-F 

WS-F 

WS-F 

WS-G 
WS - F 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

NSM 

251 

89 

112 

112 

112 

60 
45 
45 
45 

89 
89 

89 

45 

8.9 

24.0 

11 2 

18 0 

18.0 

25 1 

Qty Qty 
current lulure 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

14 

1 

, 

2 

SM SF Comments 

25.1 270 

89 96 

224 241 

11 2 121 

112 121 

60 65 
45 48 
90 97 

45 48 position currently located off site 

89 96 position currently located off site 

89 96 position currently located off site 

89 96 position currently located off site 

45 48 
8.9 96 

240 258 
11.2 121 

o counted With Develomment Services 

18.0 194 

251 270 

~m2NelArea 
~m2 Assignable Area 

to he1 21 :<:0 '"' 
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DRAFT Functional Program- Options l 4. 5- New Admtnistr lion Cenrre 

Recreation &Cvtture 

Director of Recrealion and Culture 

Manager of Recreallonal Services 

Manager of Cultural Services 

Registration and Bookings Supervisor 

Recreation Supervisor 

Recreation and Bookings Clerk 
Temp Registration and Bookings Assistant 

Recreational Programmer . TBC 

Recreational Programmer · Seniors & Special Events 

Recreational Programmer· Child and Youth 

Cultural Programmer 

Recreation Clerk • Marketing 

Administrative Assistan1 

Landscape Architectural Planner 

Hoteling Workstations (2 WS-G workstations} 

Small Meeting Room (6) 

File Storage 

Special Events Storage 

Printing and Copy Area 

Staff Count 

Sub-Total 

!Net Asstgnable Gross up Factor 1.25 

office 
type 

PO-B 

PO-C 
PO - C 

PO-C 

PO-C 

WS-G 

WS - E 

WS · E 

WS - E 
WS- E 

WS - E 

WS - E 

WS - E 

WS - F 

2 
1 
1 

1 

1 

Qty Qly 
NSM current lutvre 

25 1 1 

11.2 1 
11 2 1 

112 1 

11 2 

45 1 

60 1 

60 1 

60 1 
60 1 

60 
60 1 

60 1 

89 1 

45 

11 2 

11 2 

80 

8.0 

12 

1 

1 

2 

SM SF Comments 

25, 270 

11 2 121 
11 2 121 
11.2 121 

11 2 121 new position in 2018 

45 48 

60 65 

60 65 locate 1 off-site programmer here 

60 65 

60 65 

60 65 new position rn 2018 

so 65 

60 65 

89 96 

9.0 97 Supports staff from other locations 
11 2 121 

11 2 121 

80 86 

80 86 

~m2NetArea 
~m2 Assrgnable Area 

IObPf21 /01f 
K"'VISIOil i 
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Town of Georgina · Strategic Accommodation Options Plan 
DRAFT Functional Program- Op'IOrb 3. 4, c.. Nt=>W Administro1ion Centr~ 

"\eeting Public 

Council Chambers 

office 
type 

Extra Large Meeting Room (20 meeting, 35 in multi-table formal) 

Council Lobby I Expansion area I Mezzanine 
Public Lobby 

Table and Chair Storage 

E 0 C Storage 

Public Washrooms (Male. Female) 

Universal Washroom I Family Washroom 

Public Meeting Room (14) 
Research Room PO-D 

Mayor I CAO Meeting Room (14 occuoants) 1 
Operations Meeting Room (12) 1 

Small Meeting Room (6) 3 
Development Meeting Room (12) 1 

Main RecepUon 

Customer Service Centre 

Sub-Total 

!Net Assignable Gross up Factor 1.25 

NSM Qly 

1600 1 
75.0 1 
40 0 1 

100 0 1 
100 1 
10.0 1 
24.0 2 
80 2 

30.0 1 
93 1 

28 0 
24.0 
11 2 

28 0 

1 
50.0 1 

SM 

160 0 
75.0 
40 0 

100 0 
10 0 
10 0 
48 0 
16 0 
30.0 
9.3 

00 
50.0 

Sf 

1722 
807 
430 

1076 
108 
108 
516 

172 
323 
100 

301 
258 
121 
301 

C o mments 

public seating for 60 
can double as E O.C 

3 stalls, 3 sinl\s 

.... clober • 1. 20 I ,• 
I.'E!vl 1<>1 1 3 

Area counted with CAO I Mayor Oepar1menl 

Area counted with Operations Depar1ment 

1 Operations. 1 Oev Services, 1 R&C 

Area counted with Development Services 

0 Included In Public Lobby above 

538 dose to reception, 4 -5 rotalrng staff Sl!ppor1s tax ation, rever 

~m2NetArea 
~m2 Assignable Area 
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Town of Georgina· Strategic Accommodation Options Plan 
DRAFT Functional Program - Cp1u')ns 3, 4 5- New Admin1slration Cenire 

Stoff facilities & Common .Areas 

Staff Lunchroom 
tables and Ol1a1rs (50 seats) 

lounge seating (16 seats) 

Kitchenette & Coffee Bar 

Washroom - Female 

Washroom - Male 
Lockers & Shower Room (male and female) 

Fltness Room 
Bike Storage 

Quiet Room 

Central Copy Centre 

Sub-Total 

I Net Assignable Gross up Factor 1.25 

office 
type NSM 

60.0 

280 

28 0 
30 0 

30 0 

24 0 

36 0 
60 

11 2 

18 0 

Qty 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
2 

1 
1 
1 

1 

SM SF 

600 

28 0 

28.0 

30 0 

30 0 

646 

301 

301 

323 

323 

Comment~ 

equipment to be defined 

5 stalls, 5 sinks 

5 stalls, 5 sinks 

Or:fot)er 21 2016 
Revisic·n· 3 

48 0 516 ned 2 shower. 1 we, 20- hair height lockers- unasslg 

36.0 387 

60 65 
112 121 

00 0 
18 0 194 bulk pnnitlng for use by all departments 

~m2NetArea 
~m2 Assignable Area 
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Town of Georgina - Strategic Accommodation Options Pion 
ORA FT Funclona1 Pr'1gram :Jptions 3, 4 ~ r-J '""Vv Ad-nir.;s!<ot on Cen:re 

Svpporl Areas 
Housekeeping Closet 

Bulk Storage Area 

Receiving Storage Room 

Waste Handling I Recyclfng 

Grounds Maintenance Equipment Storage 
Elevator 

facility operator office 

Maintenance supply I repair 

Mail Room (Sorting and bUlk mailings) 

Office Supply I Storage 

Mechanical Room (boiler room) 

Etedficat Service Room 

Automatic Sprinkler Room 

Meter Room 

Sub-Total 
JNet Assignable Gross up Factor 1.25 

office 
type NSM 

37 

75.0 

22 0 

6.0 

20 0 
45.0 

6.0 

20.0 

18.0 

6.0 

50.0 

200 

20.0 

2.5 

Qty 

3 
1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 
1 

1 

SM Sf Comments 

11 1 119 one per floor 

76.0 807 high density file system 

220 237 

60 65 

20 0 215 

45.0 484 3 floor elevator 

6.0 65 workstation with computer 

20.0 215 

18..0 194 

18 0 194 1 per floor 

5QO 538 assumes roof- top Air Handling Units 

20 0 215 

20 0 215 

25 27 

~m2NetArea 
~m2 Assignable Area 
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Ritchie Ketcheson 
Hart& 
Biggart 

VIA E-MAIL 

February 23, 2018 

Ms. Danielle Meuleman 
Crown Counsel 
Ministry of the Attorney General 
Legal Services Branch 
Environment and Climate Change 

Dear Ms. Meuleman: 

RE: THANE SMELTER- TOWN OF GEORGINA 

Ritchie Ketcheson Hart & Biggart LLP 
Barrisrers, So/icirors, Notaries 
1 Eva Road, Suite 206 
Toronto, Ontario 
M9C4ZS 

Tel: (416) 622-6601 
Fax: (416) 622-4713 
e-mail: mail@ritchieketcheson.com 

~ ~ndrew G.Biggart 
Tel: (416) 622-6601 Ext. 227 
abiggart@ritchieketcheson.com 

DIRECTOR'S ORDER OF JUNE 30,2016 AND FAILURES TO ENFORCE ORDERS 

I am writing concerning the Town's ongoing efforts to have the contamination at the Thane 
Smelter site addressed, not just on paper, but by way of an actual'clean-up' of the site. 

Without recounting the long history of the Town being on record as demanding that the Thane 
site be cleaned up at the expense of the owner/operator or, if necessary, at the expense of 
the Ministry of the Environment, it is accurate to state that the Town has been unwavering in 
its commitment and demand that the Thane site be cleaned up. 

As you are aware, it was when the Minister inexplicably revoked an Order P636001 (the 'clean 
up Order'') against Mr. Sniatowski and Thane Developments Ltd. that the Town took legal 
action by issuing an Application for Judicial Review regarding the Minister's revocation of the 
clean up Order. Apparently in response to the Application for Judicial Review commenced by 
Georgina and the Application for Judicial Review commenced by Georgina resident, Ms. 
Deborah Gordon, the Director issued a new Order, on June 30, 2016 ("the Director's Order), 
against Mr. Sniatowski and Thane Developments Ltd. requiring both parties to prepare and 
file a Work Plan. It was understood that Director's Order was to be the first step toward a 
clean-up of the Thane site. 

The Town and Ms. Gordon understood that the next step would include an Order requiring 
measures to prevent contamination from spreading from the Site. The Director clearly has 
the authority to issue such an order even in the absence of an acceptable mitigation plan from 
Mr. Sniatowski and Thane Developments Ltd. Given that the evidence before the Ministry 
indicates offsite migration from the site is ongoing, it is unclear why a subsequent Order has 
not been issued. 

Ritchie Ketcheson Hart & Biggart LLP 
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Since June 30, 2016, two Work Plans have been filed by Mr. Sniatowski and Thane 
Developments Ltd., both of which have been determined by the Ministry to not be in 
compliance with the Director's Order. It is the Town's understanding that the failure of Mr. 
Sniatowski and Thane Developments Ltd. has been brought to the attention of the Ministry's 
compliance branch and that a review is currently underway to determine whether any action 
will be taken as against either or both Mr. Sniatowski or Thane Developments Ltd. arising 
from their apparent failure to comply with the Director's Order. With respect to enforcement 
of the most recent Director's Order we understand that the Ministry purports to have been 
"investigating" the breach of this Order for approximately one year. The Ministry has provided 
no commitment concerning the timeframe in which steps will be taken as against Mr. 
Sniatowski or Thane Developments Ltd, or whether any steps will be taken at all in terms of 
enforcement of the Director's Order. 

Also outstanding is the enforcement of the June 2013 Director's Order 6086-93LL44-1 ("the 
PINC Order'') item number 3 of which required Mr. Sniatowski and Thane Developments Ltd. 
to submit to the Director, documentation detailing the proposed steps to be taken to establish, 
maintain and participate in a Public Input and Notification Committee. Pursuant to this Order, 
Mr. Sniatowski was required to establish and participate in the Public Input and Notification 
Committee to review and communicate the environmental conditions both on the Site and off 
the Site. Required objectives included "keeping the community informed about the activities 
on the Site and off the Site in relation to the requirements of my Director's order." Mr. 
Sniatowski has failed to utilize this process to keep the Town or Ms. Gordon informed of 
regulatory activities or site management proposals on the Site. We are unaware of any 
enforcement action taken against Mr. Sniatowski for failing to keep the community informed. 
We are also not aware of any new Director's Order requiring an improved public input and 
notification process. 

The history regarding this site and the Ministry's actions are very clear. The site was 
contaminated by Mr. Sniatowski or Thane Developments Ltd. The Town repeatedly 
contacted the Ministry to express concerns about the ongoing contamination and the Ministry 
took no enforcement action to address the contamination while the smelter plant was 
operational until a private resident threatened a private prosecution through his counsel in 
the late 1980s, after which the Ministry obtained several convictions. For a decade afterwards 
the contaminated material on the smelter site continued to accumulate in violation of the 
certificate of approval without meaningful enforcement measures from the Ministry. After the 
smelter plant closed, the Ministry has been entirely ineffective in causing any physical change 
at the Thane site and has allowed the contaminants to remain on the site and migrate to 
adjacent lands. The Director's Order was issued over a year and a half ago. The Thane site 
remains today as it was on the day that the Director's Order was issued. The Ministry has, 
for many years, issued Orders that it has not enforced. The Director's Order appears to be 
but one more Order that is to be added to the pile of Orders that are not enforced. 

The current status cannot continue and the failure of Mr. Sniatowski and Thane 
Developments Ltd. to fail to comply with the Director's Order cannot be allowed to continue. 
A definitive plan must be established in order to ensure that the Thane site is cleaned up 
without or without the involvement of Mr. Sniatowski and Thane Developments Ltd. Only the 

Ritchie Ketcheson Hare & Biggart LLP 
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Ministry can determine, through its enforcement abilities, the role that Mr. Sniatowski and 
Thane Developments Ltd. will play in the cost of the clean-up. 

As the Town has been more than patient in waiting for the clean-up of the Thane site, I would 
ask that the Ministry provide its response to the following questions within thirty (30) days of 
the date of this letter: 

·1. What steps have been taken as against either or both Mr. Sniatowski and Thane 
Developments Ltd. as a result of the Ministry's finding that they have failed to comply 
with the Director's Order? 

2. If no action has been taken as against Mr. Sniatowski and Thane Developments Ltd. 
at this time, when will a decision be made as to whether to take any action; 

3. What steps has the Ministry taken to require Mr. Sniatowski and Thane 
Developments Ltd. to clean up the site and stop the migration of the contaminants 
from the Thane site onto adjacent lands? 

4. If the Ministry has not taken any steps to require Mr. Sniatowski and Thane 
Developments Ltd. to stop the migration of the contaminants from the Thane site 
onto adjacent lands, why not? 

5. If Mr. Sniatowski and Thane Developments Ltd. are unable or unwilling to take any 
steps to clean-up the Thane Site, is the Ministry prepared to take the steps necessary 
to clean up the site and stop the migration of contaminants from the Thane site onto 
adjacent properties? 

6. If the answer to question 5 is no, why is the Ministry not prepared to take such steps? 

I look forward to receiving the Ministry's response. 

Yours very truly, 

RITCHIE KETCHESON 
HART & BIGGART LLP 

R. Andrew Biggart 

RAB/bjc 

Ritchie Ketcheson Hart & Biggart LLP 
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