Brant Burrow

1969 Sharpes Lane, RR 1
Brockville, ON K6V 5T1
(613) 342-9006
brantb@ripnet.com

September 2nd, 2014

The Township of Elizabethtown-Kitley
6544 New Dublin Rd., RR 2
Addison, ON KOE 1A0

Mr. Mayor, Councillors, Clerk-Administrator,

To pre-emptively address possible concerns regarding costs associated with the
consumption of letterhead, envelopes, postage, staff time, etc., there is no need to mail a
printed acknowledgement of the receiving of this letter. | routinely attend Council meetings,
and will be aware of its receipt as part of the corresponding agenda package. If Council or
Stalff feel obliged to issue some sort of official acknowledgement of receipt, it can be done via
email to the address stated above. Direct responses to content herein, should any be
forthcoming, may certainly be issued in written/mailed form.

Recently (at its August 11, 2014 meeting) Council voted to engage Stecardan Associates, at
cost of $7,000, to conduct a salary review with respect to Pay Equity and Market Value. As
Council is already well aware, this is an unbudgeted item involving a substantial cost, and |
am writing to urge Council to revisit this matter.

The topic was first discussed at Council’'s June 16, 2014 Working Session, as part of the
receiving of Staff Report A-14-28. In this report, the Clerk clearly outlined that "during the
past two audits the auditor has suggested that it is time to complete a pay equity review as
part of a market review to ensure that the Township continues to be in compliance with
legislation”.

Some Councillors questioned why, if this was a known requirement, the item had not been
part of this year's budget process. The Clerk responded "because the budget was already
done by the time the auditor brought it up again”, and that seemed to satisfy Council. No one
at the Council table picked up on the clear contradiction between the Clerk's own written
report, and the verbal response given.

During the Public Question period of that same meeting, | raised a serious concern -
indicating that the Clerk's verbal answer was neither accountable nor acceptable, in light of
the report clearly indicating that the auditor had indeed identified the issue previously (ie.
"during the past two audits..."). The Mayor noted my comments and excused the issue by
suggesting that previous Councils had overlooked it, too.

If we dig a little deeper into Report A-14-28, we find even more significance. If the auditor
suggested last year that such a study should be conducted, it begs the question of whether
or not the Township was already in breach of legislation at that time? If so, clearly there has
been no consequence for Council's inaction on the matter, so why worry about it now when
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we are already two thirds of the way through the current fiscal year? Surely it could wait
another few months and be dealt with as a properly-budgeted item for next year.

It appears that this would not be the first time senior Administrative Staff have put the
Township in a position of being in breach of legislation. For instance, for the last 3
consecutive years, the Township has apparently failed to comply with the requirements of
Regulation 284/09.

That piece of legislation is straightforward and concise; even a layperson can understand it.
Here is a pertinent excerpt (the emphasis shown is my own, for clarity):

Section 2.1

For 2011 and subsequent years, the municipality or local board shall, before
adopting a budget for the year that excludes any of the expenses listed in section 1,

(a) prepare a report about the excluded expenses; and
(b) adopt the report by resolution.

I cannot find any record, whatsoever, of such a report being presented or adopted at all in
2011.

In 2012, the budget was officially adopted on April 10, 2012 by way of Resolution 154-12
(which included the third reading of By-law 12-14 - A By-law to Adopt Estimates of Revenue
... etc.). The corresponding Reconciliation Report (F-12-09) was not presented and adopted
(by way of Resolution 265-12) until July 16, 2012 ... 97 days beyond the legislated
requirement.

In 2013, the budget was officially adopted on March 25, 2013 by way of Resolution 111-13
(which solely addressed the third reading of By-law 13-16 - A By-law to Adopt Estimates of
Revenue ... etc.). The corresponding Reconciliation Report (F-13-09) was not presented
and adopted (by way of Resolution 144-13) until April 22, 2013 ... 28 days beyond the
legislated requirement.

This year, the budget was officially adopted on May 26, 2014 by way of Resolution 181-14
(which included the third reading of By-law 14-25 - A By-law to Adopt Estimates of Revenue
... etc.). The corresponding Reconciliation Report (F-14-05) was not presented and adopted
(by way of Resolution 225-14) until July 14, 2014 ... 49 days beyond the legislated
requirement.

By way of these past actions, this Council has made it clear that legislative compliance is not
an especially high priority.

However, if Council is bent on proceeding with the Pay Equity and Market Value review in
the current fiscal year, then | call on Council to "do the right thing" - to hold the Administration
Department accountable for this year's unexpected and unbudgeted $7,000 expense in the
same punitive way that it held the Waste Management operations of Public Works
Department accountable for an unexpected and unbudgeted $12,000 expense last year.
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Specifically, at its September 23, 2013 Regular Meeting, Council voted THAT no staff or
member of the Waste Management Committee will attend a conference in 2013, due to the
budget overage of $12,042.61. (The emphasis shown is my own, for clarity. Note that,
to-date, Council's official minutes for that meeting remain incomplete and inaccurate. The
motion as stated above is a true reflection of the actual proceedings of the meeting.)

Therefore, in order to be consistent and fair in its treatment of all departments, Council
should immediately pass a similar motion — namely, THAT no Administrative staff will attend
a conference in 2014, due to the budget overage of $7,000.

To allow this matter to proceed without any consequence would be hypocritical and would

demonstrate clear favouratism towards the Administration Department.

Respectfully,

Brant Burrow

Cc: selected media
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