PETITION - Background Information

ISSUE #1 — SAVING THE WASTE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

Recently, the Council decided to take a look at dismantling many of the Township’s existing and long-
standing Committees (eg. Waste Management Committee, Recreation Committee, Heritage Committee,
Environmental Conservation and Advisory Committee, and the Fire Service Liaison Committee —to name
just a few), with the idea that most of them could be replaced with a “Committee of the Whole”
approach. The official justification for this restructuring is that it will (supposedly) save money.

There is an important issue at stake with the prospect of eliminating or changing these long-standing
methods of public access to local government procedure.

In case you don’t know what a “Committee of the Whole” is, it is essentially the same group of people
who form the Council (i.e. the Mayor and Councillors) meeting in a less formal environment, where the
meeting is governed by (more relaxed) Committee procedures rather than (more formal) Council
procedures. Typically, no members of the public sit on a “Committee of the Whole” — whereas the
normal/traditional Committees typically do have members of the public.

See the difference? The “Committee of the Whole” approach removes a significant check-and-balance
in the whole process, by dramatically reducing (actually, all but eliminating) public input and impact on
the proceedings. Sure, you should still be allowed to attend the meetings to observe the proceedings,
and you might even be allowed to ask some questions — but, there is no public component to any votes
which may take place, or instructions which may be given to staff. On the other hand, with the
existing/traditional Committee structure, the public members who sit on the various Committees do get
a vote. Furthermore, it is typically a member of the public who sits as Chair of a traditional Committee —
but not so, with a “Committee of the Whole”. This is like allowing the fox to guard the hen house.

Council's idea that moving to a "Committee of the Whole" will yield significant savings, is really a “penny
wise, pound foolish” approach. Let’s look at an example — the Waste Management Committee. The
total annual honourarium budget for this Committee (which consists of 7 people - 2 members of the
public and 3 Councillors, all 5 of whom get a vote; a recording secretary and staff resource, and the
Director of Public Works; these latter 2 do not vote) amounts to $2,480. Across the (roughly) 3,900
homes in the Township, that amounts to a cost of less than 65 cents per household, per year.

If a single “Committee of the Whole” replaces all of the dismantled Committees, it could easily be
overwhelmed by the sheer volume and breadth of topics it will have to deal with. The Waste
Management Committee, on the other hand, focuses on only one area — making sure that the
Township’s waste and recycling programs are running efficiently, and coming up with new proposals and
initiatives to save money and/or to access additional Provincial funding.

The Waste Management Committee has an established history of outperforming its budget. In January
of this year, the Waste Management Committee presented Council with a proposal which had the
potential to save the Township budget tens of thousands of dollars in the last several months alone.
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Unfortunately, Council has only acted upon a small portion of that proposal. So far, Council's lack of
action has already cost tax payers those very tens of thousands of dollars.

Considering the work the Waste Management Committee does, 65 cents a year represents tremendous
value. In fact, if Council had acted on more of the Committee’s proposal, the savings from that proposal
alone would have more than paid for the Committee, for several years to come. And, if Council no
longer has the advise and watchful eye of a public Committee, one can only imagine what even further
inaction could cost tax payers.

Please consider indicating your support for the Waste Management Committee in its present form.

ISSUE #2 — REINSTATING THE BRUSH FEES

A short while ago, the Mayor received a complaint, from a vocal resident, regarding “brush fees” (the
fees charged for disposing of a pickup truck full of brush and yard waste). The Mayor subsequently
ram-rodded through a unilateral "policy" to waive of the brush fees.

He introduced the topic as “new business” during an afternoon Working Session meeting (which
convened at 4:40pm on Monday, September 17", 2012 — a time at which it was unlikely that the public
would be in attendance). Here is an excerpt from the official minutes of that meeting:

Mayor Pickard requested discussion by Council on the disposal of residential brush at the
Township’s landfill site. Staff was instructed to draft an update to By-law 02-17 to
permit tires and residential brush into the landfill site. It was agreed that residential
brush is to be accepted at the landfill site, free of charge, effective immediately.

Since then, there seems to have been a free-for-all at the landfill site. People who want to clear large
portions of their land have been able to do so, and have had the opportunity to bring truck load after
truck load of material into the landfill at no charge. The problem is, there is a cost associated with
grinding the material, and it takes up valuable space in the landfill. It should not be free. Essentially,
everyone who does not take any brush into the landfill, is unfairly subsidizing those who do. The system
was working just fine the way it was, before one resident in particular caused a ruckus (note: the Mayor
apparently made remarks at a subsequent Council meeting, admitting that he really only ever received
one complaint).

Ordinarily, a resolution or a By-Law amendment is required for such changes, but the Ontario Municipal
Act does provide some latitude for Councils to get around that. Generally, Councils which subscribe to
open government do not use "back door" tactics. These types of questionable activities are discussed in
the recent report by the Ontario Ombudsman, André Marin.
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Prior to this “expedient” (albeit, permissible) procedural maneuver on the part of the Mayor, the fee
had been set at $25 for a pickup truck full of brush — the same as it would be for a truck load of
residential construction waste. After all, the brush gets ground up using the same heavy equipment as
construction waste, and it takes up space in the landfill, just like construction waste (and other waste)
does.

If it can somehow be shown that actual costs associated with managing and grinding the brush are less
than those associated with managing and grinding the construction waste, then it would certainly be
appropriate to set the fee at a lower rate. However, until that can be shown, it only seems fair that the
brush fee should remain as it was.

Please consider indicating your support for efforts to have Council revisit the issue of brush fees, and
once again set the fee at either its previous rate, or at an “actual cost” rate — whichever is lower.

ISSUE #3 — UNNECESSARY EXPENSE OF RECYCLING PROGRAM

As previously mentioned (on page 1), the Waste Management Committee presented a proposal to
Council in January which included, among other things, changing the service provider the Township uses
to have recyclable materials hauled away and processed. The reason the Committee included this
component in its proposal is because it became aware that another service provider was able to provide
a suitable hauling service to the Township at a significantly reduced rate, and that the arrangement
would also eliminate the burdensome per-tonne “processing fee” which the Township is currently
incurring.

As you might expect, switching service providers would necessitate “breaking” the current contract with
the existing provider. However, this should not pose a problem, since it has been suggested that there
is likely an “escape clause” in the contract. And, given that the fees associated with the existing contract
seem to be blatantly uncompetitive and excessive, there should not even be any moral concerns over
exercising the “escape clause”. Yet, to date, Council has done absolutely nothing to pursue the cost-
saving opportunity — essentially leaving thousands of dollars “on the table” for months.

Please consider indicating your support for efforts to have Council take action on this matter.

ISSUE #4 — CURBSIDE PICKUP

Are you aware that residents in the north end of the Township (the former Kitley area) have enjoyed
weekly curbside pickup services (i.e. recyclables and “garbage”) for several years? Granted, they pay for
it by way of a separate levy on their tax bill — about $110/yr (a little over $9/mth).
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Does the convenience of curbside pickup appeal to you? Would you like to see the service provided to
all residents of the Township? While no hard figures have been finalized, it seems it may be possible for
them to do just that at a very reasonable cost — much less than north end residents are currently paying.
What would you consider to be a reasonable cost — something like S5 or S6 per month (S60-S72/yr)?

In addition to the direct benefits to the residents (convenience, saving time, saving money on gas), there
are some subtle benefits — at the Township level — to having a single, Township-wide curbside pickup
program in place. Right now, there is a mishmash of waste/recycling programs in the Township — some
curbside pickup, some “self-serve” access at the waste site, and some private contractor arrangements.
The problem is, the Township is not able to properly measure/manage and report (Provincially) on all of
the waste and recyclable materials which are being “generated” in the Township. In some cases, this
reduces the Township’s ability to access additional funding to help offset the cost of its recycling
operations, because it appears to be a “poor performer” (even though that really isn’t the case).

But with a Township-run, Township-wide curbside pickup program, the Township would be able to
properly measure/manage and report on the materials — allowing them to fully access funding ... which
ultimately benefits all tax payers. And, we would probably add a permanent job or two to our local
economy — which may not be much, but every little bit helps.

Please consider indicating your support for efforts to study, and possibly implement, a Township-wide
curbside pickup program.

ISSUE #5 — OMBUDSMAN

If you follow the news at all, you no doubt will know that the Ontario Ombudsman (the Province’s
“watchdog”) recently released a very telling report on the state of municipal affairs in Ontario. It seems
that many Councils are holding meetings behind closed doors when they shouldn’t be ... or holding
meetings under otherwise questionable circumstances ... or, just in general, conducting themselves in a
way that is not transparent or accountable.

Some of the Ombudsman’s investigations have taken place pretty close to home — the Township of
Edwardsburg-Cardinal, and the Township of Leeds and Thousand Islands. If you think the Council for
Elizabethtown-Kitley escaped his crosshairs because they are more open about the way they conduct
their affairs, think again. There are other reasons.

Did you know that, even if the Ombudsman’s office received a complaint about Elizabethtown-Kitley, he
would not be able to investigate it? Why? Because Elizabethtown-Kitley has already named a 3" party
as their designated investigator — something which Ontario’s Municipal Act does give them the
opportunity to do. This 3" party is LAS (Local Authority Services), a branch of AMO (Association of
Municipalities of Ontario), which — despite what its name sounds like —is not a Provincial body.
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AMO is essentially a lobby group, or advocacy group, working on behalf of its member Municipalities,
against (though they say “with”) the Provincial government. Make no mistake ... since AMO/LAS service
their members, their vested interest lies in keeping the Municipalities happy — not necessarily the
Province, and certainly not the Public.

Here’s something else you may not know .. when the Ombudsman is the one to conduct an
investigation, there is no cost involved — to either the complainant, or the Township in question. But in
the case of most 3™ party investigators (including the LAS), there is a retainer fee which is paid by the
Township (i.e. regardless of whether or their services are actually used). If a complaint is made and an
incident is investigated, there is an additional cost on top of that.

Think about that for a moment. Since the Township was perfectly at liberty to leave the status quo (i.e.
allow investigations, if any arise, to be carried out by the Ombudsman — at no cost), why do you suppose
Council would choose to incur the expense of naming LAS as their investigator instead? Draw your own
conclusions. Aren’t they constantly crying about trying to control costs at every end and turn?

Do you sense a theme here? Recall that Council wants to dismantle most of the Township’s traditional
Committees (which have members of the public), and replace them with a “Committee of the Whole”
system (which does not have the same public participation/oversight). Doesn't this all look like
examples of the fox guarding the hen house? Are you comfortable with all of that?

Please consider indicating your support for efforts to force Council to sever their relationship with LAS
as soon as possible, and embrace fully open and transparent government.

Page 5 of 5



