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REPORT ON CODE OF CONDUCT MATTER 
COUNCILLOR PATRICK J. (PAT) EDWARDS

DIRECTION

I was appointed as the Integrity Commissioner for The Corporation of the Township of Georgian 
Bay (“Township") on an interim basis by Council on February 12, 2018 by By-law 2018-14. It is 
in that capacity in which I provide this report to Council.

On February 12, 2018 Council received “Integrity Commissioner 2017 Year-End Report”, dated 
the same day (the “Year-End Report"), from the Township’s former Integrity Commissioner 
("Former IC”).

Following receipt of the Year-End Report, Council passed Resolution C-52-2018 and directed:

• that the Final Report be sent to me for follow-up to determine if any further action is 
required, and

• that I consult with members of Council, staff and appropriate members of the public in 
regard to two matters, including Code of Conduct Investigation Report (Item B).

BACKGROUND

On May 4, 2017, the Former IC concluded her investigation on a formal complaint (the 
“Complaint") alleging that Area Councillor Ward 2 Patrick (Pat) Edwards (the “Councillor”) 
violated the Township’s Code of Conduct for Council, being By-law 2016-67 (the “Code”), by 
bullying and harassing Township staff.

The Former IC’s investigation report (the “Report") outlined her summary of the allegations 
against the Councillor, the particular provisions of the Code that were alleged to have been 
contravened by the Councillor, the background facts related to the complaint, the Councillor’s 
position and response to the complaint, the evidence, her analysis of the matter and her 
findings.

In the Year-End Report the Former IC summarized her investigation and the Report under “B. 
Code of Conduct Investigation Report” (i.e. Item B) at pages 2 and 3, noting as follows:

In May 2017, I concluded the investigation into the allegations that a Member of 
Council bullied and harassed staff, who were charged with implementing 
Council’s direction. My conclusions were that the Member of Council had 
contravened the Township’s Respectful Workplace Policy and Rule 5 of the 
Code.
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The Report set out a number of Recommendations pursuant to her findings that the Councillor 
had contravened the Code. These are set out at Part VII (page 26) of her Report as follows:

The Integrity Commissioner recommends:

1. That Council Reprimand the Respondent [i.e. Councillor] in Open Council.

2. That Council Suspend the honorarium of the Respondent for the equivalent of
a period of 30 days.

The Integrity Commissioner also recommends the following corrective actions:

1. That the Respondent refrain from email communications with staff except 
with respect to clarification of Council meeting dates, request for agenda 
items and general administrative matters required for the exercise of his 
duties as an elected official.

2. That for all other matters, that the Respondent only communicate with 
staff through the CEO of the Municipality.

3. That 1 and 2 above be in effect for a period that will conclude on January 
1, 2018, after which time the Integrity Commissioner will review 
compliance with these conditions and make a determination on which the 
correction actions should be terminated.

4. That Council direct staff through the Chief Administrative Officer to enact 
policy to appropriately ensure effective compliance with these 
recommendations in adherence with the Township’s obligations of an 
employer to protect employees from harassing and abusive behaviour.

On May 8, 2017, Council accepted the Former IC’s Report and her recommendations, and 
passed Resolution C-130-2017, attached hereto as Appendix "A”.

In her Year-End Report, the Former IC sets out the following on page 3:

More recently, and in accordance with Recommendation 3 of the May Code of 
Conduct investigation report, I conducted a review of the Respondent’s 
compliance with the recommendations. I have received no evidence that the 
Respondent ever complied with the requirement that he only communicate with 
staff through the CEO of the Municipality. Further, in contravention of 
recommendation 1 of the Code investigation report, the Respondent continues to 
email staff on matters that go beyond the recommended clarification of Council 
meeting dates, request for agenda items and general administrative matters 
required for the exercise of his duties as an elected official.

Council’s direction to me as Integrity Commissioner seeks to have me consult with applicable 
persons with respect to the above-noted investigation, the Report, penalties and corrective 
actions, and to determine if any further action is required.

Council’s direction to me as Integrity Commissioner is authorized by subsection 223.3(1) of the 
Municipal Act, 2001.1
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REVIEW

In order to comply with Council’s direction, I undertook the following steps:

• Review of the Former IC’s Report;

• Review of the Year-End Report;

• Correspondence with Mayor Braid and Township CAO Laurie Kennard with respect to 
whether they had any knowledge or information pertaining to the Councillor’s compliance 
or non-compliance with the corrective measures imposed by Council;

• Correspondence with the Councillor with respect to his compliance or non-compliance 
with the corrective measures imposed by Council (copy attached as Appendix "B”);

• Meeting with the Councillor on February 26, 2018.

A draft of this report, with recommendations, was provided to the Councillor on March 1, 2018. 
He was provided with an opportunity to provide comments on the report. The following direction 
was specifically provided to the Councillor at the time:

The draft Report has been provided to you for final review and comments; it is 
not being provided to you in order to open up the entire Report for 
reconsideration or discussion.

The Councillor requested a modest extension to the deadline to comment which was provided 
with the above statement being re-iterated.

The Councillor responded on March 14, 2018. His opening sentence commenced, “Please find 
the attached file (19 pages) which is my response to your draft report sent out earlier this 
month.” In summary, the Councillor noted that he disagreed with the conclusions set out in the 
draft report and set out eight separate reasons why, including:

• the conduct which resulted in the complaint has not recurred,

• he has acted reasonably and in good faith throughout based on his understanding of 
Council’s decision,

• the failure of Council or staff to earlier question the Councillor’s interpretation of 
Council’s decision, and

• the delay in seeking a review of the Councillor’s compliance with the corrective actions.

The Councillor also appeared to challenge the Former IC’s original investigation and report (i.e. 
he noted that there was a failure to fully investigate as well as a failure to consider “other 
important matters impacting the Township and Council”, and the improper imposition of “reverse 
onus”).

The Councillor’s comments have been taken into consideration in the preparation of this report.
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FINDINGS

It is my conclusion that corrective actions 1 and 2 as set out in Resolution C-130-2017 are clear 
and straightforward and that my task in undertaking this review is to determine whether the 
Councillor has complied with them. This review did not and could not require me to either re
investigate the original complaint, reconsider the Former IC’s investigation or report or re
evaluate Resolution C-130-2017 in whole or in part.

As noted above, corrective measure 1 required the Councillor to “...refrain from email 
correspondence with staff except with respect to clarification of Council meeting dates, request 
for agenda items and general administrative matters required for the exercise of his duties as an 
elected official.” Corrective measure 2 required that for all other matters, the Councillor was 
required to communicate with staff through Mayor Braid,

The Former IC undertook further inquiries with respect to the Councillor’s actions and noted in 
her Year-End Report that she received no evidence of the Councillor’s compliance with the 
corrective measures imposed by Council. In fact she noted that the Councillor continued to 
correspond directly with municipal staff.

My review of the matter has led to the same conclusion. When questioned as to whether the 
Councillor had complied with corrective measures 1 and 2, Mayor Braid indicated that to the 
best of his recollection, the Councillor did not go through him to communicate with staff. He 
advised that he was aware that the Councillor “went directly to staff” and merely copied him. 
The Councillor reiterated several times to me that he had always copied the CAO on his 
correspondence to staff. It was pointed out to him that Council’s resolution specifically identified 
that it was the CEO (i.e. the Mayor) that he was to communicate through. The Councillor 
remarked that this would be an essentially unworkable situation.

CAO Kennard provided a number of recent emails (some containing email chains) from the 
Councillor to various members of municipal staff that could not be construed as matters related 
“to clarification of Council meeting dates, request for agenda items and general administrative 
matters required for the exercise of his duties as an elected official.” One correspondence in 
reply to the Councillor even states that, "Notes like yours below cause considerable 
unnecessary stress on staff.” Undeterred, the Councillor continued with his correspondence 
seeking to further engage with the staff member. Accordingly, the Councillor’s claims that no 
one questioned his interpretation of his understanding of the corrective actions is not true.

During my meeting with the Councillor he expressed a large number of concerns with respect to 
various matters at the Township. He advised me of a significant number of matters that he 
believes to be problematic and that he views as being symptomatic of bad government and 
administration.

The Councillor was candid in advising me that he is forthright with his views and that he, at 
times, expresses them in strong terms. He indicated that he does so at Council, with other 
members of Council and also with staff. He holds what I believe to be honestly-held views 
about the Township’s administration and operation, and that it is his job as an elected 
representative to voice his and the electorate’s dissatisfaction to those in power. He believes 
that he is acting in the public interest and is simply voicing a demonstrably dissenting voice on 
Council.
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The expression of a forceful minority opinion is acceptable provided it is respectfully delivered 
and does not amount to bullying and harassment of staff. The Former IC concluded that staff 
were, in fact, being bullied and harassed by the Councillor, and she recommended a monetary 
penalty and corrective actions. These determinations are not subject to review.

With respect to the corrective measures imposed by Council, the Councillor advised me during 
our meeting that he:

(a) did not seek to challenge Resolution C-130-2017 in any way, either by a complaint to the 
Ontario Ombudsman under s. 14 of the Ombudsman Act,2 by way of judicial review 
pursuant to s. 2 of the Judicial Review Procedure ActI3 or by an application to quash 
under s. 273 of the Municipal Act, 2001;

(b) has complied with corrective measure 1 and has only emailed staff with respect to 
clarification of Council meeting dates, request for agenda items and general 
administrative matters required for the exercise of his duties as an elected official;

(c) has not complied with corrective action 2 by only communicating with staff through the 
Mayor because that would be an “impossible” measure.

His subsequent submissions sought to challenge the original investigation of the Former IC and 
allege that her report limits his ability to effectively represent his constituents, and that 
Resolution C-130-2017 is vague and unclear. In other words, the Councillor attempted to re
argue his case which is expressly what I had advised him that he was not entitled to do as part 
of this review. As noted earlier, my task was not to re-investigate the entire complaint against 
the Councillor nor to reassess the Former IC’s investigation.

CONCLUSIONS

Resolution C-130-2017 was passed on May 8, 2017 and was not challenged. The resolution 
contained corrective measures imposed upon the Councillor.

The Former IC undertook further inquiries, as noted in her Year-End Report, as to whether the 
Councillor had complied with the corrective measures that she recommended and that Council 
imposed.

With respect to corrective measure 1, the Former IC indicated there was no evidence that the 
Councillor had complied with the requirement. Conversely, the Councillor contended that he 
complied fully with the corrective measure and that he did not email staff beyond "general 
administrative matters required for the exercise of his duties as an elected official.”

I have concluded that the meaning to be accorded to corrective measure 1 is not nearly as 
broad as the Councillor has interpreted it to be. In my view, the Former IC, who is well-qualified 
and experienced in dealing with matters relating to municipal operations and administration, 
intended to impose a narrow and limited exception relating to corrective action 1. She did not 
intend in any way to preclude the Councillor from representing his constituents and has not 
done so with respect to corrective action 1.
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Moreover, the exception was restricted to matters related to administration. This is made clear 
by the reference to “general administrative matters”. The exception was not intended to permit 
correspondence with staff related to substantive, legislative or executive matters.

According to the “limited class rule” of statutory interpretation, “[whatever the particular 
document one is construing, when one finds a clause that sets out a list of specific words, 
followed by a general term, it will normally be appropriate to limit the general term to the genus 
of the narrow enumeration that precedes it”.4

In this case, the inclusion of the term “general administrative affairs” following two specific 
matters related to meeting dates and agenda items requires that the term “general 
administrative matters” be given a limited scope and that the term be restricted to the category 
of the narrow list that precedes it. The Oxford English Dictionary defines “administrative” as 
“pertaining to management of affairs”. This, in conjunction with my finding above regarding the 
limited class rule of statutory interpretation, leaves no doubt that the Councillor has failed to 
comply with corrective action 1 imposed by Council.

Moreover, the application of a more expansive interpretation of "general administrative matters” 
would render the inclusion of corrective measure 2 redundant.

In my view, the Councillor’s email correspondence with staff that I reviewed for the purposes of 
this Report has extended beyond “general administrative matters required for the exercise of his 
duties as an elected official.”

While I do not concur with the Councillor’s position that his emails to staff fell within the ambit of 
the parameters established by corrective action 1, to the extent that there is any ambiguity, this 
Report should provide guidance as to what the Former IC intended by recommending this 
measure. It is my view that the corrective action was deliberately worded to provide for a very 
scoped exception for emails to be sent directly to Township staff from the Councillor. This report 
should clarify the corrective actions for the Councillor and he is expected to comply with them 
henceforth.

In any event, should there be any uncertainty of application, I am available to provide guidance 
to the Councillor and to Township staff and Council.

Based on the evidence of email correspondence emanating from the Councillor to municipal 
staff, there is direct proof that the Councillor has not refrained from corresponding with staff and 
that he has not first gone through the Mayor as required by corrective action 2. There is no 
evidence that the Councillor complied with this requirement based on responses provided by 
Mayor Braid. The Councillor has admitted that he has not complied with corrective action 2.

It is clear that the Councillor disagrees with the Former IC and Council. This does not entitle the 
Councillor to act in open defiance of Resolution C-130-2017.
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RECOMMENDATION

In view of the findings that the Councillor has not complied with the corrective measures as 
imposed by Council and appears to have done so deliberately, and even in the face of 
comments from municipal staff that his direct correspondence to staff is having a debilitating 
effect on them, the Councillor continued to breach the restrictions imposed upon him.

Therefore, in order to seek to deter a continued contravention of the corrective measures 
imposed by Council, it is my recommendation that Council:

1. Reprimand the Councillor for his failure to comply with corrective actions 1 and 2;

2. Continue the imposition of corrective actions 1 and 2 until the end of the current term of 
Council;

3. Direct the Integrity Commissioner to review the status of the Councillor’s compliance 
with corrective actions 1 and 2 and report back to Council.

I am specifically not recommending a further suspension of the Councillor’s remuneration at this 
time. However, it is expected that the Councillor will respect Council’s decision and cease 
openly defying the collective will of the Township’s duly-elected governing body.

Respectfully submitted,

33=0 Ajv^
John Mascarin 
Integrity Commissioner
The Corporation of the Township of Georgian Bay 

Dated this 20th day of March, 2018
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0130-2017 
Wiancko / Douglas
BE IT RESOLVED THAT Council accepts the report of the Integrity 
Commissioner relating to the investigation under the Code of Conduct 
relating to the conduct of Councillor Pat Edwards as presented at the 
May 8, 2017 Council meeting;
AND THAT as recommended by the Integrity Commissioner, Council:
• Issues a verbal reprimand to Councillor Edwards in Open Council
♦ Suspends the honourarium of Councillor Edwards for the 
equivalent of a period of 30 days effective immediately.
AND FURTHER THAT Council accepts the recommendations of the 
Integrity Commissioner and hereby directs the following corrective 
actions:
1. Councillor Edwards is required to refrain from email 

communications with staff except with respect to clarification of 
Council meeting dates, request for agenda items and general 
administrative matters required for the exercise of his duties as 
an elected official;

2. For all other matters, Councillor Edwards will communicate with 
staff through the CEO (Mayor) of the Municipality;

3. That 1 and 2 above shall be in effect for a period that will 
conclude on January 1, 2018, after which time the Integrity 
Commissioner will review compliance with these conditions and 
make a determination on whether the corrective actions should b 
terminated.

Recorded Vote
Councillors Bochek, Douglas, Kay, Wiancko and Mayor Braid - 
Yea
Councillor Cooper and Edwards - Nay 
CARRIED
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John Mascarin '• .
February-20-18 4:15 PM 
'councillor.edwards@gbtownship.ca' 
Council Resolution C-130-2017

Councillor Edwards,

As you know, on February 12, 2018 Council enacted By-law 2018-14 appointing me as the Integrity 
Commissioner for The Corporation of the Township of Georgian Bay (the "Township”) on an interim basis,

That same day Council received "Integrity Commissioner 2017 Year-End Report” from the Township's former 
Integrity Commissioner. Council passed Resolution C-52-2018 directing: .

• That the Integrity Commissioner 2017 Year-End Report be sent to me for follow-up to determine if any 
further action is required, and

• That I consult with members of Council, staff and appropriate members of the public in regard to two 
matters, including Code of Conduct Investigation Report (Item B),

Code of Conduct Investigation Report (Item B) pertains to an investigation report finding that you breached the 
Township’s Code of Conduct for Council and the Township’s Respectful Workplace Policy.

The former Integrity Commissioner had recommended a number of corrective actions which Council imposed 
as follows by the above-referenced Resolution C-130-2017:

1. Councillor Edwards is required to refrain from email communications with staff except with respect 
to clarification of Council meeting dates, request for agenda items and general administrative 
matters required for the exercise of his duties as an elected official;

2. For all other matters, Councillor Edwards will communicate with staff through the CEO (Mayor) 
of the Municipality;

3. That 1 and 2 above shall be in effect for a period that will conclude on January 1, 2018, after 
which time the Integrity Commissioner will review compliance with these conditions and make a 
determination on which the corrective actions should be terminated.

I have interpreted Council's direction to me as pertaining specifically to Item 3 above (i.e. to determine if you 
have complied with the obligations set out in Items 1 and 2) and to advise if any further action is required. I 
intend to provide a report to Council on this matter.

Accordingly, would you kindly advise me as follows:

• Have you complied with Items 1 and 2 of Resolution C-130-2017?

• If so, please provide me with any records evidencing such compliance.

• If not, kindly provide me with an explanation as to why you have not complied with Items 1 and 2 of 
Resolution C-130-2017.

Please note that the Former Integrity Commissioner noted as follows at page 3 of the Integrity Commissioner 
2017 Year-End Report:

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

l



More recently, and in accordance with Recommendation 2 of the May Code of Conduct 
investigation report, I conducted a review of the Respondent’s compliance with the 
recommendations. I have received no evidence that the Respondent ever complied with the 
requirement that he only communicate with staff through the CEO of the Municipality, Further, in 
contravention of recommendation 1 of the Code investigation report, the Respondent continues 
to email staff on matters that go beyond the recommended clarification of Council meeting dates, 
request for agenda items and general administrative matters required for the exercise of his duties 
as an elected official.

I would appreciate a response from you no later than 4 pm on Tuesday February 27, 2018. If this timing 
poses a problem, kindly advise me at your earliest opportunity. My full contact information is noted below.

Please note that all communications are confidential and that this matter is to remain strictly confidential 
between us until my report becomes public.

I thank you in advance for your cooperation in this matter.

John Mascarin
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