
Notes for discussion with Angela Pierman  

“I reviewed the CAO’s report once more. Both of you have indicated it’s flawed. 
I am sincerely wondering what you see as missing or what more needs to be added. 
If you would like to meet in person to discuss this matter instead of emailing me, 
that would be much appreciated also.” 

Angela Pierman 18 Feb 2026 

Meeting Arranged for 4pm Tuesday 24th with Mike Champagne and Frank Johnson 

Notes for the meeting. 

1.  There are some surveys of staff remuneration in municipalities: 

For example:  CUPE-Ontario-Municipal-Survey_Final-1.pdf 

This and other similar reports are generic, broad brush, and simply offer anodyne advice to 
municipalities and employees without acknowledgement of the specific circumstances.  
The conclusions could be applied to any work unit within the public or even the private 
sector.  If you want to attract and retain staff you look after them, offer reasonable 
compensation and rewarding convivial working conditions.  For many years I have 
successfully run private companies, and helped on the boards of NGOs, charitable 
organisations and the public sector using  such principles.  Membership in any capacity of 
a fiscally responsible organisation that delivers valuable public good is itself highly 
motivational. 

2.  Major Issues with the report. 

Detailed critique of the report CAO-2026-05 

This report appears to have been thrown together in great haste, there are many 
corrections, considerable repetition, and little effort is made to provide a coherent 
summary for executive decision-making.  An inchoate report of 54 pages is not a 
convincing or acceptable document for decision making.  

Here are just few examples of the problems with the details: 

There are no comparative data from similar townships with respect to assessment base; 
mix of population; or budget.   

A detailed analysis of finance department requirements is required.  Clerical tasks account 
for the majority of the workload described.  How will those be addressed by the position 
and structure proposed? 

https://cupe.on.ca/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/CUPE-Ontario-Municipal-Survey_Final-1.pdf


The report alludes to late audits and missed FIR deadlines but doesn't state what the 
consequences are — potential provincial sanctions, qualified audit opinions, or 
reputational damage with ratepayers.   

Paid Overtime hours were 253 (2022);  277(2023); 152(2024) and 76(2025) respectively.  At 
a nominal rate of $50/hour (High for clerical, modest for professional), even 277 hours is 
only $14K, and the number of hours has declined to nearly a quarter of that (76 in 2025).  
How can this possibly justify a new position at $133,000 per annum?  The discussion that 
follows these figures on overtime is convoluted. 

No multi-year budget impact is provided.  Even if 2026 is funded from surplus/contingency, 
what about 2027 and beyond? 

There is going to be outcry against any budget increase, what areas of expense can be 
reduced to fund this position? 

There is passing reference to “items not being done” but they are not quantified in terms of 
risk; audit completion delays; etc. 

Job descriptions have conflicting lines of reporting.   

Solutions 

A thorough, independent external review is required to resolve these many deep issues 
with the report.  It should not be up to Council members or the public to fill in the gaps of a 
shoddy report!  A staff member paid on the 80th percentile should be asked to revise it. 

3. Context for criticism 

The broader challenge is illustrated in the recently circulated broadsheet “Did You Know?”, 
which will be appended to this.  TVT has raised our taxes by 29.6% in four years, twice as 
fast as under the previous council.  Does this reflect the sum of inflation, population and 
property value increase?   We suspect not.  Does this align with other municipalities within 
the Lanark County?  Certainly not.  Can you really justify a further increase in staff salaries 
on top of the 57% increase over the past three years?  Again, we venture not. 

In general, an increase in staff salaries beyond that of inflation and increased tax base 
requires a high threshold of justification.  This report does not provide it. 

Should the overall budget be amended to make savings elsewhere?  This would be a 
reasonable and responsible approach, requiring a repeat of the entire budget process and 
public consultation.  To make a wholesale revision of the budget based on one hastily 
drafted report introduced at an in-camera session without any time for public review and 
comment begs for restraint.  To proceed on this basis makes a complete mockery of public 
consultation and exhibits hubris on the part of Council and Staff. 



And further review should assess and quantify the savings expected to accrue from the 
new finance software (as well as the expected costs of its introduction and 
commissioning). 

It should also assess the work that can be contracted out, shared with other office staff, or 
other methods to catch up on backlog, reduce the few remaining overtime hours etc.  

Solutions 

A substantial external review is required before any action can be contemplated.  The case 
has been thrown together with many errors and adjustments in response to a propitious 
change in circumstances.  There is very little justification provided for the approach 
proposed and there are many alternate solutions that should be investigated, together with 
a report from an external auditor on terms of reference to be set by Council. 

4.  Integrity  -  Issues with Township. 

Without delving into the voluminous information that the attached broadsheet links to, the 
following issues highlight our first-hand experience: 

- The Council motion to eliminate the RAA in 2019 was passed but never 
implemented.  

- The PURWG report on which we worked for 2 years was effectively shelved 
without discussion or explanation.  

- The egregious bylaw enforcing RAA was passed despite overwhelming public 
input against it.  

- A very costly appeal to the OLT was required to restore almost a status quo.  
- And even that was undermined by the inaccurate comment from Township 

submitted to the FOCA February 2025 newsletter.   
- That required further legal intervention to correct, and we abruptly terminated 

our attempt to reset relationships with Council. 

In each of these instances, about which I have detailed knowledge, we were misled or 
misinformed about the rationale.  Trust was eroded, and as Andrew Kendrick reminded us: 
David Johnston’s “Trust” is essential reading;  once trust is lost it is very hard to regain. 

5.  Conclusion 

Against this backdrop of detailed shortcomings, the broader context and the many very 
serious issues with the Township, we are wary of placing confidence in yet another hastily- 
drafted and verbose justification for increasing the tax burden.  We therefore submit that 
the report is seriously flawed, does not justify an increase in staff or staff salaries, and we 
strongly suggest that it be withdrawn from Council Agenda or rejected outright. 

  



The Question of Audit – What Should Council Do? 

First — Identify What Can Be Independently Verified 

Not all of the report's claims require trusting the author. Some data points can be checked 
externally: 

Verifiable without the author's cooperation: 

• Overtime payouts are in payroll records — Finance Committee or the CAO can pull 
these independently and cross-check against what's reported 

• The number of properties is in MPAC records, publicly available 
• Legislative changes (OMERS, Asset Management deadlines, new accounting 

standards) are matters of public provincial record — staff or Council can confirm 
these independently 

• Cash receipts volumes could be cross-checked against the financial system directly 
by an independent party 

• Audit completion dates are a matter of record — when were the last three audits 
actually signed off? 

• The FIR submission dates are recorded by the Province and can be verified 
Harder to verify independently: 

• The characterization of workload distribution across positions 
• The claim that the existing job descriptions have "too many responsibilities" 
• The assertion that the Treasurer worked reduced hours in 2025 as a "trial" 
• The 32% asset management time allocation in the proposed Deputy Treasurer role 

Second — Apply Structural Skepticism to the Report's Construction 

A report prepared in bad faith tends to show specific patterns. Council should ask: 

Are the comparators missing? This report has no municipal benchmarking. That omission 
is convenient — benchmarking might show that comparable townships manage with three 
staff. The absence of data that should naturally be there is itself a signal. 

Are the workload numbers directionally consistent but suspiciously precise? The cash 
receipts data jumping from 6,379 in 2023 to 15,111 in 2024 is dramatic — nearly 2.5x 
growth in one year. That's not impossible if a new program launched, but it warrants an 
explanation. What changed? Is that number pulled from a system report or manually 
compiled by the author? 

Does the recommended option conveniently eliminate all alternatives? The report 
disposes of Option 2 in three sentences. A balanced report would give alternatives a 
genuine hearing. 



Who benefits from the reclassification of the retiring position? The Deputy Treasurer 
title moves to a lower pay band. That saves $10,250. But a new, higher-complexity Deputy 
Treasurer is created at $133,250. The net is framed as a modest restructuring but results in 
a $123,000 annual cost increase. Is the savings figure accurate or understated? 

Third — Request Independent Validation 

If trust in the author is genuinely compromised, Council has legitimate tools available: 

Ask the external auditors. The Township's auditors see the financial operations annually 
and have a professional opinion on whether the department is adequately staffed and 
whether controls are sufficient. A direct question to the audit partner — "Is the Finance 
Department adequately resourced for its obligations?" — is entirely appropriate and would 
carry independent weight. 

Ask the CAO to certify the data independently. In this case the CAO is the report author, 
which is an additional complication. If the CAO and Treasurer are the same person's report 
chain, Council may need to go further. 

Request the raw system reports. Rather than accepting summarized workload numbers, 
Council can ask that the actual system-generated reports (cash receipt batch totals, AP 
transaction logs) be tabled as attachments. If the author is reluctant to provide source 
data, that is informative. 

Engage the municipal auditor or a peer review. Some municipalities use their audit firm 
or a peer municipality's treasurer to do an independent staffing review. This is unusual but 
entirely appropriate when there is a documented concern about a report's reliability. 

Contact the Province. If FIR submissions are late or Asset Management Plan deadlines 
have been missed, the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing will have records. Council 
can inquire directly. 

Fourth — Examine the Pattern, Not Just This Report 

A reputation for misrepresentation rarely involves a single incident. Council should ask: 

• Have previous reports from this author contained claims that were later found to be 
inaccurate? 

• Have budget estimates from this department historically been reliable or have there 
been consistent overruns or underestimates? 

• Has this person previously advocated for resources that were approved but didn't 
produce the promised outcomes? 

If there is a documented pattern, that changes the appropriate response from "seek 
independent verification of this report" to "establish a standing protocol for independent 
verification of all Finance Department reports." 


