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                                      SIMULTANEOUS SESSION ONE: 7:20 – 8:05 PM 

1. GROUP 1: Spouses and Partners 

Should the Code address the behaviour of spouses and business partners who may do business with the town?: 
Glenn Brown 

Time: 7:20 PM SESSION ONE 

Topic: Spouses, Partners 

Issues: For ethicists and most senior staff, Councillors are in a perceived conflict when there is a family member or 
business partner who appears before Council or tenders a bid for work. Most councillors don’t see or accept this. 
They argue that family and partners shouldn’t be penalized from doing business with the Town by virtue of that 
relationship. Some argue that it’s not fair to subject such relations to higher standards. There is a difference 
between financial and social or non-financial conflict of interest. Some lawyers believe that many personal 
volunteers on councillor’s campaigns in the Toronto Region are already aligned with the development industry, 
whether known by the Councillor or not. As such, they are violating ethical if not legal standards. Does the 
definition of family cover spouse, minor children, married children, and what other degree of relative (father in 
law, uncle, aunt)? In other jurisdictions and levels of government, there is/are (a) a requirement for annual 
disclosure of income, assets and liabilities by elected officials, and (b) prohibitions on business associates bidding 
for and/or doing business with the municipality. There are growing instances of cases of corruption, accepting 
favours and conflicts in other municipalities in York Region on this topic. 

 

Questions 

1. When, if ever, should family or a business partner be precluded from business or appearance at Council? 
2. When if ever should a Councillor declare a conflict? 
3. How is that practice policy decided and is it best found in the Code, policy, or something else? 

 

Relevant Phase One Data: Many provinces, states and countries where corruption is a serious concern require 
elected officials to submit an annual statement of assets, income and liabilities. Few respondents embraced such 
requirements in Newmarket, either posted publicly or to be given confidentially to the Integrity Commissioner. 

In the opinion of interviewees, the Code could make reference to other “actors” or stakeholders  who are related 
to an elected councillor. Such actors include spouses, near relatives, adult children, and appointees to boards and 
community-based charities, as well as business partners who do business with the town. Among respondents, 
councillors more readily expressed a resistance to including family members and business partners in the Code. 
The point was made that political assistants in municipalities (unlike those paid partisan assistants in other levels of 
government or jurisdictions) report to the CAO, not their political masters. 
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                                          SIMULTANEOUS SESSION TW0: 8:10 – 8:55 PM 

5 : Civic Charity Events. 

 Should rules or practices governing civic charity events like golf tournaments be altered, in any year and/or in an 
election year? Glenn Brown 

Time: 8:10 PM SESSION TWO 

Topic: Charity Events 

 Issues: In Newmarket, the Regional Councillor and the Mayor each have a charity golf tournament. Should any 
such event, no matter how well intended, be  “branded” in their name, especially if it’s a Town activity? Should it 
be re-named as a Town function? Are there limits on Town publicity, e-mail and staff resources the 
Mayor/Regional Councillor/Councillor uses or asks to be used to support such an events? If such events are 
allowed to continue, what if anything different happens when they occur in an election year? What happens about 
advertising on bus shelters that is paid for by the Town when such ads continue to appear in the period before 
election when such advertising should not appear? 

 

 Questions 

1. Should any community events be “branded” in the name of an elected official or officer of the Town? 
2. If something is not allowed in an election year, should that rule apply in a non-election year? 

 Relevant Phase One Data: Should a Town-wide community-based charity be “branded” as the signature activity of 
a specific elected official, insofar as these require public resources, and are larger than the individual? The topic 
was contentious and merits discussion and possible resolution. Respondents were heavily in favour of the Code 
addressing such ethical challenges as Councillors abusing staff, Councillors using Town property for personal 
private purpose, Councillors soliciting funds for a charity, Councillors voting on budget and procurement matters, 
and Councillors giving preferential treatment to organizations in which they had a pecuniary or social (family or 
non-pecuniary) interest. Considerable questions for clarification and reflection arose about what should be a 
Councillor’s decision on speaking or voting when a spouse, community association colleague and friend, or related 
partner appeared before Council on a non-pecuniary matter.   

Interviewees overwhelmingly see civility, accountability and transparency as essential parts of an enhanced code. 
In similarly high numbers, they support clarifying appropriate use of Town resources (including staff and an Office 
Holder’s name) by councillors especially in election years 

 


