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Introduction
This report summarizes the results of the survey that AMCTO’s Municipal Elections
Project Team carried out early in 2011 to gather information on the administration of the
2010 municipal elections in Ontario. As with the surveys conducted for the 2003 and 2006
elections, the purpose of the survey for the 2010 election was to collect information to help
improve policies and practices for future elections. This was a larger survey than in
previous years. 103 questions were asked. The survey was conducted between February
14, 2011 and March 28, 2011 using an online survey tool.
AMCTO’s Municipal Elections Project Team is reviewing the survey results to provide
recommendations to the review of the Municipal Elections Act that the Ontario Ministry of
Municipal Affairs & Housing has initiated. Questions about the survey can be directed to
the AMCTO Office.
415 of Ontario’s 445 municipalities responsible for conducting elections for council and
school trustee positions were invited to participate. The invitation went to the municipal
clerk in the form of an ―AMCTO Express‖ with one reminder and a follow-up
e-mail March 10, 2011 to those that had not responded by the deadline. Responses
received up to March 28, 2011 are included in this analysis.
As can be seen from the table below, 52.5% of the municipalities answered the call. This
is down considerably from the response rate of 85.8% for the 2006 Election Survey, but
still a significant response rate. Notably, response rates increase proportional to the size of
the municipality.
Municipalities Participating in Survey by Population Range
Population

Total

Participating

Rate (%)

Less than 2,000

119

43

36%

2,000 to 10,000

162

77

48%

10,000 to 25,000

75

45

60%

25,000 to 50,000

20

15

75%

50,000 to 100,000

15

14

93%

100,000 to 300,000

18

16

89%

More than 300,000

8

8

100%

415

218

52.5%

Not all 218 respondents responded to all questions so please keep this in mind as you
review results. (173 respondents completed most of the questions, although this varied
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widely depending on the question.) In general, responses to questions did not vary
significantly by size of municipality. Where there were significant variations based on
population size these are noted.
The chart below shows the breakdown of survey participants by type of municipality.
Type of municipality:

Response Count

Township
Town
Municipality
City
Village
County
Regional Municipality
Separated Town

71
53
49
36
4
2
2
1
answered question

218

Incidence of Elections
Seven of the 184 municipalities that responded to the question ―Did you have an election
on October 25, 2010?‖ did not have an election for any purpose. Each of these seven
municipalities had less than 2,000 population and each are located in northern Ontario.
Five municipalities reported that they had an election to fill school trustee positions only.
Each of these five municipalities have less than 2,000 population except Callander
(population 3,305) and three of the five are in northern Ontario and the other two are in
eastern Ontario.
17 of the 184 had an election to fill municipal council positions only.
154 or 83.7% had an election to fill both municipal council and school trustee positions.
(Of course, it is unknown from this survey how many others who did not respond to the
survey did not have an election.)

Level of Interest in Seeking Elected Office
The table below shows the level of interest in seeking office among the 172 municipalities
that responded to the questions on this matter.
43 heads of council were acclaimed amongst these 172 municipalities. 40 of these 43 were
in municipalities of less than 25,000 population (14 were in municipalities under 2,000
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population; 18 were in municipalities 2,000 to 10,000 population; 8 were in municipalities
10,000 to 25,000).
74 councillors elected at-large in 29 municipalities were acclaimed. 62 of these 74 were in
municipalities of less than 25,000 population.
78 councillors elected by ward in 36 municipalities were acclaimed. 2 of these 78 were in
municipalities of less than 2,000 population, 13 in municipalities of 2,000 to 10,000
population, 23 in municipalities of 10,000 to 25,000 population, 10 in municipalities of
25,000 to 50,000 population. 30 of these 78 were in municipalities greater than 50,000
population.

# of Positions Open
for Election

# of Candidates
for Position

# of Positions
ACCLAIMED

# of Municipalities
where position
ACCLAIMED

172
5571

471
803

43
743

43
295

6772

1,602

784

366

1,406

2,876

195

1017

Local head of council
Councillor positions to be
elected at large
Councillor positions to be
elected by ward
Total
1

includes 508 Local councillor positions and 49 Regional councillor positions
includes 644 Local councillor positions and 33 Regional councillor positions
3
includes 71 Local councillors and 3 Regional councillors
4
includes 75 Local councillors and 3 Regional councillors
5
includes 26 Local councillor positions and 3 Regional councillor positions
6
includes 33 Local councillor positions and 3 Regional councillor positions
7
all positions were acclaimed in seven municipalities
2

Candidate Gender
173 municipalities responded to the question about gender of candidates. Across these 173
municipalities there were 2,589 male candidates for council positions (including head of
council) and 755 female candidates. Of these, 399 male candidates stood for the head of
council position and 72 female candidates stood for this position.

Election Turnout
A total of 3,178, 911 of the 6,471,266 qualified electors in the 187 municipalities that
responded to questions on this matter voted in the October 2010 elections. This yields a
weighted average turnout rate of 49.1%. The simple average rate, calculated by adding
up all the individual turnout rates and dividing this by the total number of municipalities
that responded to this question, was 46.7%. (In 2006 these figures were 38.6% and 41.9%
respectively among the 356 municipal election managers who responded to that survey.)
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In 2010 the highest municipal election turnout rate was 66% (Municipality of Greenstone
where 2,466 electors voted) and the lowest was 0.6% (Gilles Township where 20 electors
voted). The following table illustrates election turnout by size of municipality.

Analysis by size of municipality
50%

44.5%

45.05%

43.11%

40%

40.76%

36.14%

36.76%

38.62%

30%
20%

10%
0%

< 2,000

2,000-10,000

10,000-25,000

50,000-100,000

100,000-300,000

>300,000

25,000-50,000

Respondents were asked whether their 2010 turnout was up or down from the election in
2006. The results are shown in the chart below.
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Respondents were also asked, ―In your opinion, what were the factors affecting the turnout
in 2010?‖ Results are show in the table below.
16. In your opinion, what were the FACTORS AFFECTING THE TURNOUT in 2010.
Answer Options
Mayor acclaimed
Strong contest for Mayor
Most positions acclaimed
Internet voting provided
Mail-in voting provided
Telephone voting provided
Significant local issue
Other (please specify)

Response
Percent
19.4%
51.5%
8.2%
15.7%
32.1%
11.9%
18.7%

Response Count
26
69
11
21
43
16
25
51

answered question
skipped question

134
86

Ballot Questions
Question 17 of the survey asked, ―Did you have a question on the ballot?‖ 185
municipalities responded and thirteen answered, yes. The municipalities and ballot
questions are listed below.

Municipality
East Gwillimbury
Township of Lanark
Highlands
Township of Stone Mills

City of Kitchener

City of Waterloo

Region of Waterloo
Ajax, Pickering Scugog,
Uxbridge, Brock, Whitby,
Oshawa

Question
Are you in favour of the existing electoral system of electing four (4) councillors at large in
East Gwillimbury?
Do you agree that the Deputy Mayor should be elected by general vote?
Do you favour replacing the present system of electing council representatives by separate
wards with a new system of electing council representatives at large in which all voters vote
for all representatives for the entire municipality?
Do you support the members of Kitchener and Waterloo councils engaging in discussions
about the advantages and disadvantages of merging the cities of Kitchener and Waterloo?
Yes or No. AND Should the Region of Waterloo fluoridate your municipal water? Yes or
No.
Should the Region of Waterloo fluoridate your municipal water? Yes or No;
Do you support the members of Kitchener and Waterloo councils engaging in discussions
about the advantages and disadvantages of merging the cities of Kitchener and Waterloo?
Yes or No.
Should the Region of Waterloo fluoridate your municipal water?
Are you in favour of the Council of the Regional Municipality of Durham passing the
necessary resolutions and by-laws to change the method of selecting its Chair from
appointment by the members of Regional Council to election by general vote of all electors
in the Region?
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Wards vs. At-Large
Participants were asked if their municipality had a ward system or if all of council was
elected at large. Of the 163 municipalities responding to this question, 95 said they had a
ward system. The number of wards ranged from two to 44.

Wards vs. At-Large

68
At-large
Wards
95
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Changes in Ward and Voting Subdivisions
There were few changes in ward systems for 2010 as is illustrated below.

Vote Casting Methods
Municipalities were asked, ―What vote casting method(s) did the municipality use for the
2010 election?‖ 178 municipalities responded to this question. The survey also asked what
vote casting method the municipalities had used in the 2006 election in order to allow us to
track shifts from one method to another. 176 municipalities responded to this question.
Responses are shown in the table below. There are some notable trends:
-

Only one-half of the municipalities that used Touch Screen Voting in advance voting in
2010 had used Touch Screen in advance voting on 2006 and only one third who used
this method on voting day in 2010 had used it on voting day in 2006.
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-

-

-

-

A small number of municipalities who reported using paper balloting in 2006
discontinued this method in 2010 (from 108 to 99 in advance votes and from 118 to
110 for voting day).
About the same number of municipalities who reported using mail-in balloting in 2010
reported using this method in 2006.
Internet voting and vote-by-phone use among respondents to the 2010 survey grew
significantly and at about the same rate with about one-third of those who used these
methods in 2010 saying they used these methods in 2006.
Interestingly in 2010 only two of the 30 municipalities that reported using internet
voting for advance voting did not use it on voting day – the Town of Markham and the
City of Peterborough.
While the rate of increased use of alternative voting by municipalities is growing, the
number of municipalities using internet voting is still only one-half the number who
use mail-in-balloting and less than one-quarter of the number who use paper ballots.

For more detailed information see Appendix A.
Vote Casting Methods in 2010
Method
Paper ballot
Touch screen
Mail-in balloting
Vote by phone
Vote by Internet
Other

Advance Vote
99
21
21
22
30
4

Voting Day
110
15
54
23
28
3

Vote Casting Methods in 2006
Advance Vote
108
11
26
8
9
2

Voting Day
118
5
55
8
7
2

Mail-in Voting
The following shows details on use of this method of voting among survey respondents.
Number of Municipalities using
mail in ballots
54

Number of Municipalities with
returned ballot kits that were
rejected
47

Number of returned
ballot kits that were
rejected
3,834

Election Managers’ Satisfaction with Vote Casting Methods
The chart below summarizes election managers’ satisfaction with the vote casting
methods used in the 2010 municipal elections. Most managers expressed satisfaction with
the method their municipality had used—that is, they gave it a ―score‖ of 3, 4 or 5. The
highest level of satisfaction was reported with mail-in balloting at 96.3% and the lowest for
touch screen at 83.3%.
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Vote Counting Methods
Question 23 in the survey was ―What vote counting method(s) did the municipality use for
the 2010 election?‖ 180 municipalities responded. The manual count still predominates in
Ontario with few changes from 2006 except increased use of phone and internet voting as
noted above. For more detailed information see Appendix A.
Vote Counting Methods in
2010
Method
Manual count
Central tabulator
Poll tabulators
Touch screen system
Telephone system
Internet system

Advance Vote
51
9
46
15
17
24

Vote Counting Methods in
2006

Voting Day
85
25
50
10
19
25

Advance Vote
66
14
42
11
6
8

Voting Day
93
25
48
4
7
7

Election Managers’ Satisfaction with Vote Counting Methods
The chart below shows the election managers’ levels of satisfaction with the vote
counting methods used. 176 election managers responded and most expressed satisfaction
with the method their municipality had used. The highest level of satisfaction was with
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Central Tabulators and Internet systems (no election manager scored these below 3 on a 5
point scale). The highest level of dissatisfaction was reported with manual count at 22.8%
(20 municipalities) followed by Touch Screen at 12.6% – although in the case of the latter
this percent only represents two municipalities.

Election Recounts
Ontario's Municipal Elections Act required recounts of election results under certain
circumstances, including where the vote is tied (sec. 56), on the adoption of a resolution by
the municipal council (sec. 57) and by court order (sec. 58 and 63). The Act also authorizes
an application to a court for a declaration that an election is "controverted," requiring a
new election. Only two municipalities (Township of Lake of the Woods and Township of
Cavan Monaghan) reported having a tied vote recount in 2010. However, 14 municipalities
reported recounts by resolution. Four municipalities reported judicial recounts. In two
instances the recount changed the result: in one case instead of a tie vote there was a one
vote difference; in the other case a three vote difference was found to be a tie after a
recount. The municipalities with recounts arising from the 2010 election are listed in
Appendix D.

Voter Identification
The chart below presents information from the survey about practices followed with
respect to requiring voters to provide evidence of their eligibility to vote. There was no
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relationship between the size of the municipality and the practices followed. (Note: The
municipalities that answered, ―Not relevant because of voting method used,‖ were
generally those that used mail-in balloting, where the statutory declaration in the ballot kit
served as the voter’s proof of identity.)

Advance Votes
Question 30 in the survey was, ―How many advance vote dates did you have?‖ Responses
varied widely as shown below with as many municipalities holding 5-9 advance vote dates
as those holding only one. Of course those using mail-in, telephone or internet voting are
not included here.

Respondents were also asked what hours their advance polls were open. Responses are
shown below. While a significant number had hours consistent with voting day, by far the
majority did not.
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108 municipal election managers provided information about advance voting when asked
―If different than election day, then please specify hours‖. Advance voting hours varied
significantly and included twenty-five different times. For details see Appendix E.

Vote Anywhere
Question 33 in the survey was, ―If you had voters cast their ballots at voting places, did you
allow them to Vote Anywhere in the municipality?‖ Fifty-two municipalities using paper
ballot or touch screen as their vote casting method said that they had used a vote anywhere
system for the Advance Vote, and 22 said they used this method on voting day. It should be
noted, however, that 119 of the 219 survey participants skipped this question.
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Accessibility Measures
The charts below outline the various measures and voting methods that municipalities used in the
2010 elections to ensure access to the vote for Ontarians with disabilities.
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Voters List Management
The survey asked how Ontario municipalities managed their voters list. A summary of the
responses is shown below.

MPAC Products
The survey included several questions about the enumeration data that the Municipal Property
Assessment Corporation (MPAC) provided for the municipal voters lists. MPAC is responsible
under the Municipal Elections Act for preparing the preliminary list of electors for
municipalities. MPAC supplies a series of products designed to help municipalities optimize the
accuracy of the final voters list. At MPAC’s request, the AMCTO survey included a question on
the usefulness of MPAC's products.
The products in question were:
PLE (July 31 paper version of Preliminary List of Electors)
VNF (Voter Notification File - electronic version of PLE but containing additional elector
and property information)
EVNF (differences only, between July and September, and July and October VNFs)
EDFR (Elector Differences Found Report - field-by-field identification of changes for every
record on the EVNF)
The chart below summarizes the municipal responses.
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The survey also asked municipal election managers to rate the accuracy of MPAC's data as
compared to 2006. The results are shown in the chart below.

Survey participants were also asked for their suggestions for how MPAC’s data could be
improved for the next municipal election in 2014. Eighty-six of the survey participants offered
suggestions.
By far the most common area of concern cited was with the processing of the data (the activity
between the time when the data is provided to MPAC and when it is returned to the
municipality). There were far fewer but still a significant number of comments about the need to
improve the data that is collected before it is processed, especially suggestions for a more robust
enumeration and enhanced communication to electors about the importance of taking action to
get on the voters list. Some respondents went beyond suggesting where in the process the
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problems seem to occur to suggesting specific and significant changes in the responsibility for
preparing the voters list. The detailed responses are set out in Appendix B.

Voters List Revisions
131 of the respondents responded to this question ―What was the total number of Voters List
revisions that you made in 2010?‖ The largest number of respondents (48) reported 100-500
additions. Similarly, the largest number of respondents (47) reported 10-500 deletions and 25
respondents reported 100-500 changes. 37 municipalities had fewer than 100 additions; 32 had
fewer than 100 deletions and 36 had fewer than 100 changes. However, some municipalities had
significant revisions:
4 municipalities reported more than 5,000 additions, 5,000 deletions and 5,000 changes
15 municipalities reported between 1,000 and 5,000 additions and 13 reported a similar
number of changes.
13 municipalities reported between 500 and 1,000 additions; 11 reported a similar number of
deletions and 21 reported a similar number of changes.
Respondents were asked the reason for the deletions. Sixty-one (61) respondents indicated they
had tracked this data. An equal number indicated they did not track this data and 98 skipped the
question.
Remarkably, 41,182 children’s names were reported deleted by 26 municipalities.
Of the 61 municipalities that tracked the data:
58 indicated deletions were because a deceased person’s name appeared on the list,
although this was a relatively small number (1,682) of voters
46 indicated the deletion was because a person’s name appeared more than once. 3,037
electors names were deleted by these 46 municipalities.
27 indicated the deletion was because the name was not an owner or tenant - 2,327
names
19 indicated the deletion was because the name was not a citizen - 3,099 names.
43,192 names were deleted in 39 municipalities by the elector initiating a change themselves.

Candidate Filing and Withdrawing Nominations
For the 2010 municipal election new deadlines were established for filing and withdrawing
nominations. Election managers’ reported their municipality’s experience with these changes is
noted below.
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Election Financing
166 municipalities responded to the question ―Do you have an election contribution rebate
program?‖ Only eight indicated they have such a program. These are: Ajax, Markham,
Oakville, Ottawa, Ramara, Southwest Middlesex, Toronto and Whitby.
174 municipalities responded to the question ―Do you allow electronic filing of financial
disclosure statements?‖ Only twelve indicated they allow this.

Candidate Information Sessions
Our survey sought information on whether municipalities offered information sessions for
individuals running for office. This was about evenly split, up considerably from the 2006
election where less than one-third of the municipalities reported holding such sessions. See
Appendix F for kinds of information that candidates received at these sessions.
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Use of Schools as Voting Locations
Many municipalities utilized school premises as voting locations. Below is a snapshot of how
municipal election managers saw the relationship with schools and school boards.

Compliance Audit Committees
The survey included a question about challenges in finding qualified members to participate on
these committees. Results are reported here:
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Respondents who replied yes were asked ―How did you address these challenges?‖ By far the
most frequent strategy was to appoint a joint compliance audit committee with neighbouring
municipalities. Other strategies included: advertising for committee members; personal
recruitment; highlighting the issue to the media; recruitment letters to qualified professionals
seeking their interest.

Election Staffing
The survey included questions about how municipalities resourced the administration of the
election.
118 municipalities responded to the question about the total number of F.T.E.s used to
manage the election process. In total 1,873 F.T.E.s were reported by these 118
municipalities. Responses ranged from as low as 1 to as high as 1,100.
168 municipalities responded to the question as to the number of permanent staff who
dedicated more than one-third of their time to the management of the election for at least
six-months before and one month after the election. 150 of these 168 indicated that had at
least this level of resource commitment. These 150 municipalities employed 356 people on
this basis.
Of these 150 municipalities:
79 municipalities reported they employed permanent staff who worked exclusively on the
management of the election for seven months. 70 people were employed by these 79
municipalities on this basis.
66 municipalities reported they employed staff exclusively for this proposes for eightmonths to one year. 57 people were employed by these 66 municipalities on this basis.
64 municipalities reported they employed staff exclusively for this purpose for more than
one year. 75 people were employed by these 64 municipalities on this basis.
Some of these 150 municipalities of course employed people in more than one of these
categories.
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Further questions on resources are noted below.

Those who hired contract staff were further asked how many staff they contracted and for how
long.
20 municipalities reported that they contracted staff for more than seven months. 62 people were
employed on this basis in these 20 municipalities.
33 municipalities reported that they contracted staff for less than seven months. 109 people were
employed on this basis in these 33 municipalities.
Eight of these municipalities shown above reported employing contractors for both more than
and less than seven months.
Municipalities were also asked about secondments of municipal staff to election administration
work. Results are reported below.
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Municipalities were asked ―how many temporary staff do you hire for voting/advance voting
days only?‖ 152 municipalities responded and their responses are shown below.
Temporary staff hired for voting day/advance voting days only
Number of Staff
Number of Municipalities
Less than 10
53
10-50
52
50-100
13
100-200
8
200 +
24
Municipalities were also asked ―What measures did you use to ensure qualified temporary
Voting Day staff was recruited?‖ 148 municipalities responded and their responses are shown
below.
Measures to ensure qualified temporary voting day staff were recruited
Recruitment Measures
Number of Municipalities
No special measures
66
Oral interview
47
Other
45
Written test
19

Should you require additional details on election staffing statistics, please contact the AMCTO
office.

Election Costs
Respondents were asked ―What was the total estimated dollar cost of the election in your
municipality?‖ and to break this down by staffing cost versus other costs. 134 municipalities
responded and total staffing costs reported were $10.162 million. 143 municipalities responded
to the question of ―other costs‖ and these totalled $17.267 million.
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Sources of Support for Election Managers
The survey asked election managers about the importance of and satisfaction with nine different
resources that were available to them. The results are shown in the two charts below.
Each of the nine resources was used by most respondents except the AMCTO Annual
Conference session on Elections where about 40% of the respondents were unable to attend.
High levels of satisfaction were reported for each of the resources that respondents found to be
important. There were lower levels of satisfaction on a small number of services; however these
services were not rated as important as other services.
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What can be improved?
Question 103 was ―Please provide any other information to help us understand how the
administration of the 2010 election unfolded in your municipality or how the municipal election
process in Ontario could be improved, including any legislative changes. 28 respondents offered
comments here and these are shown in Appendix C.
The most common comment here had to do with the Voters List. Legislative changes were next
most common and these were spread across a range of issues with the most popular: election
financing; changing the date for the first meeting of council; clarifying the ID requirements for
voting; the need for any changes to be dealt with early. A number of comments were offered
about trends in election administration. There were few suggestions about changes or additions
to AMCTO supports.

Conclusion
AMCTO’s post-election survey for the 2010 municipal elections built on the successful surveys
the Association carried out for the 2003 and 2006 elections. Of the 415 municipal managers
responsible for conducting elections in October 2010, 218 took the time to complete the 103
question survey. The exercise has produced a rich database of information about how the 2010
elections were managed. The information will be of use in assessing legislative, policy and
procedural changes advisable for the next elections in 2014.
This report presents the high-level results of the survey. For questions please contact the
AMCTO office.
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Appendix A
Various Types of Vote Casting and Vote Counting Methods Used by
Municipalities as reported up to March 28, 2011 by respondents to AMCTO’s
2010 Municipal Elections Survey
Paper Ballot Only
Ajax
Atikokan
Aylmer
Baldwin
Bayham
Bonfield
Brant
Calvin
Cambridge
Casselman
Cavan Monaghan
Chatham-Kent
Coleman
Dawn-Euphemia
East Gwillimbury
Emo
Enniskillen
Front of Yonge
Frontenac Islands
Gananoque
Gillies
Goderich
Guelph
Guelph/Eramosa
Halton Hills

Harris
Hearst
Kapuskasing
Kirkland Lake
Kitchener
Laurentian Hills
Lincoln
McGarry
Midland
Morley
Newmarket
North Bay
North Glengarry
Oakville
O'Connor
Oliver Paipoonge
Orangeville
Orillia
Oro-Medonte
Oshawa
Ottawa
Parry Sound
Pelham
Penetanguishene
Petawawa

Pickering
Puslinch
Quinte West
Red Rock
Richmond Hill
Russell
Schreiber
Southgate
Southwest Middlesex
St. Marys
St. Thomas
Stone Mills
Sudbury
Temagami
Temiskaming Shores
Thunder Bay
Warwick
Waterloo
Wellington North
West Lincoln
West Perth
Westport
Whitchurch-Stouffville
Windsor

Central Manitoulin
Centre Hastings
Centre Wellington
Dryden

East Zorra-Tavistock
Essex
Faraday
French River

Touch Screen Only
Barrie
Cornwall
Wasaga Beach

Mail-in Only
Alnwick/Haldimand
Brock
Central Elgin
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McKellar
Merrickville-Wolford
Middlesex Centre
Mulmur
North Dundas
North Kawartha
Northeastern Manitoulin
and the Islands
Northern Bruce
Peninsula
Ramara
Red Lake

Mail-in Only
(cont’d)
Georgian Bluffs
Gravenhurst
Grimsby
Highlands East
Kawartha Lakes
Kenora
Lake of the Woods
Lanark Highlands
Malahide
Markstay-Warren

Saugeen Shores
Scugog
Seguin
Sioux Lookout
Southwold
St Clair
St. Charles
Thames Centre
Uxbridge
Wawa
West Nipissing

Users of Multiple Vote Casting Methods

Augusta
Pembroke
Renfrew

Paper
Ballot
X
X
X

Cobourg

Touch
Screen
X
X
X
X

Milton

X

X

Belleville
Brockton

X
X

X
X

Edwardsburgh/Cardinal
Elizabethtown-Kitley
North Grenville
West Elgin

X
X
X
X

Brockville
Huntsville
Aurora
Brampton
Elliot Lake
Greater Napanee
Hamilton
Loyalist
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Mail-In

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

Phone
X
X
X

Internet
X
X
X

X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X

Niagara Falls
Timmins
Toronto

Paper
Ballot
X
X
X

Callander
Galway-Cavendish & Harvey
Hanover
Jocelyn
Niagara-on-the-Lake
Rideau Lakes
Tay
Whitby
Wollaston

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Burlington
Markham*
Peterborough*
Prince Edward

X
X
X
X

Armour
Arnprior
Carling
Champlain
Greenstone
Hawkesbury
Huron-Kinloss
Laurentian Valley
Mississippi Mills
Montague
North Dumfries
South Frontenac
South Glengarry
Stratford

*Used internet for advance voting only
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Touch
Screen
X
X
X

Mail-In

Phone

Internet

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Vote Counting Methods
Central Tabulator
Brock
Centre Wellington
City of Belleville
City of Pickering
Dryden
Elliot Lake
Essex
Goderich
Gravenhurst

Hanover
Highlands East
Kawartha Lakes
Kenora
North Grenville
Northern Bruce
Peninsula
Penetanguishene
Red Lake

Rideau Lakes
Scugog
Sioux Lookout
St Clair Township
Thames Centre
Timmins
Tiny
Town of Midland
Uxbridge

Kitchener
Lincoln
Loyalist Township
Markham
Milton
Mississauga
Newmarket
Niagara Falls
Niagara-on-the-Lake
North Bay
North Kawartha
Oakville
Orangeville
Orillia
Oshawa
Ottawa
Pelham

Peterborough
Pickering
Quinte West
Richmond Hill
Russell
Saugeen Shores
Seguin
St. Thomas
Temiskaming Shores
Thunder Bay
Toronto
Waterloo
West Lincoln
Whitby
Whitchurch-Stouffville
Windsor

Poll Tabulator
Ajax
Aurora
Belleville
Brampton
Burlington
Cambridge
Casselman
Chatham-Kent
Cornwall
County of Prince Edward
Greater Napanee
Greater Sudbury
Guelph
Halton Hills
Hamilton
Kapuskasing
Kirkland Lake

Note, unless otherwise shown here respondents indicated they used a manual count –
except those with touch screen, phone or internet voting systems where these vote casting
systems include a vote counting mechanism.
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Appendix B
Suggestions for MPAC Data Improvements as reported up to March 28,
2011 by respondents to AMCTO’s 2010 Municipal Elections Survey
This Appendix shows answers given to the question, “What suggestions do you have
for improvements to MPAC's data for 2014?”
84 respondents took the time to provide feedback on this issue. Most of the responses
dealt with processing the data (the activity between when the data is provided to
MPAC and when it is provided to the municipality). These are listed first with
concerns grouped within these around common issues raised. These are followed by
other suggestions, ordered again by frequency with which they were mentioned.
ISSUES WITH PROCESSING DATA:
Make the changes provided:
Actually make the changes that have been submitted by the local municipality and use that list
as the base list.
Actually use the changes we provided after the 2010 election.
Changes that were made in 2006 were again wrong in 2010 (i.e. deceased or moved children,
parents)
Implement the corrections provided by the Municipalities
Key updates and corrections as provided by municipality
Make sure they are recording the address and name changes that are sent to them by the local
municipalities.
Make the changes municipalities send to them and use that as the basis for the next election.
Many voters complained of having added their name in 2006, and yet had to do same in 2010
even though they had not moved or changed information
More attention to detail needs to be given to their database - duplicate entries, addressing
errors, incorrect birth dates.
More detailed analysis of list. For example long time voters were removed because there was a
change to their property i.e. severance and due to coding they were deleted. Some changes to
the 2010 list were the same as the 2006 list and did not seem to be carried through. (I.e.
electors that were added in 2006 did not show up on the 2010 list). Our MPAC representative
did work through each of these changes with us.
Previous election staff claimed 2006 changes were sent to MPAC, however the changes did not
appear on the 2010 listing.
Use common sense; make sure it is up to date, not based on 2006 info.
Ensure all changes are recorded from 2010 election.
Ensure that all revisions from 2010 election are maintained. Improve accuracy of inputting new
data
This has been an ongoing issue for elections previous; we have provided feedback to MPAC
with little change.
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Concerns regarding changes made by the Clerk not being made or overriding changes that the
Clerk/Returning Officer has made.
There seems to be a disconnect between MPAC and Datafix for transferring of data back in
forth. We made numerous changes on Datafix which would have impacted the ballots mailed
out. Again, data that had been correct in 2006 was then incorrect in 2009. We are a small office
with 1.5 people and getting the list to the point we did, even though not completely accurate,
was better than what we were delivered. This resulted in numerous individuals not making the
voting deadline as we had to redirect at least 30 packages and 7 came back after the elected
date.
They make changes when municipalities report them to MPAC.
To eliminate owner duplication and to devise a more accurate voters list - enumeration process
is not accurate.
To ensure that the data we receive is accurate and that addresses do not get cut off.
To ensure the 2010 information is reflected in the 2014 list. Several long time residents were
not included on the list and we are sure why as they were still residing in their same principal
residence.
Train people on the importance of data accuracy.
Use the municipalities updated voters' list information provided at the end of the electoral
period to update the list for the next electoral process.
Verification of 2010 revisions prior to issuance of 2014 list. Better communication on what roll
numbers are removed by MPAC prior to issuance of list (i.e. building permits). Increased
quality control with regard to duplicate names. Use Canada Post format for mailing addresses.
Some kind of assurance that changes to voter's list will be retained for next election some kind
of reference document to provide reason for which an elector has been removed
Many properties were not on the list if owners did not respond to MPAC mail out therefore
people who have lived here for years were not on voters list and this was frustrating for many.
Also time consuming having to add the property and then the names.
Deaths:
Deaths still an issue where the person does not pass away in their 'home' municipality. Nonresidents continue to be an issue. New voters not captures, old tenants (from 10 years ago)
remain on the list.
Utilize deceased persons' listing.
Why do deceased people keep showing up?
Should continue to work with the other levels of government for deaths, etc.
I am at a loss as to how this can be achieved. A deceased person from over 30 years ago, whose
name can no longer be found in any of our records and whose name is no longer on his
property deed, received a vote by mail kit! I was appalled enough but had to try and explain
why this may have happened to his widow.
For starters, somehow they have to get improved access to death records.
Tenants:
Ensure tenant information is up to date.
Something needs to be done as far as tenant information.
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There has got to be some way to ensure that the information is accurate. Cross-referencing of
boarder/tenant information to see if duplicates/ accuracy in data/why are they removed from
the list elect after election
Need up to date lists of tenants, nursing home residents, etc.
MPAC needs to address incorrect and out of date tenant information on the PLE.
Get data from apartments, multi residential, seniors prior to 2014.
Property Changes:
Ensure that the property changes, sales, etc information is up to date prior to the preparation of
the list; we encountered property owners who had been in their new homes for 3 years but were
not on the list.
Go back to Ministry of Revenue sources and or assessment rolls leave vacant land and the
owners on the roll. Just because a person sell one property does not mean they sold all
properties
I don't know the internal processes of MPAC, but there needs to be improvement to how
severances are dealt with - when land is severed and the owners retain a portion with a
dwelling that is the portion that they need to be listed on as the primary, not the piece that is
severed off.
More up to date information on addresses in particular. Also when a property is sold, it does
not mean that the person has necessarily moved from the area. It would be a good idea to check
if the person owns multiple properties before deleting them from the electors list. Also
information for properties that sold in June was still not updated by the September update.
Information needs to be more timely.
MPAC should provide a product which identifies address information for every property within
a respective municipality regardless of whether there are voters listed or not. This would be
greatly advantageous for municipalities who used the Datafix list management solution within
a live list environment. Further promotion and public consultation regarding the electionrelated enumeration would also be helpful.
MPAC personnel were here and discussed this matter with our Tax Collector yesterday. It
seems that new building owners move into their new homes without first obtaining an
occupancy permit, which is how MPAC is notified by municipalities. With new government
legislation, this will now be illegal and residents will have to get an occupancy permit before
actually occupying the premises or face penalties. I believe that this should solve a great deal
of the problem. MPAC has also assured us that they have hired additional personnel. These two
reasons combined should alleviate the major problems.
Students:
Former residents (college and/or university students). Many completed school and moved away
yet names remain on the voters list - some moved away more than 10 years ago.
There needs to be something done to allow municipal staff to advice of adult children who
have moved (so that they can be removed or at least suppressed on the Voters' List) and deaths.
Need to try and exclude those persons who turned 18 since the last election, and are not living
at home.
Verify age or remove from list.
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Timelines for changes:
Review dates when municipalities can get exception reports. When remove a person from
Voters List for being unconfirmed, find a way to keep the property still in the system so that it
doesn't have to be totally re-entered.
I would like to see the voters list ready in January, so people can be making changes as soon as
election year begins
Given that the date of the election has advanced, the data needs to be provided earlier to give
municipalities time to clean up anomalies. Would suggest 3-4 weeks earlier than 2010.
Suggest that the list be available sooner. When candidates file early in the year, we don't
always have up-to-date information to show that they are actually eligible to vote
Unconfirmed Citizens:
Do not delete unconfirmed citizens. The onus is on the voter to ensure qualification prior to
voting.
Need to work on getting the citizenship confirmed and residency codes corrected
See note regarding unconfirmed under comments in Box 42.
Share information with other ministries so that age and citizenship are documented.
Other Processing Issues:
There were a few duplications of individuals with slightly different spellings.
If there could be an alternative means of dealing with school support rather than creating
subordinate roll numbers, it would eliminate some of the challenges in duplicate names.
Datafix and MPAC discussing this aspect and creating a method of addressing it.
Need addresses without voters/owners. When parent roll number changes, should also change
subordinate Suggest Working Group be established to improve data accuracy Provide
workshop/training on MPAC's products early in next election year
Provide for ongoing updates to the list between elections. Where multiple electors in the home
- homeowner needs to provide this information to MPAC - special enumeration could be done
to capture this information.
Our local clerks group has also provided comments directly to MPAC which include: problems
with understanding MPAC acronym's training this election process was very late, MPAC was
dealing with many changes at their end, which resulted in late training
We found a serious issue with father's birthrate going to the child(thought there were an awful
lot of twins in Peterborough until be realized there was a problem in the system - this helped to
get some children on the list)
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ISSUES WITH DATA COLLECTION:
A more rigorous program of data-gathering with respect to new residents and more immediate
follow-up re; occupancy questionnaires, both incomplete and unreturned.
Better enumeration of tenants (and tenants in trailer parks)
I know it is extremely difficult to get Ontarians to complete census information, and I know it
is extremely costly to send someone door to door, but there has to be a better way. I'm sure it is
frustrating to them too.
Better system needs to be put in place to enumerate Institutions, i.e. long-term care facilities.
Collecting data by going door to door.
full enumeration or voter registration protocol
I really don't know. Some people are suggesting a door-to-door census!!!
If it is to stay with MPAC then every household needs to be contacted for updated household
information or it will never be any different.
I've though about this each election year because the voters' list is full of significant errors and
MPAC's hands are tied. The current system of mail in enumeration with no penalties if you
don't complete the enumeration form does not work. MPAC needs to send out a questionnaire
similar to Statistics Canada and attach a penalty to it if you do not complete it. This will ensure
a maximum rate of return and then the MPAC database will be updated.
Larger enumeration. Instead of 1 out of every 5 households, it should be blanketed across the
province, or use one list for Federal/Provincial/Municipal
Need an enumeration.
Proper enumeration rather than a 30% sample.
We are a small community. Possibly do some enumeration in the community. Hire some
summer students and go door to door
MPAC can only make those change requested through EL15s provided by the Municipality or
those changes requested directly by Taxpayers; so their data is only as good as the information
they are given.
There were problems with the mailing address and what Canada Post required.
Communications with electors:
A FAQ sheet from them that could be given to voters that have questions on how or why their
information is listed as it is on the voters' list.
Better communication with the electorate????
I don't know what to say. I met with our District representative and they say they did
everything they could. To educate the electors and not just to leave it up to the municipalities to
do so.
I have to honestly say that the list was pretty good on MPAC'S part. Perhaps municipalities
need to do more education to property owners (i.e. children no longer living at home who still
receive a mail-in-ballot) - certainly not MPAC'S fault - property owners that move from one
farm to another in the same municipality - we have no idea when they do this and the mail in
ballot gets sent to the wrong property or we delete the wrong one as a duplicate.
ALTERNATIVE SERVICE DELIVERY SUGGESTIONS:
Get out of the business - get a private company to do it or merge with Elections Ontario. Get
Elections Ontario access to the additional information they need and produce one list.
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Have an independent company look after it.
I will not use MPAC
No suggestions - hoping not to have to use MPAC information in 2014
In my opinion MPAC is the wrong agency to produce the list; it should be with Vital Statistics
Allow municipalities to carry out their own enumeration process by using MPAC data and
internal data sources to increase the accuracy of the list.
Our City is considering sending out Voter Notification Cards to catch most of the errors prior
to advance polls or voting day.
Provide Electronic Voters List in a format that the Municipality can open and modify.
MULTIPLE ISSUES:
1. Institutional electors' names not up to date. 2. Remove Street name suffix variations 3. Leave
existing street names alone. Do not delete just because owners did not respond to
questionnaire. 4. Ensure that Unit numbers for large apartment complexes are correct. 5.
Remove deceased people from list, especially if deceased for 4 years. 6. Do not delete street
number ranges for single assessment roll number that have always existed. E.g. 121-153 First
Avenue--only one address was shown. 7. Ensure that address field allows for unlimited
characters instead of cutting off the apartment number, address or postal code.
Create a voter's list database separate from assessment so that changes can be made easier
without having to take impact on assessment roll. MPAC needs to make the PLE and election
data a priority in election years to ensure the data is correct that they are providing. Perhaps the
Ministry of Finance should take over responsibility and accountability for MPAC regarding the
provision of election data. MPAC needs to take responsibility for the "raw" data being correct
before it gets to the municipality so that we can ensure the integrity of the information. There
should be an enumeration process every election year to ensure as best as possible that the
information is correct. MPAC needs to assure municipality's that the information submitted to
them for changes are actually made i.e. deceased coming off and staying off the list.

That open dialogue continues between MPAC and municipalities to build on relations and
sharing of information. Continued improvement on voter information provided to
municipalities (i.e. reduction in duplicate names, address cleansing, etc) an easier process
is developed for when municipalities add/amend voting subdivisions, ward boundaries
changes and send information to MPAC. Sending the roll numbers in the requested format
is a time consuming process for us and it is difficult for us to verify that they have captured
all the changes sent from the report that is sent back to us. Discuss and possibility
improves the process of sending voters list revisions to MPAC after the election. New
legislated deadlines are tight for larger municipalities especially when over 9000 revisions
need to be processed and roll numbers applied within 4 weeks. It is difficult, especially
when the roll number information is not up to date in MPAC's database and the expectation
is that numbers be applied or else MPAC won’t guarantee that the revision will be
processed.
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Appendix C
“What Can Be Improved?” As reported up to March 28, 2011 by
respondents to AMCTO’s 2010 Municipal Elections Survey
Question 103 was ―Please provide any other information to help us understand how the
administration of the 2010 election unfolded in your municipality or how the municipal
election process in Ontario could be improved, including any legislative changes.
28 respondents offered comments here and these are shown below grouped in common
subjects, and ordered by frequency with which they were mentioned.
Voters List Issues:
Issues with Processing Data:
Continued efforts towards making the Voters List as accurate as possible.
With the mail-in ballot, the list has to be more accurate. It costs extra money to correct
the list, it is bad publicly and the elector does not understand the contents of the list nor
the author. It is just a disgrace.
The accuracy and relevancy of the preliminary list of electors still needs work
It would greatly improve the election process to increase the accuracy of the voters' list
for larger municipalities. This is a major problem that no one seems to want to
address. A compulsory mail-in enumeration form sent to each household would
improve the accuracy of the list.
The voters list is crucial to our election process and we would appreciate a more
accurate enumeration list.
A better list from MPAC!!
The Voters' List or the ability to get on the voters' list on Election Day needs to be
reviewed. The list is getting worse not better.
MPAC needs to provide a better product that is timely and useful.
The accessibility requirements required a change of poll locations but adequate public
sites were made available. Adequate and competent staff were available for the polls.
The format of the MPAC information i.e. list of electors should be more user friendly
for conversion for those of us more challenged using computers. I have been told for
the last two elections that the material will be easily manipulated but that has not been
the case.
The voters list although more accurate is still in need of improvements in accuracy.
With regard to MPAC, we did not seem to have as many revisions as in 2006, but we
also changed voting methods from vote by mail to traditional. However, I know that
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other Clerks within our County experienced frustration with the PLE and the number of
revisions.
The removal of all information pertaining to Unconfirmed Citizenship (address and
street number of the property) from the PLE resulted in a lot of extra work to re-enter
the information. This had not occurred in the past and until we figured out what was
happening, we could not understand by our Voting Key (street number and name
index) didn't include all properties. We also had an issue with the creation of the
Voting Key which has been resolved with Datafix and shouldn't be an issue in 2014.
The cleansing process contracted was not as effective as I had anticipated. Still had to
spend days and days going over the voters list after cleansing.
I have two comments. First, we found that the turnaround time from the Nomination
Day to Voting day was very tight for using the vote by mail option. We have a large
seasonal population of property owners whose permanent residences are out of town,
yet they are eligible voters in our municipality and do wish to vote, but there is barely
enough time to permit this. Extra time in this period would be very helpful in this
regard.
There needs to be more time between when changes to the voters list can be made and
the deadline for changes.
The legislation does not provide enough time now to allow individuals to be taken off
the list (only a few days). Also the move to a shorter period between the close of
nominations and Election Day is hard to implement (Voter Notification Cards were
hard to manage with a short time for revision period prior to sending them out.
Not enough time for changes to the list when utilizing mail-in-ballot
Extend timelines for municipalities to provide voters list revision information to
MPAC
I would like to see more legislative oversight of the voter registration to develop voters
list
People need to make the connection between MPAC enumeration efforts and being on
the voter's list. MPAC has a very low profile amongst citizens.
Legislative Issues:
More plain language in some areas (finances, compliance audit - so it is more black
and white and not grey)
I have encountered a number of issues that candidates have had with the new financial
reporting forms. I think that a corresponding manual/explanation appendix would be
of assistance to candidates, since Clerks should not be giving advice on how to fill out
these forms, because ultimately a compliance auditor will be the deciding authority.
Some candidates have expressed concerns regarding the $10,000 contribution/expense
limit in that it should be raised.
Compliance Audit - based on experiences of municipal clerks this year - review.
Revisions to Financial Statement (Nomination fee refund)
Finances - PayPal, on-line payment etc.
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The requirement to send registered letters to all candidates to file their Financial Forms
needs to be changed. Candidates had already filed their forms but I still had to send
them a letter advising them to file it, in order to be in compliance with the MEA.
Secondly, in our municipality, like many other small municipalities, most candidates
campaigned on a very small budget with no campaign contributions, only using their
own funds. The financial reporting forms are very complex for their situation. I would
like to see a much simpler form to be used for instances where the candidate used only
funds from the candidate (or self and spouse) which is very simple (a similar idea to
the simple version of tax forms). This should also specify that a separate account does
not need to be opened if there are no campaign contributions received.
Amend legislation to allow for the first meeting of Council to take place in November
thereby reducing the increased "lame duck" time period created by having Election
Day two weeks sooner than in the past.
Please change the date the new council starts sitting, too long between Election Day
and December 1st
Although I think it's being addressed, the time lag between the election and when the
new Council could take office/be sworn in was too long.
Ensure legislative changes are enacted earlier.
Again the Province needs to be reminded that changes to the Municipal Elections Act
within one year of the election date are problematic. I know some municipalities start
their planning one year in advance, not just in January of an election year since
candidates can file nomination papers starting the first day of business in January.
Have School Boards declare PD days for use of schools and instruct all School
Principles of their responsibility in providing these sites to municipal clerks.
A mandatory PD day for voting day is long overdue. The school boards have always
been reluctant to grant this and unless it is made mandatory, it will be a fight each and
every election as it has been for years.
We need to have the school boards take a Professional Development Day on Election
Day. I sent a letter after the election to both of the school boards recommending this.
They are concerned about the safety of children but had a PD day the next week.
Requiring voters to provide identification in a small municipality caused a hardship
on the Election Staff and caused voters to walk out.
Identification requirements - inconsistencies - required to provide at voting locations
but not with mail in revisions, inability with on-line voting, not available at institutions
etc. Need to review health cards new cards have photo, but no address.
All election date/deadlines which fall between September 1st and Election Day need to
be reviewed to try and spread out the deadlines which fell one after the other.
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HAVE SCHOOL BOARDS RUN THEIR OWN ELECTIONS!!!!!
Remove Council from decision-making on advanced Voting times and Dates as their
input really isn't needed.
Removal of the requirement to have an advanced voting bylaw? Why not just set the
dates and ensure a proper notice period.
Remove the Clause in the Municipal Elections Act that requires a by-election if one of
the candidates dies or is disqualified. That they can be acclaimed if only one runs but
not if two are running and one dies or is disqualified?"
There should not be language within the Act to force the Clerk/designate to be in the
'Clerk's Dept.' at prescribed times or during advance voting hours in order to complete
proxy certificates. (We did not use Town Hall as a voting location so this was rather
inconvenient - we could have easily directed these individuals to one of the advance
voting places in order to do this).
Change of Voting Day date created some timeline issues as experienced by myself and
other Clerks in this area. Consideration should be given to reassessing the deadlines
associated with Voting Day.
Prescribed forms to read Clerk or Designate (not commissioner or just City Clerk)
To be able to produce prescribed forms in other languages other than English and
French."
More clarity is necessary with respect to ensuring that elections are ""accessible"" to
electors and candidates. Current language is vague and with no clear standards in place
(aside from the ODA and 429/07 via the AODA) it puts municipalities in a precarious
position given that some may do more than others.
Voter's list - provision to candidates - 2 dates to close together (Sept. 1 & Sept. 10) Time period during which MP's and MPP's can request list and whether that should be
deleted entirely
Legislative changes imposing fines to residents who move into newly built residences
without first obtaining their residency permits would help.
Other Suggested Provincial Actions:
Other than the challenges experienced with the internet/telephone voting it was a very
good system overall that should be endorsed and promoted by the Province as it is the
most inclusive and convenient system of casting a ballot possible.
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Resources:
It would be nice to have a manual on conducting school board elections, in particular
the role of the Returning Officer in providing notices and/or forms in French needs to
be clarified. It's my understanding that the R.O. is responsible to provide these to the
municipalities in the school board areas which are electing area trustees; however, in
some cases, providing notices in French is left up to the individual municipalities who
often don't have these resources. Plus, if ONE ad is provided to all the applicable
municipalities, it ensures that all the ads are the same.
Other Types of Comments:
Voting Methods:
We used Intelivote. We had a number of electors that were against eVoting. First
Voter Information Letter that was mailed they could see PIN through envelope;
Intelivote did a second print with a "Z" fold; 2nd printing Intelivote left the Telephone
number off the Letter so they sent out a Postcard with website address; telephone
number; hours of voting; Voter Help/Revision Centre, etc. No cost to the Town, but it
made it look bad. Then on Election Day, due to the increase use of the Candidate
Module, Intelivote incurred problems with one of the Servers which cause chaos for us.
We extended the voting for one extra hour.
As well with the mail-in - we need more cooperation with Canada Post - we had kits
returned that were properly addressed that we paid to have reposted. They need a
lesson as well on cooperation."
We had serious issues with Canada Post this election, as it took over 3 weeks for some
of our residents to receive their voter cards (often after the advance poll dates). Some
discussions with Canada Post on behalf of rural Ontario municipalities would be
appreciated, since many municipalities use voter cards, vote by mail, etc.
due to the accessibility issues and the amount of work to prepare voting locations, we
will be investigating alternative voting techniques for 2014 i.e. telephone voting or
internet voting
Other:
"Overall, I am pleased with the 2010 Municipal Election and the AMCTO training
courses were excellent. Currently, I am launching an online, hard copy and phone
survey to solicit feedback from the public as to their experiences with the 2010
Municipal Election and how to improve for 2014. Voter apathy is still a concern, but I
am not sure how we address that in Ontario. We do our best to advertise and get the
word out. I am finding that our website is becoming the #1 tool for municipal elections
advertising and information dissemination.
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There is always need for improvements and legislative changes but really can't compile
a list in this forum; better suited for election review team consisting of members of
AMCTO, MMAH & MPAC.
The administration of the election in 2010 went very well - with just the usual minor
hiccups of workers quitting, some post election feedback.
Employees - volunteer firefighters.
Recounts
I am dealing with a couple of candidates with sour grapes that have applied to the
courts to have a new election.
Questions arose why landed immigrants could not vote.
This was a challenging election year for us as we had a question related to fluoride on
the ballot but only for a portion of the electors.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Suggestions for legislature amendments will be given to the MEA Project Team.
I have quite a list of legislative changes that I believe need to be made prior to the next
election and many ideas on how AMCTO can improve their information with respect
to the various methods being employed. I intend on sharing those with the municipal
elections project team and hope to see some action taken.
The municipal election unfolded in a normal fashion.
I attempted to respond to this survey the best I could, however it is nor conducive to
how does the Region of Waterloo conduct its elections. We do not physically open
polls but provide the names to the area municipalities to include on their ballots. Our
Regional councillors are directly elected by area municipality, not ward or at large so
those were difficult questions to answer.
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Appendix D
Municipalities with Recounts as reported up to March 28, 2011 by
respondents to AMCTO’s 2010 Municipal Elections Survey
Tied-Vote
Cavan Monaghan
Lake of the Woods

By Council Resolution
Aurora
East Zorra-Tavistock
Greater Napanee
Greenstone
Grimsby
Kitchener
Lake of the Woods
McKellar
Mississauga
Penetanguishene
Southgate
Wellington North
Whitechurch-Stouffville
Windsor

By Court Order
Brock
Grimsby
Kitchener
Southgate
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Appendix E
Advance Voting Hours as reported up to March 28, 2011 by respondents to
AMCTO’s 2010 Municipal Elections Survey
108 municipal election managers provided information about advance voting when asked
―If different than election day, then please specify hours‖. Advance voting hours varied
significantly and included twenty-five different times:
8:00 am to 2:00 pm
8:30 am to 4:00 pm
8:30 am to 4:30 pm
8:30 am to 5:00 pm
9:00 am to 4:00 pm
9:00 am to 5:00 pm
9:00 am to 6:00 pm
9:30 am to 5:00 pm
10:00 am to 2:00 pm
10:00 am to 4:00 pm
10:00 am to 4:30 pm
10:00 am to 5:00 pm
10:00 am to 5:30 pm
10:00 am to 6:00 pm
10:00 am to 8:00 pm
11:00 am to 5:00 pm
12:00 pm to 5:00 pm
12:00 pm to 6:00 pm
12:00 pm to 7:00 pm
12:00 pm to 8:00 pm
1:00 pm to 3:00 pm
1:00 pm to 4:00 pm
4:00 pm to 8:00 pm
6:00 pm to 8:00 pm
6:00 pm to 9:00 pm
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Appendix F
Content of Candidate Information Sessions as reported up to March 28,
2011 by respondents to AMCTO’s 2010 Municipal Elections Survey
Providing them with information package and reviewed it individually
They received training on how to access Internet Information
"ELECTION CANDIDATE INFORMATION SESSION
o Certified Candidates/Acclaimed Candidates
 Offices to be Elected: Mayor, Deputy Mayor, Councillors-Ward 1,
3, and 5
 Offices Acclaimed: Ward 2, Ward 4
 School Board Offices to be Elected: English Public School Trustees
(2)
o Election Campaigning
 Candidate Profiles – municipal website
 Election Signs – to be placed on private property, not on municipal
or County property
 Prohibition of Campaigning in Voting Places (Township Office &
Malahide Community Place)
 Scrutineers
o Election Finances/Reporting
 Campaign Period – date of nomination to December 31st
 Certificate of Maximum Campaign Expenses
 Campaign Bank Account
 Financial Reports – due March 25, 2011
 Campaign Surplus – to be submitted in trust to Clerk
 Notice of Penalties
o Vote By Mail Procedures
 Ballot Delivery Date – during the week of September 27th
 Last Date for Guaranteed Mail Back – October 16th
 Ballot Return Stations – locations inside and outside Township
Office
 Advertising – newspapers, radio, website, direct mail, posters
o Voter’s List
 Extracts Available Upon Request – for campaign purposes only
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Additions and Revisions – completed at Township Office only until
close of voting on October 25th

o Voting Day
 Township Office is open until close of voting at 8:00 p.m.
 Counting Location – Malahide Community Place
 Unofficial Results Announced – Council Chambers
 Official Declaration of Election Results – October 26th
o Accessible Elections
 Mail in balloting
 Township Office is accessible
 Low German Translation services
 Candidates also required to have regard to needs of electors
o Post Election
 Inaugural Council Meeting - December 1, 2010 – 7:00 p.m.
 Refund of Filing Fee
 Council Orientation Session – mid to late November"
Joint sessions held with neighbouring municipalities
County of Wellington Clerks worked with MMAH to hold session on summer 2010
done by Ministry
Offered, but had no takers.
Information session provided by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing.
The Candidate night was held by the Chamber of Commerce NOT the municipality
Held MMAH Candidate Info Session prior to Nomination Day and MMAH
Financial Info Session in late Sept.
Two information sessions - June session - general info, eligibility, nomination
process, the law, campaign finances, eligibility for voters, election signs & vote
counting procedures. Sept session - voters' list, proxy voting, ID requirements,
accessible elections, election results, closing campaigns & compliance audits
What you can expect to serve as a member of council. Demonstration of internet
and telephone voting system.
The Chamber of Commerce held Meet the Candidate Sessions.
Candidate Information - signs, financials, tabulator use, profile page, website
Election process and general guidelines.
Campaign finances, election signs, accessibility, reporting process, key dates,
voting system, scrutineers,
MMAH representatives provided their training; we added Vote By Mail info at that
session as well
Demonstrated use of tabulators
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Handled by MMAH. Power point presentation delivered, candidates guide was
distributed, followed by Q & A session
MMAH did the presentation providing information on the Act and in particular,
financial requirements/ responsibilities of candidates.
"Joint Sessions with Kitchener, Cambridge, MMAH; Provincial & Generic Local
Information"
Had representative from MMAH as well as Clerk provide overview of election
process and financial information
The Ministry held a sessions which we invited our candidates to.
Information on their complete packages, plus information session on Internet and
Telephone Voting, plus training on the Candidate Module of which was poorly
attended
Regarding accessibility issues and touch screen demo
We participated in coordinating 2 MMAH presentations for all candidates in
Durham Region. One held in Clarington and one in Ajax.
campaign finance, signage, duties, key dates,
Provided an election guide, copy of policies and procedures and answered any
specific questions
The Province provided information to candidates.
Accessibility, MMAH did a financial statement presentation, answered questions
on the process and described key dates.
MMAH provided verbal presentations at joint municipalities’ info session. A small
package of local info was provided to all candidates
how to use the candidate module for Intelivote
They did not attend the session on internet voting
There were two information session that were done by MMAH (hosted by four
local municipalities)
How to run for municipal office
general info session - provided by MMAH; financial info session - provided by
MMAH
Some of our candidates signed up to attend an information session in our district;
however, the session was cancelled due to lack of interest.
Campaign information, deadlines, voting process, sign by-law information, voters
list information updating, etc.
eligibility to run, key dates, nomination process & withdrawals, candidate duties,
scrutineers, campaign rules, election signs, election finances, council roles and
responsibilities, compliance audit, Preliminary List of Electors, amendments,
Voters List, accessibility, election technology, inaugural
some groups within our municipality hosted info / round table sessions for
candidates of that specific ward
MMAH Financial Reporting Presentation
MMAH provided financial information. Overview of legislation, procedures and
local applicable by-laws provided by municipal staff.
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In conjunction with area municipality, a candidate session was provided by
MMAH.
Role of Councillor, MA requirements for Municipal Elections
Hosted a MMAH session for candidates.
Training on the tabulators and general question and answers
"the voting system being used; candidate information"
Slideshow and presentation of Binder - with policies, method of vote - and further
use of the candidates module as part of Intelivote
Council Orientation Binder provided together with one-on-one meetings. Most
candidates attended the MMAH sessions.
Nomination process, financial filing, campaign period, candidate duties and
responsibilities and election finances.
Internet/vote by phone method
"Matters of procedure; Financial requirements"
Provided Candidates with Councillor Manuals
Local Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing office held a candidate
information session.
Presentation by MMAH staff on Financial aspects
Hosted MMAH Session in Dryden and provided facility
Niagara Falls held a financial information session.
MMAH presented
election process, financial reporting, what I expect from candidates and what they
can expect from staff, use of scrutiners
Nomination, voters' list, sign requirements, financial requirements, updates to the
Act, where further info may be found, etc.
We held 15 sessions on 3 topics: Info Session #1 - Getting started, Info Session #2 Midway through the campaign, and Info Session #3 - Closing the campaign
"2010 Candidate Guide - introduction, qualifications of candidate, nomination as a
candidate, campaign information, general information, attachment: Candidate's
Guide to Accessible Elections
o Southgate Contact List
o Proposed All Candidates Meeting
o Voter's List & Candidate's Declaration of Proper Use
o Freedom of Information Release
o Campaign Signs
o Notice of Penalties
o Guides available - "Electing Better Politicians" & "Run & Win"
Mainly Financial Reporting
The session was run by Intelivote and focused on the products for use by candidate
and the technical operations of the method of voting.
All training info as provided to workers as well as accessibility
candidates guidelines and reporting expectations
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In conjunction with MMAH on financial reporting
Financial information, candidate duties, rebate program, election sign regulations,
online voting and vote tabulator information.
MMAH general election candidate info; MMAH financial reporting for candidates
info
EVERYTHING possible! Proxy, voting locations, accessibility, advance polls,
voters list, voters list revisions, scrutineering process, election results process,
voting equipment process. etc
We provided candidate information packages.
The County of Wellington and 7 local municipalities jointly held one information
session for candidates throughout the County
Mainly financial
election procedures, signs, voting systems, results
Voting procedures internet/telephone with Service Provider. Election Act
Guidelines, Financial Reporting, Election Sign By-laws, Voters List, Roles of
Municipal Clerk/DRO/Scrutineer/Candidate.
MMAH put it on.
Primarily review of vote tabulation equipment and internet voting and a question
period
The Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing came to our municipality and held
a Candidate's Information Session to introduce the changes to the MEA, with a
focus on financial responsibilities.
"First session about the election process, when scanning of returns would
commence and what would occur at each session, roles of scrutineers, etc.; Second
session was for the central count tabulators and the process on Election Night"
In partnership with MMAH, 2 sessions for the region held on general election
information and one session specific to election finances.
Education, process, legislation requirements
Candidates were welcome to attend general sessions, they were provided manuals
and welcomed to ask questions of staff any time
Policy and procedures, election campaign finances, role of scrutineers, voter's list
corrections process
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Appendix G
Survey Questionnaire
To view the AMCTO 2010 Municipal Elections Survey click here
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