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Dear Mr. Speaker:

It is with great pleasure that I submit my Report on the preparation and delivery of the 38th Provincial General Election, Access, Integrity and Participation: Towards Responsive Electoral Processes for Ontario.
The successful administration of the 2003 election could not have been achieved without the dedication and commitment of the 103 returning officers, 7,323 returning office personnel and 59,625 Election Day workers. In addition, the nine registered political parties and the 522 Ontario citizens who offered themselves as candidates for election ensured the continuing vitality of our electoral processes. I extend my thanks and appreciation to all of these people for their participation.

This Report presents an overview of activities conducted by the Office of the Chief Election Officer over the past four years, and addresses critical topics relating to electoral administration for consideration by the Members of the Legislative Assembly.

Respectfully submitted,

John L. Hollins

Chief Election Officer
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INTRODUCTION BY THE CHIEF ELECTION OFFICER

In 2001, it was my honour to be appointed Chief Election Officer for Ontario. I expected the road ahead to be an exciting challenge and I have not been disappointed.

In preparing for Ontario’s 38th Provincial General Election, clearly Elections Ontario would have the opportunity to make a difference in the evolution of the province’s electoral process, preserving our centuries-old democratic right within modern-day parameters.

Innovation and  structure, technology and  efficiency,  outreach, partnerships, access  and  involvement – from  vision to planning to delivery, these words guided Elections Ontario’s focus  through to Election Day on October 2, 2003 and  continue to do  so. New systems and processes, supported by a new organizational structure, have helped to strengthen our democratic processes and set in motion the essential transformation of how provincial elections happen in Ontario.

Through pilot projects, tests and the opportunities offered in the six by-elections between 2000 and 2002, Elections Ontario has been able to grow in professionalism and organizational scope and, at the same time, increase the strength and integrity of Ontario’s electoral system.

Our experiences in the most recent election have told us many things.

Ontario’s electors have said we are on the right track.  Post-event research shows that most rated their voting experience as excellent or good. However, a majority also pointed to the potential use of new technologies and flexibility about where and when they vote during an election.

Thus, another message also resonates: if we are to continue to respond to the needs of the Ontario electorate, Elections Ontario’s existing legislative and procedural environment must adjust to keep pace with change. We need the flexibility to take advantage of new opportunities as they occur, while ensuring fiscal prudence and innovation are properly balanced.

The legislative framework for provincial elections in Ontario has not been thoroughly modernized since the late 1960s. Thus, much of the effort required to deliver a 21st-century event has been constrained by practices that have their roots in history and do not serve the reality of today’s electorate.

When the Election Act was modernized in 1969, there were approximately 4 million electors in Ontario. Communication was largely by mail or telephone, or through print and radio media. Television was in its adolescence and emerging as a powerful communication tool, especially in the political forum.

More than three decades later, Ontario’s electorate has changed significantly. The number of electors has doubled to nearly 8 million. We are firmly entrenched in an electronic age of Internet, e-mail and wireless communications. “Two-income” families are the norm and working “9-to-5” is not. To function within our busy lives, Ontarians expect to be able to choose from multiple channels to access the services provided by governments and their agents, and this expectation increasingly extends to participation in the election process.

While the 2003 provincial general election emerged overall as an efficiently deployed event, there is no room for complacency at this apparent administrative success. We cannot ignore the bigger social picture that reflects reduced participation in the electoral process, nor our continued responsibility to ensure that electoral procedures do not become barriers to participation.

We have reached a defining moment in our history. However, current legislation does not permit Elections Ontario to take the paths we need to follow and Ontarians are telling us they want. Without a thorough overhaul of the Election Act, we cannot guarantee our ability not only to sustain growth, but also to maintain the ground achieved. At risk is our continued ability to deliver high quality services that meet the changing needs of Ontario’s electors and preserve the integrity and accessibility of the electoral process.

The Legislative Assembly, on behalf of Ontarians, has entrusted us with building, maintaining and delivering the foundation of our democratic system: the electoral process. Our ability to embrace and act on this trust requires an explicit framework for the integrity and political independence of the Chief Election Officer and Elections Ontario. At the same time, we must behave with accountability and transparency to ensure continued public trust in our independent administration of the electoral process.

Access, Integrity and Participation: Towards Responsive Electoral Processes for Ontario departs from more traditional methods of election reporting in Ontario. This document spans two functions: first, it reports on the preparation and delivery of the 2003 provincial general election and, then, builds on our experiences to identify and discuss opportunities for essential change. These observations and discussions are presented at a high level in the Executive Summary that follows.

Ultimately, it is our goal that the reader will gain from this document essential and practical insights into the realities of electoral delivery in the 21st century, and share our sense of urgency in addressing the resulting challenges before the next provincial general election. Elections Ontario looks forward with enthusiasm to implementing the innovations to come.

John L. Hollins

Chief Election Officer

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Chief Election Officer’s objectives for the 2003 provincial general election were clear: to provide one election that was the same for every elector, not 103 different elections, and to play a significant role in the exercise of democracy in Ontario by removing barriers and connecting citizens to the electoral process.

Planning and Delivery
Flowing from Elections Ontario’s first-ever Strategic Plan, covering the period 2002 – 2006, a new organizational structure established the professional expertise that is essential to effective electoral delivery. Once in place, we embarked on a series of coordinated event readiness planning activities for the 38th Provincial General Election.

A broadly-based consultation with stakeholders helped focus our efforts to design and develop new systems and services at headquarters and in the field, to support the management of the event and to meet elector, candidate and party expectations for an efficient election without barriers.

The overall approach to event preparation and delivery was based firmly on the Strategic Plan and reflected a clear, “service- based” approach to our business. This resulted in several new staff positions in returning offices and at the polls to help avoid problems with poll openings and elector line-ups on Election Day.

Recognizing the  importance of an accurate list of electors, Elections  Ontario used the  opportunities offered  by the  six by-elections between 2000 and 2002 to pilot new approaches to locating electors and  carried  these initiatives through into the 2003 election.

Our outreach and communications campaigns were greatly expanded and included, for the first time, an advertising campaign that encouraged electors to participate and not let others speak for them. Communication materials and access channels were developed to address as many of the needs identified by our stakeholders as possible. The Elections Ontario Web site’s functionality was also expanded and provided, for the first time, live results reporting on Election Night.

The Results

Post-election reviews with stakeholders, including election workers, the general public  and other participants, confirm that Elections Ontario was able  to deliver on its expectations and that the election of October 2, 2003 was successfully deployed.

As we evaluate our experiences in preparing and delivering the election, and as we understand the perspectives of our stakeholders, it is clear that responding to the needs and expectations of electors in today’s world is increasingly difficult within our legislative framework. Our success was achieved because of the innovation and flexibility that was applied by Elections Ontario to the procedures and directions set out in the Election Act, not because the legislation provided the flexible array of tools required.

The Election Act reflects a view of Ontario and its electorate that is locked in time, representing the world of the late 1960s, when the legislation was last overhauled. Today, rather than helping the Chief Election Officer to remove barriers to elector participation, many provisions in the Act have now become barriers to a modern approach to electoral democracy.

What is Our Future?

There are three critical features of future elections that emerge from our reviews and consultation: access to the electoral process in the very broadest terms, the integrity of the electoral process, and voter participation in the electoral process.
Access. In these early years of the 21st century, Ontario electors live in a constantly changing demographic, social and cultural environment that the legislation does not reflect. Just as the elector’s world is changing, Elections Ontario’s world must be able to change to keep pace. Unfortunately, this can happen only within the rather narrow parameters that limit the Chief Election Officer’s current administrative control.

There are many barriers that cannot be overcome by the Chief Election Officer because of the lack of flexibility in the authority that is given to him. For example, Ontario electors can vote in person at a specific place on Election Day or in person at one of five or six advance polls in their electoral district on specific days. Beyond this, the only voting choice that electors have is to forego the secrecy of their ballot and assign a proxy to vote on their behalf. Comparatively, electors at the federal level and in some Ontario municipalities have more alternatives to traditional attendance at a poll.

Similarly, electors’ registration opportunities are equally limited and not open to change under current rules.

Our stakeholders are looking for better access in all areas and, as the election administrator, Elections Ontario needs tools that work in today’s world. Access means more than physical accessibility to a polling place. It also means:

• Being identified as an elector without having to overcome administrative or logistical barriers
• Being able to acquire information about electoral processes easily, and

• Enjoying the value of efficiency and convenience that comes from the improved access channels that are available with automation.

While the Chief Election Officer can undertake research into new approaches and test activities during a by-election, there is virtually no flexibility within the current legislation to support broader change and open access.

There are, however, some areas that could be considered for legislative action; for example:

• Providing flexibility in establishing advance poll opportunities and locations
• Permitting different voting access channels and special voting rules, including secure automated processes, and

• Providing for the Chief Election Officer to be able to adopt flexible approaches to elections, including timing adjusted to permit automation.

The use of predictable and public places for voting will help electors accept the voting process as a regular part of their lives. Similarly, publicly funded school facilities are distributed throughout the province and are recognizable features of local communities.  They should be a routine part of electoral administration.

Legislators could consider action to:

• Specify that the school facilities will automatically be made available for elections

• Close schools and establish a Professional Development day on polling day.

In the alternative, consideration could be given to:

• Moving polling day to the weekend to help remove an access barrier for electors with childcare concerns or electors who rely on assistance from family caregivers.

With the creation of the Permanent Register of Electors for Ontario (PREO), the Chief Election Officer has established close relationships with Elections Canada and the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) to maintain elector information. The legislation provides the Chief Election Officer authority for access to Ontario government databases to help him carry out his obligation to verify the accuracy of the PREO. The authority is necessary and appropriate for ensuring access to the maximum number of eligible electors.

In reality, however, data from provincial vital statistics and driver licensing databases is currently processed and delivered through Elections Canada.

When the Chief Election Officer requests elector information from provincial sources, he often faces challenges that arise from, on the one hand, the administrative obligation of government ministries and departments to observe the provisions of legislation protecting personal privacy and, on the other, the apparent unfettered right of the Chief Election Officer to ask for and receive registration information for electors. In addition, where the information can be acquired, charges are sometimes proposed.

Legislation in this area requires review. Legislators could consider action to:

• Address real and perceived conflicts between the current legislative authority to acquire electoral information from government ministries and the province’s privacy protection framework, and

• Give the Chief Election Officer the clear authority and administrative tools to acquire the necessary – and only the necessary – personal information from government databases to identify and register electors.

Electors also have limited opportunities to access the registration process under the current Act. Legislators could consider:

• Providing flexibility for new and automated elector registration processes, and

• Taking care to ensure that any legislative adjustments do not compromise the flexibility that has allowed the building of successful partnerships between Elections Ontario and the federal and municipal electoral agencies.

Integrity. Experience gained in the 2003 election and the views of our stakeholders continue to reinforce the ongoing importance of the structure of the electoral process. The integrity of elections must be preserved through a combination of people who are publicly accountable and processes that are clearly defined.

Our stakeholders confirm the overwhelming importance of maintaining the independence of the Office of the Chief Election Officer as administrator of the electoral process. The current system for appointing returning officers and poll workers is politically driven:  Cabinet appoints returning officers, and candidates – usually working with their political parties – are responsible for nominating poll workers.

In days when poll workers personally recognized the majority of voters who appeared before them and many citizens believed it was a civic duty to work in elections, the current method may have been appropriate. In today’s world, social and economic factors mitigate against both participation and availability. Parties can no longer call on teams of workers to work one very long day for relatively little pay.

Cabinet appointments of returning officers and the legislative environment within which they work places the Chief Election Officer at a distance, creating significant  barriers to the  effective management of the election and delivery of a single event to all electors. In addition, the partisan appointment process creates perceptions of a lack of independence and, therefore, a possible risk to its integrity.

Moreover, while the Chief Election Officer does not set the pay rates for election workers, he is held accountable for the success of the event, despite low pay rates.

The fundamental structure of electoral administration lies entirely within the legislative framework. This framework creates a barrier to the administrative integrity of the electoral process. The barrier could be removed if legislators consider:

• Providing clear and unambiguous authority to the Chief Election Officer to appoint returning officers and election workers, and
• Authorizing the Chief Election Officer, in consultation with an independent financial arbiter, to set the rates and prepare and publish the Schedule of Fees for election workers and election costs.

If the management and administration of the election differ from district to district, electors and candidates are entitled to ask why. If the answer is because of the lack of a central control that ensures consistency, electoral integrity is at risk. Currently, the Election Act places the Chief Election Officer at a distance from event delivery. He requires clear administrative authority to make decisions and be able to deploy the staff and tools required to ensure there is only one election across Ontario, and that its integrity is preserved.

Legislators can help to assure the continued integrity of the electoral process if they consider:

• Developing a new Election Act that provides a coherent framework for the Chief Election Officer to manage the electoral process professionally, with transparency, with fairness and without partisan influence.

Continuing political presence in electoral administration is necessary and can be achieved within a legislative framework if legislators consider:

• Establishing a place for political counsel to the Chief Election Officer by confirming in the Act the consultative role of the Advisory Committee of Registered Political Parties.

Voter participation. In striving to achieve his objective of connecting citizens to the electoral process, the Chief Election Officer has access to a limited set of administrative tools. However, our stakeholders have confirmed their belief that the Chief Election Officer has a role in encouraging elector participation.

While 4,528,167 electors took part in the 2003 provincial election, this represented only 56.8% of the 7,962,607 registered electors. While advertising is one way to reach out to electors, there are many more opportunities that could be pursued if the Chief Election Officer carried a public mandate to educate and communicate, as do his federal and Quebec counterparts. Legislators could consider helping the Chief Election Officer to remove barriers to knowledge and understanding of the electoral process through initiatives such as:

• Permitting broadly-based communication and information dissemination by the Chief Election Officer at any time

• Inclusion of young citizens in elements of the electoral process, such as registration, before they turn 18 years of age

• Identifying party affiliation on ballots.

Clearly, the alignment of the needs of our stakeholders with the electoral process does not begin with the issuing of the Writ and end on Election Day. It continues in varying ways throughout the period between elections. It is clear that in future, Elections Ontario’s outreach activity must also continue day-by-day.

In their consideration of the opportunities for reform of electoral administration, legislators should remember that the scale of a provincial general election requires adequate time to design and fully test innovative approaches to election delivery. This would require legislative change to be enacted at least 12 months before the date of the next provincial general election, unless the Chief Election Officer determines that all required processes are in place and less time is required to support and implement change.

With an understanding of Elections Ontario’s practical experiences in delivering the event, readers are invited to consider how the delivery of future elections can be improved and how the enabling legislation can ensure support for the needs of electors while protecting the integrity of the electoral process.

THE CHIEF ELECTION OFFICER AND ELECTIONS ONTARIO IN CONTEXT

In assessing the current and future direction of Ontario elections, it is important to understand the administration of the electoral process in context and the current authorities within it.

“Chief Election Officer” describes both an individual who oversees the day-to-day management of the election process in Ontario, as well as one who, as an Officer of the Legislative Assembly, personifies the official body mandated to administer provincial elections, by-elections and referenda.

Under the Election Act, the Lieutenant Governor in Council (the 

Cabinet) appoints a Chief Election Officer (CEO), on an address of the Legislative Assembly.

The CEO is also the custodian of election finances under the Election Finances Act. In this function, the CEO is responsible for overseeing the registration of political parties and constituency associations, as well as candidates during provincial elections. He must also monitor the financial reporting associated with leadership contests and the annual and electoral activities of the parties, associations and election candidates, and the distribution of statutory subsidies.

Under the Election Finances Act, the Chief Election Officer is required to report to the Legislative Assembly on election finances activities. This, and any comments on that legislation, will be provided in a separate document
In addition, the CEO is responsible for managing referenda held under the Taxpayer Protection Act, 1999 and, further to an amendment in 2000 to the Municipal Elections Act, 1996, is mandated to review appeals of referendum questions proposed for inclusion on municipal ballots.

The CEO fulfills his electoral obligations through the administration of Elections Ontario. While accepted as an independent, non- partisan agency of the Legislative Assembly, “Elections Ontario” as an organization is not mentioned in legislation and is, in fact, the “trade name” for the Office of the Chief Election Officer.

The CEO can call on an “Assistant Chief Election Officer,” who is also appointed by the Lieutenant Governor in Council and is authorized to act in place of the CEO as required.

Supported by the organization’s systems, processes and personnel, the CEO oversees the provision of support and services to 103 returning officers appointed by the Lieutenant Governor in Council, each of whom is responsible for an electoral district during an event.

While at a quick glance the  legislative framework  set  out above might  seem to be  well-defined, the  operational relationship between the  CEO and  the  front-line  election officials is actually flawed  and  ill-defined. This is just one example of the paradoxes and anachronisms that persist today in Ontario’s otherwise non- partisan election environment.

Although the current CEO and ACEO were appointed in 2001 following review by an all-party selection panel, the legislation is actually silent on the selection process and the duration of the appointment of the Chief Election Officer.

A further gap is seen with respect to returning officers. While the CEO has the authority to hire administrative staff to fulfill his responsibilities, he has no authority in the selection and limited authority in the management and tenure of returning officers or other election officials. Yet, he is still accountable for the event they deploy in the field.

In contrast, under current legislation, returning officers hold responsibility to appoint persons to fulfill the role of election clerk. They also have the responsibility to select and appoint all workers who staff the 103 returning offices, 29 satellite offices and nearly 23,000 polls during an election.

With the powers of the CEO and returning officers divided in this way, the current legislative framework presents the CEO and Elections Ontario with significant operational challenges in delivering a single, well-organized and consistent provincial general election to replace the 103 individual events, with their varying standards and performance, seen in previous elections.

Financial considerations under the Election Act are equally archaic. The CEO has no defined statutory role in the design, structure or content of the “Schedule of Fees and Expenses” issued under the Election Act. Designed in the early 1980s, this outdated Regulation has minimal relevance to today’s electorate. Yet, it is still the only prescription by which the CEO can allocate the majority of event costs, with payment schedules that are not indexed to inflation and contemplate “stenographers,” “carbon paper” and “film projectors.”

Only through the judicious application of his emergency powers and the scope for rate Adjustment allowed in the Regulation has the CEO been able to stretch the financial framework to accommodate the deployment of automation and a centralized register of electors. However, emergency powers were intended for unexpected incidents, not to address ongoing issues and needs.

Legislation in the  future  must  consider providing flexibility and discretion to the  Chief Election  Officer to enable him to keep pace with a changing environment, and  help  ensure a ready,  willing and able  workforce  for electoral events.

A REPORT ON THE 2003 EVENT

As 4.5 million Ontario voters entered 22,782 provincial polls on October 2, 2003, they saw more than the usual officials, voting screens and ballot boxes.

They saw their polls open and close on time. They knew they would be able to vote, even if they had left it to the last minute on Election Day itself to add their names to the Voters List. They found voting was faster and easier than ever before.

They might have noticed improvements in directions to the polls and instructions on completing their ballots. They may have noted the addition of information centres that diverted electors needing assistance, while allowing others to move through quickly and vote.

What they didn’t see was the infrastructure of people, technology and processes behind the event.

Nor did they know about the four years of intense planning and preparation that successfully culminated in the 38th Provincial General Election.

As a society, Ontario is constantly changing and electoral processes must continue to evolve to keep pace with the needs of a wide range of stakeholders. To report on the 2003 provincial general election in a way that is meaningful for readers, we need to look beyond a comparison of numbers. Certainly, we can benchmark statistics – such as voter turnout and the quantity of staff, facilities and materials required to deliver this election – against previous events. However,  to make  this measurement significant,  we must  also look at the  means by which measures were achieved during  this event and  the hurdles  encountered along  the  way.

Understanding the Event Continuum

There is no denying the election call on September 2, 2003, the following Writ period and Election Day itself on October 2 were significant events. For electors, candidates and other stakeholders, this brief month is the focus of most election activity.

Yet, for Elections Ontario, this period of intense activity is part of a much greater – and equally intense – context that comprises three to four years of advance planning on a continuum of election event readiness.

For our organization, the lines between event readiness and deployment often blur – as they must if we are to maintain our responsibilities to deliver a fair and accessible electoral process to Ontarians as and when required.

An election call is, for Elections Ontario, a signal to deploy the tools and techniques that have been developed and refined to that point in time.  Such was the case on September 2, when the systems built, processes established and partnerships forged to-date “switched over” from event-readiness to event- deployment mode.

Under  the  pressures of an actual  province-wide event, the30 days  of the  2003  election period put  the  planning and innovation of the  previous  four years to the  test  by the  electorate and  other stakeholders. Equally important, it offered Elections Ontario essential learning opportunities to help guide ongoing processes and shape future directions as we move along the province’s electoral continuum.

READINESS PLANNING – FROM 2000 TO 2003

MISSION – Elections Ontario’s mission is to guarantee the democratic voting rights of Ontario electors, assist in making the finances of political interests transparent and to ensure efficient, cost-effective and non-partisan administration of the electoral process. 
For Elections Ontario, preparation for the next provincial general election begins right after the last one. With the responsibility of administering by-elections and referenda and being prepared for a general election, we traditionally have had n event “on-the-shelf” by ensuring that: 

· Forms, supplies, training materials and equipment are replenished and ready at all times for the province’s 103 returning officers

· Advertising and communications materials are updated with templates ready for customization according to the different needs of the 103 electoral districts

· Administrative staff and field workers are trained to manage the processes and meet the needs of electors on the front lines. 

The principal  lesson  drawn  from the  previous  general election in 1999  was the  need for Elections  Ontario to more  closely manage all aspects of impending event delivery, in order  to establish consistent, efficient and  cost-effective processes, preserve electoral process integrity  and  maintain corporate credibility.

In particular, the addition of the Permanent Register of Electors for Ontario to the Chief Election Officer’s mandate in 1998 has required Elections Ontario to develop ongoing activities to maintain and update elector information.
By 2003, significant management changes were manifested in revised approaches to business processes, job definitions, staff hiring and training, technology infrastructure, materials and facilities, list maintenance and updates, forms and supplies, budgeting and financial management, communication and leadership.

VISION – Elections Ontario’s vision is to set the standard for electoral process excellence.

Inherent in these changes has been the emphasis on the timely flow of information: internally, between Elections Ontario’s headquarters and returning offices and through to front-line poll workers; and, externally to electors, political parties, candidates and other stakeholders.

None of this has been in isolation. Increased expectations from stakeholders and expanded responsibilities have made strategic long-term planning and integrated implementation essential. 

VALUES – These values will be the foundation of everything we do. 
Integrity

We believe that the integrity of the electoral process must be the highest priority and  that  the  democratic rights of electors must be guaranteed.

Openness, transparency and non-partisanship

We believe that the administration of the electoral process must be completely open to public scrutiny and characterized by the consistent application of legislation and service standards.

Flexibility, innovation and cost-effectiveness
We believe in maintaining a working environment, which is flexible enough to respond to changing needs, encourages innovation and strives to deliver services in a cost-effective manner.

Professionalism, teamwork

We believe in supporting each other as individuals to achieve personal excellence, exceptional teamwork and pride in the delivery of our services.

Proactive participation with stakeholders

We believe in building strong partnerships, and working cooperatively with stakeholders to further our vision of electoral process excellence.

STRATEGIC PLANNING: 2002 – 2006

Since the mid 1980s, the Chief Election Officer’s post-event reporting has identified a number of proposals for legislative change. Several of these proposals were implemented in 1998 and were supplemented with the addition to the Election Act of the Chief Election Officer’s responsibility for the then new Permanent Register. However, corresponding process changes typically have been reactive and isolated.

As Elections Ontario looked ahead in 2001 to more change to come, we knew we needed a long-term vision supported by a cohesive, integrated Strategic Plan, to be able to meet the electorate’s expectations competently and manage emerging issues and challenges.

This blueprint needed to look beyond the next general event to the fundamentals of election management. Thus, while “Event Delivery” is indeed one of the key measurements ultimately articulated in the Strategic Plan, other success factors include Solid Infrastructure, Maximizing Partnerships, Stakeholder Involvement and Service Excellence.

The successful administration of the 2003 election confirmed we are on target with our strategic direction and that this strategy provides a foundation for Elections Ontario that is solid yet sufficiently flexible to respond to changing process requirements and the emerging social, economic and demographic trends and perspectives of the modern electorate.

Stakeholder Readiness

In developing the five-year Strategic Plan, we knew that its usefulness depended on broad consultations with internal and external stakeholders that addressed shorter-term, event-readiness needs and identified issues for further consideration. It was essential for our planning to take into account the global context in terms of stakeholder needs as well as best practices across Canada and around the world. Still, the plans for event delivery were crafted with a clear focus on the service that would ultimately be delivered to electors on Election Day.

Aligning our workforce. Elections Ontario’s ability to deliver on our vision of electoral process excellence depends on the maintenance of a “critical mass” of internal expertise.

In identifying internal stakeholders as a significant resource, Elections Ontario prepared for the 2003 event by looking at the human side of electoral administration from three viewpoints: head-office staff, returning officers and their teams, and election- day workers.

Immediately following the appointment of the current Chief Election Officer in January 2001, Elections Ontario undertook a redesign of our staffing model.

Reflecting our expanded legislative responsibilities with regard to the  PREO, as well as emerging demands from stakeholders, including almost  8 million electors, we moved from a permanent headquarters staff of 19 to an approved complement of 61 administrative, technical and  professional employees.

With permanent staff in place, the use of contract and consulting resources was reduced significantly to focus mainly on developmental areas, and particularly in technology and new outreach programs.

Recognizing the need for close and effective communication and coordination of activity in the electoral districts, we established 10 “liaison officer” positions, reporting to the Chief Election Officer. They emerged as a valuable link in training and supporting the 103 returning officers grouped in 10 regions across Ontario.

Liaison officers also played an advisory role in our effort to manage the delivery of the event more consistently and avoid the challenges associated with holding simultaneous yet separate elections in 103 districts across the province.

They contributed to our re-evaluation of the roles and responsibilities of existing election officials and election-day workers.  In all, 23 new sets of responsibilities were developed for the returning office and field. Corresponding job descriptions and defined skill sets took into account the need for some staff to perform multiple functions during an election event.

Informing the parties. In January of 2002, the Chief Election Officer announced the creation of the Advisory Committee of Registered Political Parties and held his first meeting.

The Advisory Committee accommodates up to two representatives from each registered party. Its mandate is to discuss administrative and legislative issues of critical interest to Elections Ontario and political parties within a non-partisan forum.

Ontario Political Parties:

Registered as of September 2, 2003

• Communist Party of Ontario

• Family Coalition Party of Ontario

• Freedom Party of Ontario

• Green Party of Ontario

• Ontario Confederation of Regions Party (COR)

• Ontario Liberal Party

• Ontario Libertarian Party

• Ontario New Democratic Party

• Progressive Conservative Party of Ontario

• Reform Party of Ontario

(Voluntarily de-registered September 15, 2003)

Note: the Natural Law Party voluntarily de-registered on July 21, 2003

By the time the Writ was issued, five meetings had been held with representatives of nine of the 11 registered parties in Ontario. These quarterly meetings quickly fostered good working relationships through frank dialogue between Elections Ontario senior management and party representatives. They will continue to provide a channel specific to event-readiness for communications to party officials and, through them, to candidates.

Through its deliberations, the  Advisory Committee was able to initiate  improvements in the  flow of information during  the election between election officials and  parties and  candidates, and  to generate more  useful register products, maps  and  lists.

Reaching electors with special needs. Elections Ontario recognizes there is no one-size-fits-all approach to informing and educating electors. In 2002, we completed an initial needs analysis with a number of stakeholder organizations serving people with special needs related to disabilities, place of residence and ethno- cultural factors. We approached stakeholders with two strategies in mind:

• Develop relationships and work with stakeholder groups toward barrier-free elections for their members and clients
• Identify ways prior to the impending election to disseminate information about voting and the electoral process to qualified electors who have special needs.

Accordingly, we focused on stakeholder groups that provide services to individuals who are blind or visually impaired, deaf or hard of hearing, or who have a physical disability or mental health issue.

In addition to electors with disabilities, we also worked with stakeholder groups that represent electors with other specific concerns, including Aboriginals, students, seniors, residents in women’s shelters and those who are homeless.

We examined the issues raised and new products and services requested by these groups, the related provisions in the Election Act to respond to these requests, and our capacity to deliver them for the 2003 election.

From this initial consultation with approximately 100 stakeholder groups emerged a collaborative strategy for the election, which provided a wide range of services. Key examples of these include:

• General election information materials and services provided in alternative formats, including Braille and audio, and through sign language interpreters and our TTY line 
• The piloting of a new Voter Assistance Access Line designated for immediate assistance during advance and regular polling days to voters with disabilities who are experiencing difficulties in voting

• Assistance and information in up to 31 languages, in addition to English and French, through householder brochures, information advertising and voter poll guides; also offered simultaneous translation on-demand through our central call centre.

As part of election-readiness, Elections Ontario implemented several new strategies for the 2003 provincial general election to further support a positive, informed and accessible voting environment for electors with distinct needs.

• Faxing of Proxy Applications: replaced the need for an original signed proxy application delivered in person or by mail to facilitate easier and timelier arrangements for proxy voting.

• Aboriginal Liaison Officer:  official appointed in electoral districts encompassing distinct Aboriginal communities, responsible for building relationships with community leaders before Election Day, to facilitate voting in each First Nation community.

• Liaison Officer for the Homeless: official appointed in electoral districts where there is a concentration of homeless individuals, responsible for building relationships and working with the administrators of organizations that serve homeless electors, before Election Day. Through these officers, electors who did not have a permanent lodging place were provided with assistance in confirming their eligibility to vote and in meeting identification and qualification requirements that would give them access to the vote.

• “Proof-of-Residence” for homeless electors: facilitated through the provision of briefing  materials and a letter template for administrators of shelters, drop-in centres and soup  kitchens, to produce an acceptable residence affidavit for electors who do not have a permanent lodging place but are otherwise qualified to vote.

De-briefing sessions immediately following the election demonstrated the value of the election-readiness planning and pointed to key learning – not just for Elections Ontario but also our stakeholders.

Through the activities of the 2003 election, our stakeholder groups were able to more easily understand that the scope of Elections Ontario’s ability to respond to special needs is constrained by the Election Act. While recommendations for change may have merit, the scope of our mandate and authority and the timing inherent in the current legislation may preclude us from acting on them.

All stakeholders have expressed enthusiasm in working further with Elections Ontario to develop a collaborative strategy that continues to address mutual education and information needs for future events.

Electors with Disabilities

The passage of the Ontarians with Disabilities Act (ODA) carried with it an amendment to the Election Act (Section 55.1, subsection 1) requiring returning officers to report to the Chief Election Officer on accessibility measures for an election and for the CEO to make this public.

Elections Ontario has embraced the spirit of this Act. With respect to outreach to electors with disabilities, we addressed potential barriers to the voting process using parameters defined in general terms by the ODA, specifically:

• Physical layout and architectural provisions

• Information/communications

• Societal attitudes

• Technology

• Policies and practices

An overview of the core and customized products and services developed to respond to electors with a range of disabilities has been set out in Elections Ontario Outreach Program 2003: Electors with Disabilities. Available on our Web site at www.electionsontario.on.ca, it also includes our summary report on accessibility measures at the electoral district level.
Students

The 2003 election was held during the post-secondary academic year.  As this potentially affected an estimated 200,000 students, our Outreach team met in advance with student associations and councils during event-readiness planning and provided them with election information materials customized for students. Similar information was included on a distinct section on our Web site. 

A key issue among the groups was clarification of the Election Act’s reference to permanent residence as a qualification to vote in a particular electoral district. While the information we provided appeared to be sufficient for most groups to deploy after the election call, a lack of clarity persisted for one of the groups, who objected strongly and publicly to the imposition of residency requirements as a voter qualification. 

A follow-up meeting since has further clarified the constraints placed on Elections Ontario by the Election Act in dealing with “residence,” and highlighted potential improvements for future communication to students.

Safety for Electors in Women’s Shelters

Elections Ontario recognizes the personal safety concerns affecting residents living in Ontario’s women’s shelters and the potential for it to deter their participation in elections. Following consultation with the Ministry of Community and Social Services, we distributed information kits and display materials specific to residents’ information needs via the Ministry to approximately100 facilities across the province. We encouraged residents to take advantage of their ability to vote in their home electoral district at Advance Polls or though a proxy voter in their electoral district. 

Subsequent discussion with Ministry staff indicates that, although the initiative was well-intentioned, it was not sufficient to assure residents of their safety. Elections Ontario has identified this as a significant issue that must be pursued, both in the interpretation of their residence under the Election Act and in service to this “at-risk” segment of the electorate.

PREO and the List of Electors

Development of the  Permanent Register of Electors for Ontario and the quality of its data has been the cornerstone of much of our readiness activity – from exploring new systems and partnerships and  piloting new approaches in test projects,

To educating electors and other stakeholders on registration procedures and issues related to a permanent register system. Significant improvement has been achieved in managing and updating information in the PREO. This must continue to evolve to realize the full potential of a permanent register system.

A living list. An efficient and cost-effective election process is dependent on the availability of a current, accurate and complete preliminary List of Electors. The products derived from the PREO include paper and electronic lists and database files that are used by the returning officers and provided to registered candidates and political parties. They also support a range of databases that provide public information for the Web site, as well as Elections Ontario's business systems at headquarters and in the field.

Consequently, just as the electorate is a living entity, management of the Permanent Register of Electors for Ontario must respond to and reflect a constant state of electoral change. Its update and maintenance is based on information from a wide range of sources, including provincial vital statistics and driver licensing data. This latter information is not received directly from the ministries, but indirectly through Elections Canada’s National Register of Electors extracts.

At an election call, the preliminary List of Electors is drawn from the PREO in its current state. This automated database comprises electors qualified to vote in a provincial election: specifically, anyone who on an election day is 18 years of age or older, a Canadian citizen and a resident of a particular Ontario electoral district.

In turn, the List of Electors becomes the Voters List with the inclusion of all changes, additions and deletions made during the election period. This is the document provided to deputy returning officers for Election Day. The final Voters List reflects all changes, including electors added on Election Day.

With this in mind, obviously, one of the major considerations in managing the PREO has been that, on average, approximately20 percent of elector information changes every year as a result of elector moves, new 18-year-olds, new citizens, and deaths.

Another key consideration is that qualified electors register or update their voter information on three different lists of electors for municipal, provincial and federal elections. For people who move frequently, this may have meant updating information in September 2003 for the provincial election, in October 2003 for the municipal election and again in June of 2004 for the federal election.

The 1999 provincial general election was the first time the PREO was in place and a full enumeration was not conducted. At that time and until early in 2003, update tools and processes were limited. There was no guarantee that information compiled by returning officers could be retained when the PREO was updated with new extracts from the National Register of Electors provided by Elections Canada.

Tripartite Agreement. In recent years, Elections Ontario has worked towards partnerships in register management with other key authorities responsible for administering elections in Ontario, namely Elections Canada at the federal level and the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation, which maintains lists of electors for triennial municipal elections.

This relationship was consolidated with the signing in mid-2002 of a tripartite agreement designed to move all three electoral authorities toward a longer-term, shared vision of a “single list” of Ontario electors.

While the broader, shared objectives are still in the future, the tripartite agreement has enabled Elections Ontario to achieve interim event-readiness goals through shared approaches. The value of this cooperation clearly establishes a template for the future.

Pilot projects. Concurrent with the early development of the tripartite relationship, pilot projects to test new elector data management routines were implemented through six by-elections between 2000 and 2002, in Ancaster-Dundas-Flamborough-Aldershot, Parry Sound-Muskoka, Vaughan-King-Aurora, Beaches- East York, Nipissing and Dufferin-Peel-Wellington-Grey.

Combinations of data from MPAC and data obtained from land registry databases supported our activity in locating addresses and registering electors in residential areas where changes were most likely to have occurred.

The value of the by-election work was further realized in fall 2002 with the consolidation of the lessons learned into a broad-scope pilot project, which was implemented in the Orangeville area designated by the postal code “L9W,” within the electoral district of Dufferin-Peel-Wellington-Grey.

Data quality challenges for the PREO were reviewed through a series of initiatives that attempted to evaluate and use all available data sources to identify duplicate names, as well as new or deceased electors or those who had moved.

In addition, a range of new map products was developed and evaluated, building on Elections Ontario’s decision to develop electoral geography using property parcel data and Geographic Information Systems (GIS). This approach was a first step toward building the essential links between addresses and electors that can be used to support a range of new map products and services.

This pilot also facilitated testing of new communication techniques, a centralized call centre and targeted elector list revision tactics, providing a valuable learning opportunity across many Elections Ontario functions for the 2003 election and beyond.

Spring 2003 target registration. The findings of earlier pilot projects contributed to the development of a larger scale, province-wide “Target Registration” exercise in winter 2003.

In January 2003, Ontario’s Chief Election  Officer and  his federal counterpart agreed to collaborate in a joint Target  Registration exercise to update the  provincial and  federal registers and  confirm some of the  information recently acquired from Canada Revenue Agency (CRA), to be  ready  when  an election was called.

PREO Updates

By the February 2003 data update from Elections Canada, common business rules and processes were in place to allow for the majority of the Elections Ontario fieldwork to be retained and exchanged. This update from the National Register of Electors of 7,526,043 records included Ontario data from a variety of sources:

• Canada Revenue Agency (CRA) information, from the 84% of Ontario tax filers who consented on their 2001 and 2002 tax returns

• Ontario Ministry of Transportation driver's license updates, received quarterly up to October 2002

• Ontario Office of the Registrar General, Ministry of Consumer and Business Services updates on deceased electors up to January 2003
• Citizenship and Immigration Canada lists of new Canadian citizens residing in Ontario who consented to be added to the National Register of Electors (more than 90% since 2001)

• Final voters lists from provincial and federal by-elections

• The results of the list reviews  conducted independently by provincial  returning officers in Ontario in Spring  2002 and federal returning officers  in Summer 2002 (925,000 revisions to street, place  or polling division)

• Elector-initiated additions and updates
The goal of the exercise was to improve elector information in four key areas:

• The estimated 1.4 million occupants of 807,000-plus units in high-density buildings identified from information in the PREO and supported by Elections Canada data

• Potential electors in more than 68,600 residential properties that had changed ownership within the previous eight months, identified from the provincial Land Registry database

• Elector information from 62,500-plus residences typically in rural areas, with minimal civic addressing (i.e. rural routes versus actual street number and name, etc.)

• Nearly 960,000 individuals identified by Elections Canada primarily from CRA files and requiring confirmation as qualified electors before they could be incorporated into the National Register of Electors.

Following a comprehensive, information campaign to all Ontario households, the Target Registration exercise culminated in March2003 with an intense, nine-day field exercise that focused on updating elector information extracted from the National Register as of February 2003.

The subsequent processing of nearly 1.4 million transactions to add, delete or update elector information resulted in a significant improvement in the quality of both federal and provincial lists of electors. Approximately 326,000 new elector records were added to the PREO through this process.

Duplicate elector names occur for a variety of reasons, such as name changes, transcription errors or illegible forms. The inconsistency can be as simple as a person using different names on different forms – such as “Bob” on a driver’s license and “Robert” on an income tax return.

Our findings were also shared with MPAC, significantly reducing the costs and volume of the mail-out enumeration required to update the preliminary lists of electors for the November 2003 municipal elections.

Thus, the tripartite agreement had demonstrated its value for Ontario electors and the PREO was ready to be deployed in the event of a spring 2003 election.

Summer 2003 revisions. With an average of 117,000Ontarians turning 18, moving, becoming Canadian citizens or passing away each month, maintaining a current, accurate and complete PREO means the revision process never stops.

Following completion of the Target Registration exercise, with the persisting uncertainty about a possible election call, Elections Ontario continued to maintain a high level of event readiness into the summer months. During this period and speculating on a late-summer election call, we focused on the analysis of PREO data to identify where maximum value could be achieved from data correction and maintenance activity.

A key goal  during  the  summer months was to verify and  update the  data returned from the  Target  Registration exercise and incorporate updates received from Elections  Canada in May and  June, including those from the  Perth-Middlesex federal by-election, remove duplicates and  deceased electors, prepare to issue  the  List of Electors  at an election call, and  return  an updated extract  to Elections  Canada. Key deliverables included:

• Improvements to approximately 250,000 addresses in format, presentation, accuracy, and poll links

• Identification and removal of 90,277 duplicate elector records within PREO

• Removal of 58,313 deceased elector records.
With almost 1.5% of register information changing each month, there is no such thing as 100% accuracy in the PREO. The balance of responsibility between electors and Elections Ontario must recognize this reality. While we retain an obligation to reach out to as many electors as possible through our routine activity, we must also encourage electors to accept their responsibility to use the access channels we currently provide and the new ones we develop.

The last update to the PREO was completed on August 29, 2003 and the preliminary List of Electors was produced on September 2, 2003 immediately upon the election call, establishing the starting point for the Voters Lists that were used by nearly 23,000 deputy returning officers in the 38th Provincial General Election.

THE COUNTDOWN BEGINS

Election officials across the world are frequently asked the question: “So, what do you do between elections?” Elections Ontario’s team is no exception. The nature of event-readiness means that most of our work happens in the three to four years preceding a provincial general election. Virtually all initiatives must be in place and maintained in a state of readiness for deployment “at the push of a button” following an election call. Yet, the fruits of this labour are apparent to most only during the 28 to 30 days spanning the writ period and Election Day.

Deployment in the Field
The official start to the election period in Ontario owes much to custom and tradition and considerably less to established business practice and, despite popular belief; the Chief Election Officer does not have an “inside track” on the timing of the election call.

Because of the extensive speculation about possible election dates in 2003, critical components of the Target Registration infrastructure were retained and fine-tuned in a state of readiness throughout the spring and summer months to ensure the local offices could be open for business within our target of 72 hours after an election call. 
Within 72 hours of the Writ, the following personnel, systems and processes were operational:

• 103 returning offices and 29 satellite locations leased and open for business

• 4,200 revising agents, hired and trained

• 234 tonnes of election supplies from Elections Ontario’s central warehouse, distributed to 103 returning offices

• 103 Local Area Networks comprising over 1,700 components configured with the preliminary List of Electors and three core software applications were deployed, installed and made functional

• 4 different ads for each of the 103 electoral districts customized with local times and locations and ready for publication
Technology Deployment & Installation
Services to 103 returning offices included equipment packaging, shipment, installation, set-up, imaging and testing throughout the entire province. 

Telecom:

Equipment: Centrex Voice Lines & Sets

Volume: 1030

Deployed within 72 hours: 100%

Equipment: High Speed Data/Internet Lines

Volume: 103

Deployed within 72 hours: 100%

Equipment: Analog Voice Lines 

Volume: 206

Deployed within 72 hours: 100%

Equipment: 1-800 Services

Volume: 103

Deployed within 72 hours: 100%

Computer:

Equipment: Servers

Volume: 103

Deployed within 72 hours: 100%

Equipment: Work Stations (Desk Top)

Volume: 1030

Deployed within 72 hours: 100%

Equipment: Routers

Volume: 103

Deployed within 72 hours: 100%

Equipment: Local Area Networks 

Volume: 103

Deployed within 72 hours: 100%

Equipment: Printers

Volume: 206

Deployed within 72 hours: 100%

Equipment: Back up Equipment 

Volume: 103

Deployed within 72 hours: 100%

Staffing. During the election period, in addition to the revising agents required at the outset for target revision, returning officers hired 3,193 staff for their offices.  This was a significant increase over 1999 levels to address problems in previous events due to understaffing and also to manage the new technology systems, train poll workers and enable efficient processing of elector list data on-site. 
Total Field Staff in 1999
Returning Office Staff: 641
Revising Agents: 1,683

Polling Day Staff: 49,828

Total Field Staff in 2003
Returning Office Staff: 3,193

Revising Agents: 4,130

Polling Day Staff: 59,625

Plans for staffing on Election Day were built with the sharp memory of 1999 clear in all minds.  Elections Ontario could not retain its credibility if polls opened late and electors were faced with long line-ups at peak voting hours.

With about 60,000 workers needed across Ontario for Election Day itself, and not knowing when the election would be called, the recruitment officer in each electoral district had to be ready at a moment’s notice to hire 600 to 700 workers as deputy returning officers, poll clerks and additional election-day staff. Using every available source, including lists of previous provincial and federal election workers and party referrals, the recruitment officers created databases that they used to track the availability of potential workers.

New Returning Office and Field Positions In 2003

Polling Day Area Manager: 1763    
Polling Day Supervising DRO: 3,657

Advance Poll Area Manager:
82   
Recruitment Officer: 134

Training Officer: 195    
Call Centre Agent: 731

Finance Clerk: 94

A number of positions in the field require experience and knowledge in particular areas such as personnel, technology or finance.  Fulfilling these requirements can be challenging, especially with a limited timeframe and only short-term employment to offer potential workers. These constraints, combined with the sheer quantity required, also have implications for hiring specifically for Election Day. While new training courses provide for a fast transfer of knowledge to polling-day staff, it is simply not possible to guarantee the competence and performance of 60,000 individuals working a one-day assignment, and isolated incidents did occur where poll workers discharged their duties inappropriately. Each incident was addressed when it became known.  We will continue to focus on training and staffing measures to further reduce these incidents as much as possible.
Polling day staffing targets reflected the need for back-up workers and included new positions to smooth traffic flows, coordinate activity and ensure a management presence in the polls.

Facilities. Returning offices must be ready to serve electors immediately at an election call.

The sites selected as returning offices must provide adequate facilities to serve as a business office, a training location, and a data facility and, also, as a processing location for advance polls that is accessible by wheelchair. The facility must also have sufficient building power and telecommunications capacity, including broadband service.

Within three days of the election call, all 103 returning officers had secured and opened offices that met standards for size, layout, accessibility and location. In addition, 29 satellite returning office locations were leased in the geographically large districts, primarily in Northern Ontario.

Similarly, individual poll location information must be determined early in the election period to be ready for inclusion on the Notice of Registration cards for electors. While some electors are able to vote at the same facility in federal, municipal and provincial elections, this is due as much too good fortune as it is to good advance planning.

The returning officers’ ability to confirm approximately 80 percent of the 7,017 polling locations that were to house the 22,782 provincial polls within 72 hours of the election call was facilitated through a home-office technology strategy. In the months preceding the election call, computers were installed in each returning officer’s home and included web-enabled tools to assist them in identifying, recording and tracking potential polling locations before the event. Credit  should also be  given  to the  information sharing  that  took  place  between provincial and  federal counterparts over the  same  period.

The remaining 20 percent, confirmed over the next 48 hours, is indicative of the challenges that increasingly confront election officials in booking polling locations. Key examples of why potential sites identified during election readiness exercises were at risk or no longer available include:

• Restricted access or quarantine at polling locations in residential care facilities due to the SARS health emergency

• Challenges to access by school boards (later resolved by Elections Ontario) that cited security concerns
• A variety of incidental reasons including fire damage, other bookings in the meantime, or change of use or ownership.

Strategic partners. The value of Elections Ontario’s pre-planning in establishing “Vendor-of-Record” agreements and strategic partnerships with suppliers was clearly demonstrated in the seamless deployment of systems and materials immediately at the election call.

Efficiency and enhanced list accuracy was realized across the province in the activation of the technology infrastructure, materials handling and logistics support, and in the prompt dissemination of information to electors.

Canada Post Corporation (CPC) combined with other key partners to promptly ship election equipment, supplies and ballot paper to the 103 returning offices. In its more traditional role, CPC also delivered over 4.3 million brochures to households and 8 million Notice of Registration cards to electors across Ontario.

Likewise, our technology suppliers deployed pre-configured Local Area Network hardware to each returning office, installed voice and data communications systems and provided access to key technical and call centre staff “on demand.” Our suppliers provided additional technical and strategic support as needs emerged during the event.

Vendor-of-record arrangements were established with provincial and local business materials suppliers. This ensured the availability of office supplies to returning officers in a timelier manner than in previous events.

Elector list revisions. The List of Electors is updated through a variety of channels during an election.

The first critical milestone during the writ period is target revision, which specifically addresses revisions to the List of Electors to increase accuracy and coverage in areas of high elector mobility. While this activity serves an immediate purpose in 

Preparation for Election Day, it is also a key data source in the longer-term context of a living list – specifically for the PREO and, in turn, for our partners under the tripartite agreement.

By Saturday September 6, four days after the election call, 4,200 revising agents were dispatched in pairs to visit over 2.1 million addresses identified as revision targets, including apartment buildings, institutional residences and homes with recently changed ownership. In all, 265,659 new electors were added to the List through the target revision process.

The challenges posed by an unknown election date followed by a short writ period were especially apparent with the launch of target revision for the 2003 event. Activity had to begin within a few days of the election call and be completed within nine days to satisfy the subsequent data and process requirements of the election period.

To maximize  the  number of eligible  electors on the  list, the  target revision  program was designed to reach  the  current  residents of high density  buildings, new developments, properties where the  ownership recently changed hands, university  and  college residences, nursing  homes, trailer parks and  marinas.

With the help of building superintendents we targeted and visited 362,536 units in 16,797 high-density residential properties identified as having new tenants over the six months before the election. From these visits, 175,213 electors were added to the correct List of Electors. At the same time, revising agents left information material, setting out elector qualifications and contact information for the returning officer, at an additional 312,477 residences where nobody was home when they made their three calls.

New homeowners were also targeted for revision activity. Revising agents were able to visit 94,536 addresses where ownership had changed over the preceding six months. As a result, an additional 62,881 electors were added to the List of Electors. 

College and university residence units presented a particular challenge to returning officers. Eligible student electors could determine that their school address was their permanent residence and could have their names added to the List of Electors in that electoral district. In total 9,293 student residence units were visited and 13,093 eligible electors were identified and added to the lists. 

Across Ontario, a further 51,701 electors were identified in 820 nursing and retirement homes, with more than 20 beds and added to lists of electors.

After removing duplicate records, returning officers added a net total of 265,659 electors to the lists, through the target revision process.
A large update to the National Register of Electors was provided by Elections Canada and incorporated into lists of electors across the province. Revisions were also made as a result of electors contacting returning offices and obtaining Certificates to Vote and by making application for addition at the poll on Election Day.
Preliminary List of Electors – Event Activity
EC Update

Additions: 388,045

Deletions: 0

Changes: 5

Total Transactions: 388,050
Target Revision

Additions: 265,659

Deletions: 79,598

Changes: 32,155

Total Transactions: 377,372

Notes: Deletes include “moved” and “target revision”

Certificates

Additions: 78,722

Deletions: 0

Changes: 96, 980

Total Transactions: 175, 702

Election Day

Additions: 324,031

Deletions: 82,610

Changes: 185,651

Total Transactions: 592,292

Notes: Deletes include R.O. decisions and duplicates 

Duplicates

Additions: 0
Deletions: 256,011

Changes: 0

Total Transactions: 256,011

Notes: Includes 245 deceased 

Other

Additions: *6,364

Deletions: **13,156

Changes: ***600,904

Total Transactions: 620,424

Notes: *Additions include inter-district 

**Deletes include deceased, elector request, challenged, and inter-district transfer

*** Changes include 228,124 address corrections and 353,716 administrative revisions. This does not include poll splits and combinations. 

Totals

Additions: 989,144 
Deletions: 431,375
Changes: 915,655
Total Transactions: 2,336,144
Preliminary List

Total Transactions: 7,331,161
Final List 

Total Transactions: 7,962,607
Total list revision activity in 1999 – approximately 1.2 million transactions

Total list revision activity in 2003 – approximately 2.3 million transactions  

Based on the learning from our pilot projects, Elections Ontario further expanded list revision initiatives to reach electors beyond our traditional information channels. During the second week of the election period, we mailed 188,937 letters to occupants at residential addresses for which there were no corresponding electors within the PREO, to provide essential registration and voting information.

The scope and  coverage of the  2003  elector list revision  is a testament to thorough readiness planning and  the  earlier enhancements achieved through Target  Registration in early 2003  and  the  subsequent summer update activities.

Communications to Stakeholders
Focusing on key milestones in the event, Elections Ontario communicated with electors and candidates through a variety of channels and tools.

The 2003 communications campaign was marked by integrated communications approaches that both attracted electors to the information source and gave them specific directions to follow.

We distributed our householder brochure, Notice  of Registration card (NRC) and  advertising sequentially during  the  election period to provide electors with basic  information about qualifications, voting  options and  locations, and  registering or updating their information on the  List of Electors.  These materials also prepared the electors for possible visits from revising agents, receipt of their Notice of Registration card, and troubleshooting tactics if they did not receive an NRC.

Communications to candidates helped them get on the ballot and “get to know” their electors: in addition to processing the filing of nominations, we also provided maps, lists of electors and other electoral products.

Approximately 900 media outlets received concurrent notifications through information backgrounders and news bulletins throughout the same period.

As a whole, these communications tools were designed to lead electors and other stakeholders to one of three”portals” for additional, personalized information and assistance:

• Election-specific Web site
• Central and regional call centres

• Returning offices.

Notice of Registration cards.  Based  on the  preliminary List of Electors  that  was derived from PREO data as of September 2, Elections  Ontario centrally  produced and  distributed more  than 7.3 million Notice  of Registration cards  approximately two weeks into the  election period. Each NRC was customized with the elector’s information as it was listed on the PREO, local returning office contact information, and the locations, dates and hours for the individual’s advance polls and election-day poll.

The NRCs advised recipients to contact their local returning offices if the information on the card required updating or correction. Electors who corrected the information on their NRC or who had changes made through target revision were mailed a revised card from the returning office prior to the first advance polls. In total, 709,700 revised cards were mailed across Ontario.

Through savings from incentive postage rates and better project controls, the centralized NRC activity was confirmed as a cost- efficient and timely means to broadcast critical elector information and ensure greater consistency and product quality than could be achieved through local deployment.

Following a nationally advertised tender, Elections Ontario selected two successful suppliers to produce the NRCs for the whole province. The suppliers acknowledged after  the  election that,  while they each  had  the  capacity to prepare NRCs for the whole  province, the  uncertainty created by a variable  election day tempered their willingness  to bid on the  larger  capacity.

Informing the elector. In addition to NRCs, a bundle of essential information must be imparted during the election period to inform electors about voter qualifications, registration, voting alternatives, and poll dates and locations. This was deployed in 2003 in four waves of informational advertising via daily and Weekly newspapers, radio and television.

Through thorough advance planning, scripts for television and radio advertisements were prepared to require only the confirmation of an election date, and were then recorded immediately after the election call.

Conversely, after the election call, print advertising required “round-the-clock” and highly labour-intensive proofing to avoid errors in date and location-specific information unique to each of the 103 electoral districts.

Timing was also an issue for the actual placement of advertising. Although a general plan was in place with regard to the target publications and broadcast outlets, actual timeslots could only be booked after the election call. This meant no guarantees of premium timeslots. 

Engaging the elector. New for the 2003 election, we ran a concurrent advertising campaign to engage electors’ attention through the theme, “When you don’t vote, you let others speak for you.” 

Elections Ontario’s goal in this campaign was to boost awareness and interest in the voting process and to drive elector registration. We anticipated that increased engagement would also increase attention to the concurrent information advertising campaign. 

We tested creative concepts in 2002 among diverse age groups and cultural backgrounds. Participants in province-wide focus groups provided valuable commentary that helped us refine our imagery and messaging. Their overall response to our “grittier” approach, as they called it, was positive and encouraged us to proceed with the “engage” concept that was ultimately seen in daily newspapers, urban weeklies, on “wildpostings” on construction hoardings and on television.

Election 2003 – Communications Activity
Direct Mail

Householders (September 8 - 12): 4,480,191

Number of NRC mailed centrally (September 15/16): 7,309,611

Number of NRC mailed through returning offices (after revisions): 709,700

Advertising

Daily Newspapers: 44

Weekly Newspapers: 294 (including 260 community, 18 French/Bilingual, 13 urban, and 3 Aboriginal)

Ethnic Newspapers – Dailies: 9

Ethnic Newspapers – Weeklies: 102

Television Stations / Markets: 16 major television markets (800 total anticipated Gross Rating Points for both flights)

Television Stations – Ethnic: 4 (52 programmes, 315 occurrences)

Radio Stations All available Ontario radio stations: (300+)

Wildpostings: 2,000

Languages

Print: 26

Television: 31

Campaign

Inform: 4 flights English/French and Ethnic

Engage – Print (4 - colour): 4 flights: dailies, urban weeklies

Engage – Television: 2 flights: 30 second and 60 second versions

Response from electors at-large to the new advertising, overall, was similarly positive. Post-election research results cited it as having the highest retention and impact of all our communications during the election. Seven out of 10 Ontarians recalled seeing the advertisements and four out of 10 said the advertising made them more likely to vote.

The innovative approach was watched closely by other provincial jurisdictions as well as within the advertising industry itself – a number of electoral agencies across Canada have used or are considering similar approaches.

Briefing the media. Elections Ontario believes strongly in the complementary role of the media in disseminating critical election process information to voters, and in our need to provide news outlets with accurate and timely information material.

During summer 2003, Elections Ontario distributed a needs survey to 900 print, radio and television outlets in Ontario. Approximately 120 responded, with common themes being advance information and access to spokespersons at various critical points. Following the survey, we undertook the following key initiatives:

• Updated our Web site to be ready at an election call with specific media resources

• Developed a comprehensive,  bilingual  media information kit, including regional maps  of electoral districts  that  required just the  inputting of critical dates at the  election call – this ultimately was sent  to media across  the  province

• Trained additional spokespersons for faster response to media queries

• Created a designated media hotline and prompt escalation protocol for immediate access to spokespersons, and

• Established a media centre within our head office premises for Election Day.

Where feasible, we followed up immediately with media to address any gaps or errors in actual coverage and were gratified when some outlets took action to update their stories. Elections Ontario will continue to stress the importance of presenting accurate and comprehensive electoral information.

Post-event analysis indicates approximately 90 percent of election coverage was neutral to positive in conveying information messages.

In June 2004, the Elections Ontario “Engage” campaign received international recognition when it was awarded a Silver Lion at the Cannes Advertising Festival in France. This Festival is frequently referred to as the “Academy Awards of Advertising.” About 5,100 spots from around the world were entered; of the 561”short-listed,” only 109 were awarded Cannes Lions (the top award). This means the campaign falls in the top 2% globally.

The campaign also received national recognition, winning a Silver award and three Certificates in the Canadian “2004 Marketing Awards” sponsored by Marketing Magazine.

Customer Service to Electors
With communications messaging encouraging electors to contact our central call centre or their local returning office, or to visit our Web site for more information, it was critical that these customer service tools were ready and waiting.

The new centralized call centre’s 115-seat capacity was activated with the call of the 2003 election. More than 200 agents were trained to provide services in English and French with 14 hours of coverage each day. A contingency agreement with MPAC ensured additional call overflow capacity. This was critical during anticipated high call volumes associated with various communications initiatives such as householder brochure delivery, advertising and the NRC mailing.

Across the province, returning offices were equipped with local call centres that made between 500 and 1,000 agents available to handle elector inquiries locally. The central call response system also provided returning offices with a back-up capacity to handle overflow calls during high-volume periods.

In addition, toll-free support lines were deployed specifically for election workers, candidates, electors with special needs and the media.

To complement these new services  as an information alternative, and  to ease the  traffic to the  central  and  regional call centres, Elections  Ontario’s Web  site had  been customized over the  previous  months with election-specific information and functionality.

Extensive planning and testing ensured a prompt and efficient switch-over to the event-specific coverage at the election call. Key enhancements to the site included:

• New web design with user-cantered navigation

• “Where do I vote?” and other dynamic information in the “Frequently Asked Questions” (FAQ) section and throughout the “Voter” section of the Web site
• Information in other languages

• Detailed information on initiatives for electors with special needs
• Information on the barrier-free hotline

• Braille information brochure

• “Find your electoral district”– search by postal code.

Our Web site received over 88 million “hits” during the event. On Election  Day, the  site hosted over 54,000 unique visitors and sustained 18 million hits as a result  of electors looking  for last- minute voting  information and,  on Election  Night,  first-ever  live provincial results reporting.

The introduction for the  2003  election of the  new central  call centre and  enhanced Elections  Ontario Web  site has offered valuable learning experiences that  warrant  further  review. The potential to more fully integrate communications is apparent in proven capacity to respond to increased web traffic and call volumes at peak intervals throughout the election period.

Web Services

Web Services – Customer Traffic – Total Event

Total Hits: 88,391,307
Total Unique Visitors: 236,399
Total Sessions: 786,773
Web Services – Customer Traffic – Election Day
Total Hits: 18,670,572 

Total Unique Visitors: 54,329

Total Sessions: 207,182
Web Services included general election information, press releases, Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ), and live Election Results.

However, post-event research indicates that, despite contact references in all communication instruments, awareness of the call centre and use of the election web site as communications alternatives were not as widespread as they could have been, and we will continue to explore these applications for future use.

Accessibility. The Election Act requires returning offices and advance poll locations to be wheelchair accessible. The Act also provides for assistance to electors at the poll from a friend or the deputy returning officer, or relocation of the ballot box within the polling place or to the bedside in care facilities. It also provides for limited voting alternatives, like advance polls and proxy voting, for electors who are not able or do not wish to vote in person on Election Day.
Under subsection 55.1 (1) of the  Election  Act, Ontario’s 103 returning officers are required to report on accessibility measures within three  months after polling day. As noted earlier, a summary of these reports is included in Elections Ontario Outreach Program 2003: Electors with Disabilities that can be found on the Elections Ontario Website. www.electionsontario.on.ca

Web Services – Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) 

Of the total volume of sessions processed by the Elections Ontario site the FAQ traffic breaks down as follows:

Where do I vote? 39.26%

Who are the candidates in Ontario? 31.61%

Who are the candidates in my electoral district and how can I get in contact with them? 4.74%

How can I find out if I’m on the voters list?
4.67%

Who is my returning officer and how can I contact him/her? 3.89%

Can I still vote if I'm not on the list? 3.84%

Where are my advance poll voting locations? When are they open?
3.72%

Top 7 of 28 questions represent 92% of the total requests. 

English FAQs represent 98.62% of total requests.

In theory, all returning offices, advance poll locations and, wherever possible, polling-day locations were accessible to persons in wheelchairs. The reality reflects a gap in understanding by landlords of accessibility requirements – for example, while the front door was usually accessible, the space within the premises was not always easily maneuverable. In addition, a variety of other challenges means that 100-percent compliance cannot be guaranteed.

For example, accessibility is not always possible due to a lack of suitable space, usually for one of two main reasons:

• There is no wheelchair accessible space in smaller communities.

• Identified space is no longer available in polling areas when the election is called.

While returning officers  had  been  directed to use  the measures, supplies and  alternate format materials provided to assist electors with special  needs, there was still a gap  in their application across  all electoral districts; going forward, we need  to address ways to increase awareness and capacity among all returning officers  in using the tools and processes as directed.

Taxpayer Protection Act

In the period before Nomination Day during the 2003 election, the Chief Election Officer discharged a new responsibility under subsection 4(1) of the Taxpayer Protection Act, 1999. This concerned the intentions of political parties with respect to increases in taxes, new taxes or new authorities to tax, if they were to form the government after the election. The leader of the Liberal Party and the leader of the Progressive Conservative Party each provided the Chief Election Officer with a statement setting out their party’s intentions.

Under the Act, the Chief Election Officer was required to review the statements and determine if they were clear, concise and unambiguous. Once he was satisfied that the statements met the requirements of the legislation, his decision was made public.  To this end, notices were published in daily newspapers across the province and referred readers to the Elections Ontario Web site for the complete text of each leader’s statement.

Having gone through this “exercise” for the first time during a general election, we question whether the Chief Election Officer’s role is appropriate. Given the  political  nature  of the  issue,  there  is a risk of compromising the  perception of neutrality that  the  CEO must  maintain to assure  stakeholders of his independence and non partisanship.

The Election “Goes Live”

Nominations and ballot printing. With the arrival of Nomination Day, Elections Ontario’s focus changes. Event readiness and preparation evolves into reality as electors prepare to vote across the province.

General Elections:
May 2, 1985

Number of Electoral Districts: 125

Number of Candidates: 442

September 10, 1987

Number of Electoral Districts: 130

Number of Candidates: 495

September 6, 1990

Number of Electoral Districts: 130

Number of Candidates: 615

June 8, 1995

Number of Electoral Districts: 130

Number of Candidates: 651

June 3, 1999

Number of Electoral Districts: 103

Number of Candidates: 568

October 2, 2003

Number of Electoral Districts: 103

Number of Candidates: 522

Returning officers across the province closed nominations at 2:00 p.m.  On Thursday, September 18, 2003, and the preparation and proofing of 103 forms of ballots began. Once proofed and verified at Elections Ontario headquarters, local printing houses across the province began the enormous task of producing almost 9 million ballots, using security encoded paper. This task was performed under immense pressure to ensure that ballots were available for the first advance polls that opened in all 103 returning offices across Ontario at 10:00 a.m. on Saturday September 20 – just 44 hours after the close of nominations.

Advance polls. In addition to offering  a voting  alternative for electors who are unable or who choose not to vote  on Election Day, advance polls offer the  first opportunity for electors who are not on the  List of Electors  to add  or update their information and vote  at the  same  time.

Advance polls started in returning offices on Saturday, September 20, 12 days before Election Day. Additional “area advance polls” started on the following Wednesday, September 24. All advance polls concluded on Friday September 26, six days before Election Day, having accommodated 355,396 electors or 7.85 percent of the overall turnout. As always, the ballots were held securely and not counted until the polls closed on Election Night.

Recording Advance Poll Voters
With the knowledge of the candidates, a small-scale pilot project designed to record advance poll electors was set up in parallel to the statutory process at one location in the Electoral District of Trinity-Spadina. The project used the barcode printed on the Notice of Registration cards,  on-site data entry and  an automated “strike-off” process to record electors who had  voted at the advance poll and  tested the ability to produce updated lists for candidates and  election officials before the next day’s polling. The results of this initiative are sufficiently positive to merit further consideration, as is the concept of electronic list management within polling places.

ELECTION DAY: OCTOBER 2, 2003

Election-readiness planning culminated with an Election Day that appeared relatively uneventful “on the outside” to Ontarians.

The few incidents that  occurred included local power  outages  in Lambton-Kent-Middlesex and  Ottawa South  – not to be  deterred, electors voted by candlelight – as well as the  extension of polling hours  in locations in Scarborough-Agincourt  and  in Hastings- Frontenac-Lennox and  Addington, due  respectively to a nearby police investigation and  an unexpected road  closure  after  a major traffic accident. As a result of an intensive communications and information sharing strategy deployed for Election Day, none of these issues grew out of proportion.

In 1999, 99 of 20,758 polls opened late, with the latest opening at12:10 p.m.  In 2003, 6 of 22,782 polls opened late, with the latest opening at 9:25 a.m.  No electors were turned away.

Within Elections Ontario, however, it was a day of “firsts,” with officials and staff awaiting the outcome with anticipation.

Nearly one-third of all returning officers were “first-timers.” In supervising Election Day after months of training, organizing and staffing, they had their first opportunity to see the results of their efforts come to fruition.

Information in the polls was more innovative and customized to the individual elector. Instruction posters in the polls featured easy-to-understand language and diagrams to guide electors with language challenges through the voting process. A poll instruction booklet provided further guidance to voters in 15 languages.

New supervisory positions established within polling places and supported by new Area Managers provided assistance and advice to poll workers as they guided electors through the voting process. Through this supervisory network, additional on-site training could be provided within 15 minutes of a problem being identified. This and the addition of information help-desks, ensured electors voted without encountering long line-ups or confusion.

In some electoral districts, new liaison officers had been active in providing information and access to registration for electors in Aboriginal communities and to homeless voters.
Also for the first time, electors with special needs arrived at polling places already equipped with information and support that had been derived from intensive consultation and cooperation with support agencies. A division of the Canadian Hearing Society, Ontario Interpreter Services, was on alert in the event an elector requested American Sign Language services. Large print support materials were available in 

Returning offices and polling locations for voters who are visually impaired.

Throughout Election Day, communications with the media and the parties was maintained through dedicated telephone lines and the Web site.

On Election Night, months of preparation culminated in the first-ever, province-wide reporting of live results on the Elections Ontario Web site. Counts from returning officers were uploaded through a central database to the site, and updated constantly as unofficial results.  This functionality was also beneficial in transmitting results in real-time to the media – before 8:30 p.m., the major television networks were predicting the outcome of the election.

The 38th Provincial General Election in Brief

Polls 

Advance Polls: 594

Urban Polls: 18,601

Rural Polls: 4,181

Polling Locations: 7,017

Ballots 
Total Ballots: 4,528,167

Valid Ballots: 4,497,244

Rejected Ballots: 20,679

Unmarked Ballots: 7,613

Declined Ballots: 2,631

Electors who voted at Advance Polls: 355,396 

Turnout 

Percentage of names on the Voters List: 56.8%

ELECTION COSTS

Planning  the  financial dimensions of the  2003  provincial general election required balancing a series of factors that together reflected Elections Ontario’s strategic focus  on service excellence in electoral event delivery,  growth in the  electoral base and  the impact of inflation  on our expenditures, despite constraints imposed by the  outdated “Schedule of Fees” prescribed by current legislation.

Section 112 of the  Election  Act  provides for the  Lieutenant Governor in Council to make  regulations, ”Prescribing the  fees  and expenses to be  allowed to the  officers  and  other persons, except those in the  office of the  Chief Election  Officer,  for their  services and  disbursements under this Act …”

Budget Factors

Regulatory challenges. The Regulation known as “The Schedule of Fees   and Expenses,” was passed under the Election Act in 1990 and has not been updated since then.  It still includes many obsolete references such as “typewriters,” “film projectors,” “stenographers and typists, “and “film and plates.”

It is clear that the Regulation does not reflect current ways of doing business, nor does it provide the potential to reduce costs through the implementation of newer technologies.

In an attempt to address the  inadequacies of the  Regulation, the budgetary plan for the  2003 event required a combination of the Chief Election  Officer’s power to address unforeseen circumstances under  subsection 4(7) of the  Election  Act, and  full use of his authority in the  Regulation to adjust  rates  to accommodate special circumstances. This discretion has reached its limits and  must  be addressed well in advance of the  next provincial  general election if we are to create a credible budget that  demonstrates a responsible use of public  funds in providing service  excellence to an expanding and  evolving  electorate.

Service levels. As we developed our event delivery plans, we considered the needs of many of our stakeholders to enhance both the quality of election services and the range of our electoral products for the next election.

Service improvements and cost management were achieved in the most critical areas through the realignment and streamlining of business processes where possible. Elections Ontario conducted careful analysis of the impact on customer service and costs in advance, to ensure action plans were developed with responsiveness and fiscal responsibility.

Our service levels were increased through the integration of a wide range of tools to enhance elector access, including:

• An aggressive target revision strategy which increased our list transactions from 1.2 million In 1999 to 2.3 million in 2003

• An integrated communications strategy, including the launch of a central call centre, to provide electors and other stakeholders with access to useable information in relevant formats

• An improved information brochure delivered to every household in Ontario

• Expanded staffing in returning offices and polling locations for greater efficiency and responsiveness.

Growth in the elector base. Much of the cost of election event delivery relates directly to the size of the electorate. Projections of growth were made based on the experience of the 1999 election, for which there was a net increase in the elector base of 8.8% over the course of the event.

Combining this figure with the  results  of internal  analyses of PREO changes, we determined that  we could  anticipate approximately 8.1% growth over the  1999 List of Electors  for an election in 2003, or approximately 8.2 million names on the  final List of Electors following  the  2003 event.

Impact of inflation.  Tracking the changes in the Consumer Price Index from 1999 into early 2003, we forecast cost increases for a possible 2003 election at 10.5% over 1999.

Budgetary plan.  Combining the  details for each  electoral district  within the  expanded regulatory framework  and  the adjustment and  estimating factors  described above, the  total 2003  election event budget was set  at $48.8  million (rounded). This was validated using the following formula: 

1999 cost per eligible elector ($5.38) x 8.2 million electors times 10.5% inflation = $48.8 million

Budget Allocation
Headquarters Budget for Electoral Event – 2003

Communications: 5,950,000

Human Resources: 1,578,000

Hardware and Equipment: 483,000

Services: 2,349,000

Supplies: 2,645,000

Distribution, Transportation and Postage: 645,000

Total: $13,650,000

Field Activity Budget for Electoral Event – 2003

Administration of Returning Office: 10,310,000

Advance Polls: 1,185,000

Hardware and Equipment: 2,189,000

Notice of Registration Cards: 4,132,000

Polling Day: 10,957,000

Printing: 1,120,000

Revision Personnel*: 5,100,000

Supplies, Distribution and Services: 165,000

Total: $35,158,000

*Includes revision personnel for Target Revision, Returning Office Revision and Polling Day Revision.

Total Headquarters and Field Electoral Event Budget for 2003 was $48,808,000

Expenditures

A comparison of the planning assumptions and the post-event reality shows that our estimates were reasonable, with expenditures within budget, despite a minor over-estimation of the size of the final Voters List.

The final count of eligible electors on polling day was 7,962,607, and the inflation factor based on data provided by the Bank of Canada for this period was 10.59%.

Applying these factors to 1999 costs results in an expenditure estimate for 2003 of $5.95 per elector. With the  focus on realignment and  streamlining of business processes and attention to fiscal details, the  net  cost  of enhancements to service levels was held  at just 4 cents  per  elector beyond our original  estimate, and  reflects  the  fiscal responsibility articulated in our Strategic Plan.

The following tables provide a more detailed comparison of the costs of the 1999 provincial general election, the budget plan and the actual expenditures for the 2003 election.

Headquarters Expenditures for Electoral Event – 2003
Communications

’99 Actual: 4,574,000

’03 Budget: 5,950,000

’03: Actual: 6,188,000

Human Resources

’99 Actual: 1,296,000

’03 Budget: 1,578,000

’03: Actual: 1,557,000

Hardware and Equipment

’99 Actual: 839,000

’03 Budget: 483,000

’03: Actual: 244,000

Services

’99 Actual: 2,411,000

’03 Budget: 2,349,000

’03: Actual: 1,957,000

Supplies

’99 Actual: 3,012,000

’03 Budget: 2,645,000

’03: Actual: 1,943,000

Distribution, Transportation and Postage

’99 Actual: 465,000

’03 Budget: 645,000

’03: Actual: 913,000

Total

’99 Actual: 12,597,000

’03 Budget: 13,650,000

’03: Actual: 12,802,000

Field Activity Expenditures for Electoral Event – 2003

Administration of Returning Office

’99 Actual: 7,520,000

’03 Budget: 10,310,000

’03: Actual: 10,048,000

Advance Polls

’99 Actual: 0*

’03 Budget: 1,185,000

’03: Actual: 953,000

Hardware and Equipment

’99 Actual: 1,187,000

’03 Budget: 2,189,000

’03: Actual: 2,169,000

Notice of Registration Cards

’99 Actual: 4,110,000

’03 Budget: 4,132,000

’03: Actual: 3,956,000

Polling Day

’99 Actual: 9,349,000

’03 Budget: 10,957,000

’03: Actual: 11,446,000

Printing

’99 Actual: 3,463,000

’03 Budget: 1,120,000

’03: Actual: 1,169,000

Revision Personnel**

’99 Actual: 2,548,000

’03 Budget: 5,100,000

’03: Actual: 4,920,000

Supplies, Distribution and Services

’99 Actual: 126,000

’03 Budget: 165,000

’03: Actual: 236,000

Total

’99 Actual: 28,303,000

’03 Budget: 35,158, 000

’03: Actual: 34,897,000

*Advance Polls were included in the Polling Day expenses in 1999

** Includes Revision Personnel for Target Revision, Returning Office Revision and Polling Day Revision.

Total Cost of the 38th Provincial General Election was $47,699,000 or $5.99 per eligible elector.

THE WORLD OF CHANGE

In considering the future of elections in Ontario, we must first look for a moment to the past. In 1969, the Select Committee on Election Laws undertook the last major review of electoral legislation and processes. In its First Report, the Committee proposed a review of the electoral legislation of the day, with an eye to achieving the following three objectives:

• Eliminate anachronisms and anomalies as far as may be possible

• Provide a readily understandable statement of the rights, responsibilities and procedures of candidates, electors and electoral officials, and

• Embody certain technical improvements in the electoral process, all without establishing any new principles.

Source: First Report of the Select Committee on Election Laws, Queens Printer, June 1969

Thirty-five years ago, the world was a much different place. Beyond the obvious changes in transportation and communications, our society was smaller and was less mobile.

Ontario’s electors reflect a changed world.  Since the Select Committee’s time, family structures and work demands have changed, and technology has evolved significantly. It would be folly not to expect an effect on electors and their access and approach to voting.

Elections Ontario’s post-event research shows that 80 percent of electors in 2003 had access to the Internet. It also showed that, of the 43.2 percent of registered electors who did not vote, a majority were 24 years of age or younger and few were long-term residents of their community.

Despite the turmoil of social and demographic change, Ontario electors have said that they strongly believe in the electoral process and that it should be overseen by an independent and unbiased organization. They are generally satisfied with the way that Elections Ontario ran the 2003 general election, and a significant majority rated their voting experience as excellent or good.

Of note is the position of the majority of both non-voters and voters who, when polled in the post-event research, said they would be willing to use new technologies. They also overwhelmingly supported the notion that they should have to show identification before voting. As well, they indicated that social and work conditions prompt their need for flexibility about where and when they vote during an election.

Ontario’s electoral process must respond to such changes in the dynamics of the daily lives of its citizens, to preclude antiquated or otherwise process-oriented roadblocks to voting.

Canada’s Place
As we look across our country, we see innovation and change being considered as tools to respond to Canadian concerns about electoral governance, administration and services to electors.

In British Columbia, systemic changes are under review through an innovative Citizen’s Assembly on Electoral Reform. Formed in April of 2003, the Assembly is looking at the structure and governance of B.C.’s electoral system. This initiative follows closely on the creation of a fixed, four-year term for the B.C. legislature.

Several other provinces, as well as the Law Commission of Canada are also looking at representational issues and electoral administration. As recently as April 2004,  Elections  Québec presented a series  of proposals to the  National Assembly  entitled, Improving access  to and promoting the  exercise  of voting  with a view to modernizing the  electoral  process and adapting it to the needs of electors.

At the federal level, Elections Canada is reaching out to the segment of younger Canadians who are not participating in either registration or voting processes. In addition, it has commissioned and supported a series of studies on the underlying demographic and attitudinal characteristics of electors in Canada, as part of an ongoing effort to maintain the relevance of the electoral process and preserve its integrity.

As part  of its administrative and  service  focus, Elections  Canada also has begun to look at on-line  registration for electors and has joined  with Elections  Ontario and  the  Municipal  Property Assessment Corporation in Ontario under a tripartite agreement to pursue the  “single list” concept for Ontario.

A Global Perspective

Across the globe, electoral agencies face a common array of challenges. Electors are showing skepticism about traditional political institutions: younger citizens are less engaged in traditional government processes, communications channels are changing and operating closer to the speed of light and social structures are changing as work and family and cultural relationships are transformed.

According to Statistics Canada, lone-parent families in Toronto have increased 

Since 1991 from 13.5 to 16.4 percent of family units; since 1976, female participation in the workforce has risen from 42 to over 61 percent.

A quick glance at some of Elections  Ontario’s peer organizations around the  world highlights action  plans  targeted toward  reforming electoral governance systems, revitalizing  the  administrative and management structures for elections and  expanding services  and access opportunities to electors and,  in some cases, adopting statutory tools  as extreme as mandatory elector registration.

United Kingdom. In 2001, following the lowest turnout in a general election in almost 90 years, the British government established the UK Electoral Commission. Its responsibilities are described simply:

“The Commission has a statutory duty to keep electoral law and related matters under review.”

The UK Electoral Commission describes its Mission as follows:

“We are an independent body that was set up by Parliament. We aim to gain public confidence and encourage people to take part in the democratic process within the United Kingdom by modernizing the electoral process, promoting public awareness of electoral matters, and regulating political parties.”

In the introduction to its 2003 Report, the Commission framed its work in the following words:

“At the  heart of our thinking  is that we must  pursue  the  path of making  voting  easier and more  convenient for a twenty-first century  electorate – reconnecting the  voter  with the  electoral process – while ensuring that the  necessary security  measures are in place  to maintain  the  public  confidence that is vital to our democracy. The legal framework must also support changes in voting methods and be capable of adapting to new technology and new public expectations.”

India. Across the globe, the Election Commission of India manages the largest democratic elections in the world. Its issues show considerable parallels with the concerns of other democracies, with integrity, access and elector service figuring prominently in its communication of current priorities:

“The Commission has taken several new initiatives in the recent past.  Notable among these are, a scheme for use  of State  owned Electronic  Media  for broadcast/telecast by Political parties, checking criminalization  of politics,  computerization of electoral rolls, providing electors with Identity Cards, simplifying the procedure for maintenance of accounts and filling of the  same by candidates and a variety of measures for strict compliance of Model Code of Conduct, for providing a level playing  field to contestants during  the  elections.”

Ensuring  the  integrity  of an electoral system  that  serves  nearly a half-billion electors has prompted the  Election  Commission of India to undertake over the  past  10 years a mammoth program: issuing a photo-identification card for every elector.

New Zealand. Change has been experienced by Elections New Zealand, as the country moved its electoral system from the traditional, Westminster-style of “first-past-the-post” elections to the “mixed-member,” proportional assembly established in 1996. In addition, significant technological changes that make use of the Internet have been introduced to support elector access to New Zealand’s mandatory registration.

United States. Closer to home and following the events of its November 2000 presidential elections, the U.S. was forced to look closely at its electoral processes. The Help America Vote Act (HAVA), was enacted in Fall 2002 in a wide ranging effort “…to improve the administration of elections throughout the United States.”

Focusing specifically on non-discriminatory election technology and administration, HAVA established national standards for systems, access requirements for electors with disabilities, standardized voter registration procedures, automation requirements and support services to electors.

ONTARIO’S ELECTORAL FUTURE

The clear language in the reports of the UK’s Electoral Commission and in backgrounders to the U.S.’s Help America Vote Act recognizes global electoral challenges and the inescapable need to respond creatively and constructively in the 21st-century context. Ontario must keep pace.

Looking back to 1969 and Ontario’s last overhaul of the Election Act, the priorities of the legislators of the time are very close to todays: electoral governance and structure, administration and management, and improved service to electors. Looking to future elections in the province, it is clear that Elections Ontario must either seek out and embrace change, or risk failing in its obligations to provide fair and transparent democratic processes to electors, candidates and political parties.

Over the next decade, there will be many opportunities for Elections Ontario to work with stakeholders and legislators to initiate necessary changes that will help remove barriers to effective electoral administration. Our experiences of the past four years and the lessons we have learned provide an invaluable resource for paving the way for electoral change.

While the 2002 – 2006 Strategic Plan provides a continuing frame  of reference for the Chief Election Officer,  our ability to enhance electoral delivery depends on the direction that Ontario takes at this critical point.

Change can continue in a patchy and reactive mode or we can build a new framework on a foundation of fresh policy and legislation that provides integral strength and flexibility to the electoral process.

The following discussions offer perspectives on the environment for change, looking at electoral administration from the points of view of access, integrity and electoral participation.

Access
In the past, access to elections has often been considered in terms of ensuring that an elector in a wheelchair can negotiate through the door of the voting place. In reality it means much more.  It means:

• Having polling locations that are familiar – even permanent –

Features in the community

• Open and inclusive registration processes

• Having an accurate and complete elector register

• Having appropriate and useful service support available to electors with disabilities that are mobility-related, as well as those with hearing, vision or cognitive impairments

• Being able to vote at convenient hours

• Providing sufficient access opportunities for electors who would like to participate through advance polls or other means

• Equipping the Chief Election Officer with a kit of flexible tools to use in administering the event.

Agility. Despite the lack of administrative excitement, elections in the field are events that, by their very nature, attract the unexpected. With the enthusiasm of candidates and their support for partisan objectives, the creativity of electoral participants is unlimited. The administrative framework for elections requires intrinsic strength, but, like all great structures, also requires the agility to respond with speed and precision to the new and the unexpected.

Citizens’ access to Ontario’s elections can be  preserved within a legislative environment that  provides flexibility and  allows practical responses, efficiencies  and  innovations that  respond to the  emerging and  unforeseen challenges of the  day.

Considering elections in Ontario at the provincial and municipal levels however, there is a marked contrast between the prescriptive approach currently in place for provincial events and the administrative flexibility accorded to municipal clerks as they deliver their events.

Both the  Election  Act and  the  Election  Finances  Act leave  little to the  discretion of the  Chief Election  Officer to make  administrative decisions to improve  access or efficiency.

• By approaching reform of provincial electoral legislation with a broad philosophy of 

Administrative agility, legislators can help ensure that not only is change more achievable, but it also has the potential to be more valuable.

The parallel issue of financial agility arises in consideration of the Chief Election Officer’s responsibility for the management of election expenditures. Amidst the  archaic  references and  language of the  current  “Schedule of Fees  and  Expenses” there  is no direct opportunity for the  Chief Election  Officer to take  responsibility for the  design, scoping or valuation  of this primary delivery  tool  – yet he carries  the  full public  responsibility for its use.

In considering the financial aspects of elections, legislators need to ensure that the Chief Election Officer may directly manage this essential piece of his integrity and accountability framework.

Convenience. Three levels of government hold elections in Ontario. Many of the  same  polling  places are used for federal, municipal  and  provincial elections, but  there  were no guarantees that the  polling  place  voters  attended in the  provincial election in October 2003  was the  same  one  they attended to vote  for their mayor  and  municipal  council  in November 2003,  or their federal representative in June 2004.

Electoral  legislation in Quebec includes provisions  that  close schools  on polling  day and  require  the  use  of the  facilities as polling  places. In Ontario, there are approximately 5,000 publicly funded schools, with only a portion available for polling locations. In all, Elections Ontario required 7,017 polling locations to accommodate 22,782 polls on Election Day in 2003.

Through the advance determination of polling places, it will be possible to develop a common inventory of locations that can be used for all elections and are regularly inspected to ensure they continue to meet site requirements. 

There are, however, some areas that could be considered for legislative action, for example:

• Require that the school facilities be made available for elections

• Close schools and establish a Professional Development day on polling day.

While not directly related to the physical location of the poll, the timing of the polls is also significant when considering the broader context of elector access. Legislators could also consider:

• Moving polling day to the weekend to help remove an access barrier for electors with childcare concerns or electors who rely on assistance from family caregivers.

Alternatives for elector registration. Automated voter registration is one area where change will have a clear association with improved service.  Given that the PREO lives in an automated environment, innovation here can augment existing processes and potentially reach non-voting electors who need more support to encourage participation.

Speaking of declining voter turnout

• Primary drivers of voting behaviour are attitudinal/personal (civic duty, interest) and behavioural (time/convenience), not demographic. Systemic/process/information-based issues are secondary, but important.

• Elections Ontario’s realistic “reachable” target market of voters is 74% of electorate. This additional 17% requires:

– New processes /flexibility (8%)

– Better execution of current processes (4%), especially voter’s list/registration

– More procedural/process (and other) information (5%)

Source: Elections Ontario 2003 Post-event Research

In theory, Ontario’s electors bear the responsibility to confirm their registration in the List of Electors.  In reality, to participate in the voting process, they only have to show up at their returning office, at an advance poll or, equipped with identification, make an application for addition to the list at a polling place on Election Day, to be able to vote.

S.15.1 (1) an elector may apply to have his or her name added to or removed from the permanent register of electors maintained under section 17.1.

...

(3) The application may be made,

(a) during the period that begins with the issue of a writ for an election and  ends on the day before polling  day, at an office of the returning officer;

(b) At all other times except on polling day, at the office of the clerk of any municipality with territorial jurisdiction in the electoral district. 1998, c. 9, s.12.

Source: Ontario Election Act

Before 1999, electors only had to open the door to a pair of enumerators within the first nine days of an election. If the enumerators missed them, they had to apply to the returning officer before Election Day for a Certificate to Vote. If they missed either opportunity, there were no other means to get on the Voters List and they were not able to vote.

The number of electors/non-electors willing to use web or phone to register:

• Six-in-ten (61%) of Ontarians would be likely (very likely/ somewhat likely) to use an automated telephone service to update information on the voter’s list.

• Six-in-ten (64%) Ontarians would be likely (very likely/somewhat likely) to add their names to the voter’s list online.

• Half (51%) of Ontarians would be likely (very likely/ somewhat likely) to use the existing mail system to add their names to the voter’s list

Source: Elections Ontario 2003 Post-event Research

The current registration opportunity available to electors between events is very limited, offering access only through the offices of local municipal clerks. The ability to offer electors alternatives to these registration processes both within and between events requires flexibility not permitted under current rules. Using his limited administrative flexibility, the Chief Election Officer ensured that electors were able to add their names at other locations during the election.

Electors have limited opportunities to access the registration process under the current Act. Legislators could consider:

• Providing flexibility for new and automated elector registration processes.

Availability of data sources. Analysis of the practical aspects of elector registration demonstrates a need to keep the process close to the people. While the core of the PREO database (approximately 80 percent) remains relatively stable over a year, tracking the mobile segment can be improved with local registration initiatives and Elections Ontario will continue to explore opportunities in this area.

A review of recent Statistics Canada 2001 Census of Population numbers shows that 16.1% of the population moves dies or immigrates into Ontario annually. An additional 1.48% reaches their 18th birthday.

Assuming that all of these activities are evenly distributed throughout the year, this means that over 117,000 (1.5%) “Errors” could appear in a “perfect” list of electors between its preparation and the polling day one month later!

But, equally important is Elections Ontario’s routine access to institutional databases of elector information.

The present authority framework provides the Chief Election Officer with the right to access electoral information from a variety of institutional sources. It does not guarantee he will receive it,

Nor does it remove bureaucratic obstacles, such as artificial fee structures that serve only to transfer public money from one organizational pocket to another. It also does not establish the priority of competing legislative directions.

The preservation of our democracy through inclusive and accessible systems must be re-evaluated. The boundaries between provincial regulations guarding personal privacy and the authority of the CEO to require elector information for the PREO are blurred. The balance between preserving the personal privacy of citizens and ensuring their access to the democratic institutions that guarantee that privacy must be re-evaluated and clarified.  This is most apparent in respect of electoral qualification information (name, date of birth, citizenship and address) maintained by ministries such as Health & Long Term Care and Transportation.

In a related area, administrators of long-term residential care facilities, such as nursing homes and mental health facilities are directed by specific provincial statutes to protect the confidentiality of resident information. At the same time, resident electors must be registered, and the Election Act requires returning officers to set up polls in facilities above certain resident numbers. These competing authorities must be reviewed and revised to protect these electors and their democratic rights while providing the necessary authority to election officials and facility administrators.

Legislation in this area requires review. Legislators could consider action to:

• Address real and perceived conflicts between the current Election Act authority to acquire electoral information solely for electoral purposes from government ministries and the province’s Protection of Privacy framework

• Give the Chief Election Officer clear authority and the administrative tools to acquire and use the personal qualification information for electors in all government databases.

Automation. The election world is headed toward voting systems that create access opportunities for all electors, without labels and without barriers. 


 “The Commission believes that further piloting is necessary for electronic voting, with the focus on internet and telephone channels to test scalability. This year’s experience suggests that text message and digital TV channels add limited value, and that the use of e-voting kiosks should be more targeted to remote locations instead of simply replacing paper ballots in polling stations.” Source U.K. Election Commission news release, July 31, 2003

Electors with disabilities represent an important community for automated electoral service delivery now and in the future. Their unique circumstances require new and different tools to be considered that will make their access to and participation in elections indistinguishable from other electors. At the same time, many other electors, including those without disabilities, are also seeking innovative approaches to their voting access requirements.

As a tool of 21st-century administration, automated processes can offer increased speed, improved accuracy, greater efficiency and consistency. As a channel for service delivery, automation provides a range of opportunity for innovation in areas that could not be addressed with traditional, manual systems. Looking forward, there may soon come a point where the lack of automation becomes a barrier as a web-enabled generation comprises the majority of the electorate.

A recent legislative amendment has acknowledged the need to anticipate change. Under Section 4.1 of the Election Act, the CEO now has the authority to propose alternative approaches to voting processes for by-elections. While this statutory authority has offered some opportunities to test innovation, by-elections are unpredictable events and the new processes that can be effectively developed and implemented on short notice are limited in scope.

As we look across the world, election administrators are evaluating various technologies as possible contributors to electoral service improvements. Well-planned pilot projects in the  United  Kingdom over the  past  three  years have  explored a range of voting  automation that  includes interactive digital television, e-voting kiosks and  cellular text messaging, in addition to more  simple  solutions such as vote-by-mail and  telephone and Internet voting.

One  consistent theme emerges from the  reports and  analyses: automation covers  a much  wider range of options than  just Internet voting  and  should  not be  introduced without  undertaking significant  and  in-depth study.

Ontario’s electors are not averse to automation. They appear to be ready to embrace technologies such as the telephone and the Internet as tools to help them obtain information and possibly to register as an elector. This view is not as strongly held when it comes to electronic remote voting.  In our post-election research, candidates also expressed the same position.

It is also important to remember that, while there are common concerns across the world, the solutions can vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction.

Consider the context of vote-by-mail. Elections Ontario research shows limited support for vote-by-mail, whereas British electors have embraced it. In fact, their government has instituted a large-scale pilot of an entirely mail-based election in four European Union election constituencies in the spring of 2004. Partial justification for this is found in an expectation of increased elector participation:

 “Against the background of an overall trend of declining participation in elections, areas running all-postal schemes have seen an average increase in turnout of almost 15 per cent.”

Source: Press Release 484/03, Office of the Deputy Prime Minister [UK] December 17, 2003

Preliminary results indicate that turnout in the four districts almost doubled in comparison with the last European election, although elector motivation is not yet clear.

In addition some smaller Ontario municipalities have experienced increased voter participation using mail-in ballots.

Intention to Vote Using Automation
VOTERS (n=1025)

Over the phone:
Very likely: 24%

Somewhat likely: 18%

Not very likely: 16%

Not at all likely: 41%

Online
Very likely: 37%

Somewhat likely: 13%

Not very likely: 12%

Not at all likely: 38%

By mail:
Very likely: 12%

Somewhat likely: 14%

Not very likely: 25%

Not at all likely: 50%

NON-VOTERS (n=778)

Over the phone:
Very likely: 38%

Somewhat likely: 21%

Not very likely: 16%

Not at all likely: 25%

Online
Very likely: 46%

Somewhat likely: 12%

Not very likely: 13%

Not at all likely: 30%

By mail:
Very likely: 21%

Somewhat likely: 19%

Not very likely: 25%

Not at all likely: 35%

Source: Elections Ontario 2003 Post-event Research

Applications where automation could add value include:

• Alternative voting opportunities that may serve electors who do not wish to attend at a traditional polling place by using the same tool that serves electors who are unable to attend the poll

• Alternative voting systems, such as mail-in ballots, for electors who currently have to compromise the secrecy of the vote by using a proxy

• Alternative voting systems, such as telephone voting, for electors who are temporarily out of their electoral district or polling division.

Within Ontario’s municipal context, significant investment has already been made in automating various aspects of electoral processes. As we look forward, we will consider the opportunities that could arise from closer cooperation and alignment of interests to achieve maximum returns on all capital investments in this area.

Both international and  domestic counsel supports the  introduction of more  automation by Elections  Ontario, but  its nature  and  extent must  be  carefully considered and  tested in an Ontario environment before proceeding with any widespread introduction of new systems, to ensure continued respect for the  integrity  and  security of the  system.

Progress must be achieved with caution since automated processes cannot attempt to improve service for some groups of our stakeholders while inadvertently diminishing service for other groups. Similarly, automated processes must respect the essential principals of fairness, secrecy, transparency and accessibility.

Automation can expand the registration channels open to electors who are missed by the automated register update processes or who are not covered by the targeted revision activities before and during the election. Automation and alternative voting processes can provide new service opportunities to busy electors in the early21st century.

Alternate voting services, however, cannot be delivered without changes in the structural environment for electors and Elections Ontario. 

Mobility. Considering access, the mobility of citizens plays an increasingly important role. Electors’ access to the ballot box can be problematic if they are away from their home for extended periods. Students, “snowbirds” and seasonal workers are among those who may experience such systemic challenges.

In the  future,  the  points  of access available, whether a traditional ballot  box,  Canada Post mailbox  or virtual “box” accessed through the  Internet, have  to be  considered in balancing innovation and access enhancement with the  socio-demographic realities  of life in Ontario today. 


Legislative initiatives that could be considered in these areas include:

• Providing flexibility in establishing advance poll opportunities and locations, and

• Permitting different voting access channels and special voting rules, including secure automated processes, while preventing delegated voting.

Any changes that  might  arise from the  above need to preserve the  secrecy  of the  ballot;  at the  same  time,  they must  provide the  “checks and  balances” that  will ensure a transparent review process so that  we can verify the  automated process by recreating the  Election  Night  results.  Although we are still reviewing  its implications, the  establishment of a firm planning horizon  under a fixed, four-year  electoral cycle could  allow Elections  Ontario to achieve a significant  range of service  improvements and  remove some barriers  to elector awareness and  participation.

Administrative flexibility. At the heart of the challenge to ensuring optimum elector access to quality electoral services is the requirement for sufficient time to prepare for and deliver a process or activity.

The fixed period contemplated in recently introduced legislation provides just 28 days to complete the event between the Writ and Election Day. When  we analyze  the  diverse and  inter-dependent components of the  delivery  system, severe constraints appear at various points in the  process, with the  potential for a small mistake to escalate with a ripple effect  to much  larger  proportions.

For example, ballots are first used at an advance poll that opens in the returning office 44 hours after candidate nominations close. If the Chief Election Officer has to address potentially confusing candidate names on the ballot, there may be only 20 hours left before the ballots are first required for voting.  This does not provide much recovery room if problems arise.

• If the legislation were to allow more time in the various steps required in producing a ballot (e.g.  Timing for submission of candidate’s nominations and the first advance polls), it could accommodate greater innovation in addressing a variety of stakeholder needs with respect to ballots.

• With more  time,  consideration could  be  given  to rotating the sequence of candidate names on the  ballot  to offer greater fairness  and  to further  ensure the  integrity  of the  process.

According to a group of academics and  journalists (designated in the survey as Thought Leaders), the most important reason for introducing new technology is to increase accessibility and,  there- fore,  voter turnout. They also place value on maintaining a modern voting system and upon ensuring voters have choice in how they vote. Thought Leaders are somewhat ambivalent about the importance of using new technologies to keep voting cost–effective.

Source: Elections Ontario 2003 Post-event Research

One such practical benefit would be for electors with special needs. For example, electors who are blind could  benefit from a Braille guide that  preserves their independence by showing them  the  order of candidates and  their parties in the  order shown on the  ballot  (which is notched to help  electors who are blind  or visually impaired feel for the  candidate order). This may be possible during a by-election but the time available to manage production of the guide in 103 different versions makes it impossible during a provincial general election.

Similarly, automation of the  ballot  form and  vote  tabulation – a direction that  many electoral bodies world-wide are being encouraged to consider – would  require time not currently available under  the  Election  Act, to accommodate increased technical  interventions and  provide sufficient  time to prepare, proof, print and  distribute ballots.

But, changes in legislation and the balance of responsibility between the elector and the election manager cannot be ignored. The introduction of convenience cannot be assumed to be without any cost or compromise of real or perceived rights or entitlements. In the context of change, these issues must be discussed.

While the processes associated with voting put into practice the fundamental historical principles of democratic elections – fairness, secrecy, and transparency – they also ensure accessibility.

However,  when  viewed  from a 21st-century perspective, activities and  procedures required under the  Act to protect these principles often  appear unclear  or restrictive  with the  result  that  they are not necessarily understood or observed.

The lack of a clear legislative definition of ”polling place” combined with the need to locate some polls in mixed-use buildings,  such as shopping malls, presented challenges for deputy returning officers,  who are charged with ”maintaining peace and  order” within the polling location with respect to canvassing and  other activities.

This can lead to inconsistent decisions about where campaign activity may be conducted on polling days and provoke unnecessary conflict with volunteers and candidates. In the future, to reduce the chance of unequal treatment, clearer rules and authorities are needed.

For example, some of the process rules for activity in regular and advance polling places have lost their value over time.

• How far from the ballot box does the authority of an election official extend to maintain “peace and order”? Does  it go  tithe  door  of the  polling  place  or does it extend beyond the  door throughout the  mall where  the  poll is located?

• How do poll workers prevent “interference” with electors and yet still manage the actions of scrutinizers, candidates or the media while preserving the integrity of the electoral process?

In the 2003 provincial  general election, 355,396 electors chose to vote on one  of the three days  when  area  advance polls  were  held or on one  of the six days  when  an advance poll was held  in each  returning office.

Another example of rigidity in the  current  Act is found  in the directions on compiling polling  lists for Election  Day that  show strike-offs of voters  who participated at advance polls. It is clear that there are better ways to compile the polling lists than by attaching three different lists together for each poll with a staple or a paper clip.

Automated processes can provide consolidated and accurate information to election workers and candidates at the end of each advance polling day. Yet to do this is not clearly in accordance with the statute.

The direction to create poll records by hand is probably not viewed as a service enhancement by many electors waiting to vote inurbane polling places between 5:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m. On Election Night.  There are better ways to manage record-keeping in the poll with flexible legislation.
“… Proxy voting runs counter to the traditional definition of integrity. Unlike assisted voting, voting by proxy cannot ensure that the elector’s choice is respected by his or her representative. Consequently, the risk of abuse is significant, particularly where the same person carries a proxy for several electors …”

Source: « Améliorer l’accèss au vote et favouriser  son exercice » (translation) Dirécteur général des  élections du Québec, Avril 2004

Some  of the  traditional tools  designed to improve  elector access, such as proxies  and  Certificates to Vote have  lost relevance since they were first introduced because electors now enjoy  unrestricted access to advance polls and  the  opportunity to be  added to the Voters List on Election  Day.

Similarly, allowing  vouching for the  identity  of electors in rural polling  divisions reflects  the  circumstances of an earlier  time, is inconsistent with the  integrity  of the  process and  no longer aligns with the  principles of fairness  and  equity  for all electors.

While the Chief Election Officer can undertake research into new approaches and review the administrative actions he can take, there is virtually no flexibility within the current legislation that supports broader change and open access. Legislators could consider:

• Providing adequate scope for the Chief Election Officer to adopt flexible approaches to electoral event delivery including adjusted timing of activity within the event to permit automation.

In a related area, the procedural environment for referendums at the provincial level is currently framed by the Taxpayer Protection Act, 1999.

Unfortunately, the process rules are not clear and much appears to be left open to interpretation and challenge. A codified approach to referendums will benefit electors and  administrators alike and permit  the  Chief Election  Officer to staff, plan and  deliver referendum events with the  same  attention to fairness,  secrecy, transparency and  accessibility  as in electoral events.

S.19:  The Election Act applies, with necessary modifications including the modifications set out in this Act, in respect of a referendum unless the context requires otherwise.

Source: Taxpayer Protection Act, 1999, SO 1999 C 7 Shed. A

Partnerships. Whether participating in a federal, provincial or municipal election, the individual elector is the same person – only the event changes. Electoral authorities at each level currently share electoral information. The future of electoral management in Ontario offers opportunities to share much more.

The National Register  of Electors,  created and  maintained by Elections  Canada, has served Elections  Ontario as the  primary source  of information for the  Permanent Register  of Electors  for Ontario. Increasingly regular exchanges of information and closer technical cooperation provide fertile ground for further expansion and shared systems and standards. In turn, this can lead to the longer-term realization of a single List of Electors for all three elections held in Ontario, a common approach to addresses and a sharing of costs, resources and equipment.

Legislators could consider that:

• The policy and legislative environment developed in the mid- term will need built-in flexibility to encourage a further growth in partnerships that will generate value for all Ontario electors.

Similarly, in the  municipal  context, there  is scope for partnership that builds  on the  effective  relationships that  have  emerged over the past  three  years.  With its statutory responsibility to provide lists of electors for every municipality in the province, and it’s interesting improving the efficiency and accuracy of electoral information, the Municipal  

Property Assessment Corporation has already joined with Elections Ontario and Elections Canada, under the tripartite agreement, to embrace a long-term cooperative relationship in providing service to electors.

However, while Mac’s responsibility to electors is through its registration and list mandate, individual municipalities continue to bear the responsibility to conduct local government elections every three years.  In addition, since 1999, they have provided an elector registration portal for Elections Ontario.

There may be new opportunities to build partnerships directly with municipalities for improved service at reduced cost for all Ontario electors. Legislators could address this if:

• The future  accommodates a closer  review of the  electoral service  structure at the provincial and  municipal  levels and  the relationship between Elections  Ontario, MPAC and  individual municipalities in respect of elector registration and  electoral service delivery.

Work with partners and stakeholders over the past four years have demonstrated the need for Ontario’s Chief Election Officer to have clear authority to enter into cost sharing agreements and joint ventures. There will be increasing opportunities for cooperative improvement of the electoral processes in the future that will benefit all electors in Ontario.

Integrity

A combination of statute and tradition determines the current environment in which the Chief Election Officer must preserve the public trust given to him. Whether he has the authority to act, whether he is responsible for his actions, and whether he can act with independence and integrity depend on the accountability framework established in law and practice.

Any new approach to electoral governance through a reform of the legislation must continue to honor the CEO’s four basic pillars:

• To guarantee the fairness of elections for all participants

• To ensure that all electors have access to a secret ballot

• To ensure that administrative activity enhances the transparency of electoral processes, and

• To achieve maximum accessibility for citizen voters, candidates and citizen monitors.

Ontario electors have access to a solid system of representative democracy in the Canadian context – one that has been able to accommodate some growth and change over its 136-year history. But, the social and cultural changes that are apparent at homeland abroad serve as constructive reminders that all institutions and their systems need to be revitalized periodically or risk becoming irrelevant.

The clash of tradition and widespread, rapid social and environmental change has created stresses to which Elections Ontario must adjust or risk inadequate performance and compromises in the integrity of the province’s democratic institutions.

Electors,  candidates and  political  parties alike have  told  us that the  delivery  of elections must  be  entrusted to an independent and  non-partisan agency. There is an expectation that such an

Almost all Ontarians (94%) agree with the statement that it is important for the voting process in Ontario to be overseen by an independent organization.

Source: Elections Ontario 2003 Post-event Research

Important public trust will be handled professionally and effectively by people who are knowledgeable and committed.

If this principle is to be addressed in Ontario’s future, the systems used to appoint Returning Officers and other election officials and workers must be reviewed with a view to adopting merit-based, competitive approaches.

The Election Act prescribes that the Chief Election Officer is appointed by Cabinet on an address of the Legislative Assembly. Similarly, Cabinet appoints the Assistant Chief Election Officer. The current Chief Election Officer and Assistant Chief Election Officer were appointed following a publicly advertised recruitment process and selection by an all-party committee. This open, merit-based process should not be a one-time event – it should be confirmed within the statutory framework.

The partisan nature  of the  current  statutory direction for these appointments affects  both the  appearance of independence and the  ability of the  Chief Election  Officer to assume full responsibility for the  professional integrity  of the  electoral process.

Non-partisanship. The Chief Election Officer is a servant of the citizens of Ontario and of all of their elected representatives. There is no place for partisanship in this environment. Appointment processes, the  length of the  Chief Election  Officer’s appointment and the  opportunity for re-appointments are critical public measures of the  true  value placed on the  public  trust  that  he holds.  Changes are necessary and will prove to be valuable in these key areas.

Beyond basic  integrity  issues,  provisions  within the  current legislative environment dealing with the  responsibilities of returning officers and  their obligations to draw staff from partisan sources, intertwine to constrain the  Chief Election Officer’s authority in building an effective  election preparation and  delivery  system. The Chief Election Officer needs clear authority to ensure proper staffing from sources he determines, as well as an ability to set their remuneration.

While lists of nominees as election workers provided by political parties are an invaluable aid to returning officers and should continue, adequate numbers of properly skilled workers cannot depend solely on this source.

The fundamental structure of electoral administration lies totally within the legislative framework. This framework creates a barrier to the administrative integrity of the electoral process. The barrier could be removed if legislators consider:

• Providing clear and unambiguous authority to the Chief Election Officer to appoint returning officers and election workers

• Authorizing  the  Chief Election  Officer, in consultation with an independent financial arbiter,  to set  the  rates  and  prepare and  publish  the  “Schedule of Fees  and  Expenses” for election officials and  workers.

Accountability. Public trust in democratic institutions is invaluable. The role of the Chief Election Officer is unique in protecting the fundamental rights of citizens. For this public trust to work there must be a clear and open accountability structure that assures citizens and political interest groups that his actions are clearly in support of the principles of fairness, secrecy, transparency and accessibility.

While reporting to the Assembly on Election Act administration when he chooses may be to the advantage of the Chief Election Officer, the public is not well served.

Mandatory annual reporting and the opportunity to give the Advisory Committee of Registered Political Parties some status as 

A provider of political counsel to the CEO will provide a necessary balance of his ability to act and his protection of the public trust.

Canadian Reporting Requirement

The principal reporting requirement for Ontario’s Chief Election Officer is set out in section 89 of the Election Act.

89. The Chief Election  Officer, in addition  to any other requirements of this Act in respect of the  tabling of the  results of an election, shall report  to the  Assembly through the Speaker whether or noting the  Chief Election  Officer’s opinion the  conduct of the election was free or otherwise of any of the  actions  which are declared to be  offences or corrupt  practices  under  this Act. R.S.O. 1990,

c. E.6, s. 89

Electoral administrators in most other Canadian electoral jurisdictions are required to report on a much broader range of topics including proposals for legislative amendments

(E.g. Canada, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Manitoba & British Columbia) or required to submit an Annual Report (e.g. Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta, British Columbia)

Continuing political presence in electoral administration is necessary and can be achieved within a legislative framework if legislators consider:

• Establishing a place for political counsel to the Chief Election Officer by confirming the advisory role of the All-Party Advisory Committee in the statute, and

• Requiring the Chief Election Officer to present an annual report on his activities to the Legislative Assembly.

Maintaining integrity in the public electoral process requires appropriate and functional tools.  Under the current legislation, the CEO is authorized to inspect ballots “in the course of investigating a possible corrupt practice.” (Election Act S.86 (2.1). He does not have clear authority to initiate a review process otherwise, such as to look at used ballots to confirm the adequacy of the ballot form or the integrity of the voting process. Unless he knows that problems exist, he is not empowered to address them nor can he reasonably be held to account.

Continued evaluation of the integrity of the electoral process has raised the question of electoral identification. There is an emerging trend in elections at various levels, including several Ontario municipalities, to require electors to establish their identity to the satisfaction of the poll officials.

A large  majority  of voting  and  non-voting electors and  of elected and  un-elected candidates are conscious of the  need for process integrity  at polling  places and  agree with a proposal for electors having  to show identification before being allowed to vote.

The balance between free access to the voting process and its basic integrity requires a new dynamic.  Before  being given  the ballot,  electors who are not on the  List of Electors  must  be  ready to identify themselves and  registered electors should  be  asked to confirm their identity.  To preserve the integrity of elections, legislators could consider:

• Requiring all electors to present a form of identification when registering and voting

• Providing the CEO broader authority to determine and require identification, and

• Requiring the CEO to publish clear and specific identification requirements.

93% of Ontarians agree with the statement that voters should have to show identification before voting and 85% agree with the statement that voters should be responsible to make sure that their name is on the Voters List.

Source: Elections Ontario 2003 Post-event Research

Consistency. Innovation in elector registration has provided a significant catalyst for centralization of processes. Computer systems and databases managed from the Elections Ontario headquarters are used by local returning officers to deliver the election. While the current legislative environment places the Chief 

Election Officer at a distance from the front lines where operational decisions are made, he still carries the responsibility for delivering consistent event with a high level of integrity.

Current  legislation and  regulations define  the  actions of election officials at various  organizational levels – from deputy returning officers at individual  polls, to returning officers in each  electoral district,  to the  Chief Election  Officer. This environment does not allow much scope for practical responses to issues, nor does it always result in consistent or coherent action.

The Chief Election Officer must be able to set the rules for his staff to determine the business processes to be followed. He must be able to evaluate the requirement of electors in different places and different situations and create a staff structure and responsibility framework to meet their needs. Historically and statutorily, returning officers were responsible for the delivery of “their” elections, resulting in 103 separate events. Electors should be able to expect more consistency from Elections Ontario, thereby increasing the integrity of the process. In future, there must be only one election.

The experiences of the 1999 and 2003 provincial general elections have clearly demonstrated the value of increasing centralized authority of the CEO. This is evidenced through:

• Innovation addressing social realities and electoral timetable constraints that limit the ability or interest of citizens to work in elections, and

• The consistency of processes and the resulting cost effectiveness and added value.

It would be simple to characterize the Chief Election Officer as the “manager of the election.” While these words describe an ideal concept, the administrative reality requires a structure, a set of rules, a staffing plan and a financial organization.

Administrative processes often are overlooked in policy reform initiatives.  Electoral  reforms  are among the  less exciting  areas  of public  policy and  the  mention of administrative detail  usually engenders a less than  enthusiastic response from the  listener.

Yet, undertaking a review of electoral delivery without understanding the relevance and structure of the operational environment is sure to leave Ontario’s electoral processes rigid and confused. This, in turn, will contribute to a real or perceived loss of strength and confidence in Ontario’s electoral system.

Administrative flexibility and  efficiency requires adjustments  in the  framework  provided by the  Election  Act and  must  continue to reflect  the  best efforts of the  Chief Election  Officer to preserve the fiscal reliability of his operations.

Legislators can help to assure the continued integrity of the electoral process if they consider:

• Developing a new Election Act that provides a coherent framework for the Chief Election Officer to manage the electoral process professionally, with transparency, with fairness and without partisan influence.

Electoral participation

Our stakeholders have confirmed their belief that the Chief Election Officer has a role in encouraging elector participation. To deliver on his original objective of playing a part in Ontario’s democracy by connecting citizens to the electoral process, the Chief Election Officer has access to a limited set of administrative tools.

While 4,528,167 electors took part in the 2003 provincial general election, this represented only 56.8% of the 7,962,607 registered electors. Although advertising is one way to reach out to electors, there are many more opportunities that could be pursued.

Electors generally consider the activities of Elections Ontario as” services” and that they have a right to expect them to be provided in support of their democratic entitlements, as and when they require them.

Perspective on the role of Elections Ontario

Thought leaders polled exhibit a strong faith in the agency, encouraging it to act boldly in many areas.  Most believe that Elections Ontario has a primary role to administer and execute elections, and a secondary role to encourage voter participation (praising the 2003 encouragement advertising effort).

Source: Elections Ontario 2003 Post-event Research 

But, just as electors are not a homogeneous group, excellence in electoral service is not a single product or process. The challenge in providing alternatives and flexible services is that their design cannot deviate from the fundamental principles of democratic process, which provides for fairness and accessibility for all. If these principles are evident in the administration of elections, major barriers to elector participation will have been reduced or removed.

Elections Ontario’s research indicates that there is a segment of the Ontario electorate that could be motivated and assisted to consider participation in the electoral process through a variety of initiatives. These are people who did not vote in 2003, yet are not unalterably opposed to the electoral process.

Electoral Participation Segmentation Stats
Some electors will always vote; others might participate; and some are unreachable.

i. Voters: Ideal, Always Vote






32% 

ii. Voters: Ideal, Usually Vote






15% 

iii. Voters: Vulnerable At-Risk, Need Motivation




10%

iv. Non-Voters: Need Better Execution of Existing Processes 


4%

v. Non-Voters: Need New Processes
 




8%

vi. Non-Voters: Need Information





5%

vii. Non-Voters: Uninterested, Need High Motivation/Convenience

11%

viii. Non-Voters: Disaffected & Opposed 





12%

ix. Non-Voters: Unclassifiable 






3%

Source: Elections Ontario Post - Event Research

The road toward change and possible increase in participation must continue to observe the basic principles of democratic electoral systems.

Fairness must be apparent in the way that elections are prepared and run. The secrecy of the ballot requires a delivery mechanism that electors can use easily and that retains an appropriate level of security.

Transparency requires open communications between electoral administrators and both electors and the representatives of political interests.

Accessibility requires shared knowledge and understandings, physical convenience for all electors and a set of tools that offer opportunities to participate to all who are qualified and interested.

In all respects, these principles must be clearly present in Elections Ontario’s future service-oriented environment. This cannot be guaranteed without change.

Legislators have the opportunity to consider some administrative changes that may help electors, including, for example:

• Inclusion of young citizens in aspects of the electoral process, such as registration, before they turn 18 years of age, to increase awareness and interest

• Identifying party affiliation on ballots to improve knowledge and understanding and remove any residual barriers to understanding at the critical moment of marking the ballot, and

• Ensuring electoral delivery mechanisms that electors can use easily, that preserve the secrecy of the ballot and that retain an appropriate level of security.

Outreach and open consultation. It is easy to think and speak of electors as a homogeneous group who appear during an election and then disappear from the stage as they transform to “taxpayers.” As perspectives broaden and “electors with special needs” are identified, there is an equal opportunity to see them also as a homogeneous group worthy of focused attention.

Reality speaks to a different world. Elections Ontario undertook a significant change in the preparation and delivery of the October2003 general election. In recognition of the  differing  needs to be met  in making  electoral “service” a reality for all electors, groups and  individuals  were invited  to help  open our eyes  and  ears,  as well as to help  open the  access routes into the  electoral process.

The job has only just begun. While general elections are spaced years apart, the information, education and delivery of service to electors who need special services to ensure their access and provide for their participation in the process must take place every day.

An understanding and awareness of democratic processes cannot be acquired or maintained by most electors within a 28-day period, once every four years.  It requires regular and relevant communication. Audiences vary during the electoral cycle. New electors, having just turned 18 years of age or acquired Canadian citizenship, must be prepared and encouraged to participate in voting activity. The Chief Election Officer can and should participate in the delivery of this message.

All stakeholders need to see themselves reflected in the plans for service enhancements that the Chief Election Officer and Elections  

Ontario develops. They need to feel shared ownership in the process and the products. 

They need to be able to exchange information with Elections Ontario through regular and recognizable channels.

While chief electoral officers in Quebec and at the federal level are given this direction, Ontario’s CEO has no clear statutory authority to undertake broadly based communications, nor does he have a mandate to educate and inform.

Legislators could consider helping the CEO to remove barriers to knowledge and understanding of the electoral process through initiatives such as:

• Permitting broadly-based communication and information dissemination by the Chief Election Officer at any time. 


OUR CONCLUSIONS

In recent years, Elections Ontario has demonstrated a clear capacity for change. However, our policy and operating environments are now stretched to their limits and must change or risk reverse the progress that has been made.

Examined as a specific event at a specific point in time, the 2003 provincial general election was organized and deployed well. However, the efforts required to make this event a success clearly demonstrate that we have gone as far as we can to meet the needs of Ontario electors with the current legislation and resources. By 2007, even following the guidance provided by Elections Ontario’s Strategic Plan, the existing methodologies and solutions under the current legislation will simply not be sufficient to meet the emerging needs of Ontario’s diverse electorate.

A brighter future for Ontario’s electors can only be achieved by changing the current systems and structures of electoral governance, administration and service delivery.

Service to Ontario electors, political parties and candidates and to the monitors of democracy must develop and grow. The opportunities for development are wide-ranging and varied, but they require a solid base of policy and legislation to produce the best results.

Within the programs the Chief Election Officer initiates and the action Elections Ontario is directed to undertake before the next general election, the objectives must be clear.  Excellence in electoral service delivery must be tangible – and it must be measurable.

Initiatives emerging following the 2003 election already suggest a legislative infrastructure that could  support the substance of the very changes that Elections Ontario believes are now essential.

There was legislation before the Assembly at the end of its spring 2004 session that includes a fixed date for elections. While a fixed election date could provide the Chief Election Officer with a valuable opportunity to refine his operating environment, it would be but a first step toward building a revitalized electoral framework. There is much more to accomplish.

Access, Integrity and Participation: Towards Responsive Electoral Processes for Ontario is only the first step on the way to essential change for Ontario’s electoral processes.

The Chief Election Officer and Elections Ontario are ready to support change and innovation in Ontario’s electoral processes.

We look forward with enthusiasm to the opportunity to work with citizens and their political representatives to achieve these goals.

APPENDIX
Elections Ontario’s 2003 Post-event Research Project

In accordance with the 2002 – 2006 Strategic Plan, “Accountability will be assured through continuous review of performance against standards.” In the first corporate initiative planned to establish this accountability framework, Elections Ontario contracted with Ipsos-Reid Public Affairs to conduct a comprehensive stakeholder assessment research program immediately following the2003 provincial general election.

The core research was a general survey of eligible electors, conducted between October 3 and October 21, 2003.  1,800 electors were interviewed by telephone and the results are considered accurate within +/- 2.3%, 19 times out of 20. The sample was stratified by voters and non–voters (1,200 and 600 respectively) and weighted by sex, age and geography. The statistical reliability of the voter sample is +/- 2.8% and the non-voter sample is +/- 4.1%.

In addition to the General Elector (G.E.) survey, surveys were completed with Candidates (+/- 10.6%), Chief Financial Officers (+/- 10.1%) and Aboriginal electors (+/- 14.1%). In addition, special elector groups were included in the research program, but the responses were not sufficient to generate statistically reliable results and are directional only. Similarly, a small group of academics and journalists were interviewed between November27 and December 19, 2003 and invited to offer their insights into the conduct of the election. These results are also not statistically reliable.

The highlights of the survey for the General Elector population are summarized as follows:

• Overall, positive scorecard for Elections Ontario.

– Voters and non-voters alike register high awareness levels

– Most voters provide moderately positive impression ratings whereas most non-voters are neutral-positive

• The voting process receives consistently high ratings, with a low proportion of voters experiencing any problems and no significant areas of criticism.

– Areas of improvement: Increased accuracy/completeness of voters list, improved signage at polling stations (including party names on ballots), and wider publication of toll-free and Internet access points

• Elections Ontario’s advertising and information campaigns perform well in terms of Recall and Impact/reception (i.e. net positive impact upon likelihood to vote).

– Higher Recall & Impact/Reception for new Encouragement campaign than traditional Information campaign

– However, relatively low awareness of Householder 

– Which has highest potential for both Information & Impact?

• Little public expectation for changes or improvements to the process. Nevertheless, once privacy/fraud/error concerns are allayed, there is majority support for adopting telephone and internet methods of obtaining/altering information and voting – but not for adopting mail-based methods.

– Notably, non-voters are more receptive and likely to use these alternative methods to vote

• Context: Declining voter turnout (57%)

– Primary drivers of voting behavior are attitudinal/personal (civic duty, interest) and behavioral (time/convenience), not demographic. Systemic/process/information-based issues are secondary, but important.

– Elections Ontario’s realistic “reachable” target market of voters is 74% of electorate. This additional 17% require:

• New processes/flexibility (8%)

• Better execution of current processes (4%), especially 

Voters List/Registration

• More procedural/process (and other) information (5%)

When compared with the key findings from the special elector research, the following picture is revealed. (Reminder – sample sizes were too small to offer statistical reliability.)

• Overall – Key common weaknesses/areas of improvement
– Voters List Accuracy (except Homeless), Polling Place Signage/ Proximity and Language Assistance.

• Aboriginal Electors
– Overall, moderately positive scorecard – similarly positive ratings on Elections Ontario and overall election management

– More moderate set of positive ratings to the basic aspects of the election process

– Similarly low proportion of voters experiencing problems and no lightning rods of criticism

– Unlike G.E., Aboriginal electors are not likely to provide majority support/adoption of voting through the new methods tested, even if privacy/fraud concerns are allayed, but they are willing to utilize these avenues for election information/administrative purposes.

• Special Needs Electors (Physically-Challenged, Blind/Visually-Challenged, Deaf/Hearing Impaired, Ethno cultural/Language)
– Overall,  neutral-positive scorecard – neutral-positive on Elections  Ontario and  how the  election was run, but moderately positive on the  overall voting  process and  strongly positive on the  process of casting a ballot  at their polling  place

• An additional key area of improvement to above: hours of voting

– Across the standard tested aspects, strong majorities of Special Needs Electors provide positive ratings

• Except for more relevant services such as language assistance, polling place set-up, signage, and disability assistance

– Moreover, there is divided opinion in terms of an overall rating 

On the special services offered, with specific services receiving positive ratings – except for wheelchair access. It also must be noted that very large segments – majorities in many cases – are unaware or did not use the special services offered by Elections

– Strong majorities provide support for phone and online access/ administration of information, and markedly less so for mail. However, there is no majority support for voting via any tested technology – even with privacy/security assurances – although online is supported by almost half.

• Poverty, Underhoused, and Homeless Electors
– Overall and across specific measures, a positive scorecard similar to that of G.E.

– Strongly positive ratings for both standard and special/dedicated services – except language assistance

– Unlike other Special  Needs Electors,  a high level of awareness/usage of the  special  services  available  to them  – which may be linked to their expressed high reliance upon  associations/ shelters for general and  special  service  information/assistance

– Similar to other Special Needs Electors, majorities support telephone access/administration of information and, less so for online.  But majorities are opposed to voting via any of these methods (especially mail) even with privacy/security assurances.

For the Candidates, the survey showed the following:

• Overall, moderately positive scorecard for Elections Ontario.

– Moderate-to-neutral positive set of impressions/ratings, low negative scores, and a notable lack of service familiarity/ awareness

– Overall, Elections Ontario’s job performance in 2003 was seen to be about the same as 1999, with a slight (+5%) improvement trend

– Overall, unelected Candidates provide more positive scores to Elections Ontario than those who were elected

– In general terms, Candidates provide a more moderately positive scorecard than G.E. On comparable measures, Candidates are somewhat more positive about Elections Ontario itself (68% vs. 55% favourable + 32% neutral G.E.) and slightly less positive about how the agency ran the election (55% vs. 60% G.E.).

• Strengths: Information/communications efforts and overall election process management.

– Both Chief Financial Officers (CFOs) and Candidates provide solid positive ratings for Elections Ontario’s encouragement advertising.

• Areas of improvement: Voters List accuracy and voter registration (similar to G.E.), staff training (competency and courtesy), and information/location of polling stations.

– However, no clear consensus of opinion on the agency’s strengths and weaknesses, indicative of low knowledge and differing individual experiences

– Unlike CFOs (55%), only 38% of Candidates agree that the Voters List was as complete and accurate as reasonably could be expected

– Notably, 55% (76% elected / 45% unelected vs. just 37% of CFOs) of Candidates experienced problems of some kind with election procedures/processes – primarily, in the areas listed above.

• Moderately positive ratings to product and service offerings, tending to express higher levels of satisfaction for candidate- related services and lower levels of satisfaction for voter-targeted services.

– Overall, there is a notable lack of knowledge of Elections Ontario services across the range of offerings.

• Overall,  Candidates are highly supportive of new online,  mail, and  – somewhat less so – phone methods of sharing  election information, and  slim majorities support the  adoption of these technologies as voting  methods (with adequate privacy/fraud protection/security) in order  to increase voter  turnout and accessibility.

– Comparatively, majorities of CFOs oppose the tested new voting methods – with no fewer than 45% expressing strongly disapproval

– Unlike almost half of CFOs (48%), only 38% of Candidates feel there should be only one method to cast votes in an election.

For the Chief Financial Officers these are the key findings:

• Overall, positive scorecard for Elections Ontario.

– More positive set of impressions and ratings than their more moderate-to-neutral Candidate counterparts

– Low negative scores, a low level of interaction, and a notable

– And greater – lack of service offering familiarity/awareness

– Overall,  CFOs feel Elections  Ontario’s job performance  in the 2003  election was about the  same  as 1999,  with a small (+12) improvement trend

– In general terms, both CFOs and G.E. provide positive scorecards. On comparable measures, CFOs are more overtly positive about Elections Ontario (75% vs. 55% favourable + 32% neutral G.E.) and how the election was run (77% vs. 60% G.E.).

• Strengths: Information/communications/reference material efforts.

– Both CFOs and Candidates provide solid positive ratings for Elections Ontario’s new encouragement advertising.

• Areas of improvement: Financial/banking procedures, communication of guidelines/procedures, and staff training (competency, co-operation, timeliness).

– However, no clear consensus of opinion on the agency’s strengths/weaknesses or problems experienced

– Indicative of low knowledge/interaction and differing individual experiences/priorities

– A smaller proportion of CFOs (37%) than Candidates (55%) experienced problems of some kind with election processes/ procedures – primarily, in terms of service/information

– Unlike Candidates (38%), a majority of CFOs (55%) feel the Voters List was as complete/accurate as reasonably could be expected.

• Overall,  there  is a notable lack of knowledge of Elections  Ontario services  and  products across  the  range of offerings,  even  among those products specifically targeted to this population – and, especially among the  agency’s communications access points.

– Highest ratings to Elections Ontario’s information services and materials

– Lowest ratings to CFO training and the various specific forms/paperwork they face.

• Overall, CFOs are highly supportive of new online, mail, and, somewhat less so, phone methods of sharing election information.

• Contrary to Candidates, clear majorities oppose (with no fewer than 45% and as many as 49% strongly opposed) adoption of these technologies as voting methods due to high security/fraud concerns.

– Comparatively, Candidates are also less intensely opposed with 27% (mail), 31% (online), and 39% (phone) expressing strong disapproval in this regard.

– Moreover, unlike Candidates (38%), almost half (48%) feel that there should be only one method for electors to cast their votes in an election.

The “Thought Leader” group of academics and journalists offered the following perspectives:

• Overall, a positive scorecard

• Positive impressions of Elections Ontario and its election management

• Moreover, Thought Leaders exhibit a strong faith in the agency, encouraging it to act boldly in many areas

• Most believe that Elections Ontario has a primary role to administer and execute elections, and a secondary role to encourage voter participation (praising the 2003 encouragement advertising effort)

• Declining voter turnout is blamed primarily upon a deterioration of the political culture, but Thought Leaders are also preoccupied with a largely anecdotally-based perception that the Voters List is inaccurate (due to the lack of a full door-to-door enumeration). This appears to be the near singular criticism of Elections Ontario’s management of the election among Thought Leaders.

• Thought Leaders are open and enthusiastic about new technologies – strongly endorsing them for information/ administration, and majorities supporting voting online and by phone – although split on the adoption of mail for this purpose.
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