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1. Introduction

1.1 Terms of Reference

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. (Watson), in conjunction with ICA Associates Inc.
and Drs. David Siegel and Robert J. Williams, hereinafter referred to as the Consultant
Team, was retained by the City of Guelph in January 2020 to conduct a comprehensive
Council Composition and Ward Boundary Review.

The study has been organized into two phases:

e Phase 1 — Council Composition and Employment Status Review; and
e Phase 2 — Ward Boundary Review.

Phase 1, which is presented herein, includes a review of council composition and
employment status. In the Ontario Municipal Act, 2001, section 217 council composition
refers simply to the total number of councillors and the method of election (in wards or
at-large) but in this study council composition also includes the number of councillors
elected in each ward. Employment status refers to whether councillors should be part-
time (as they have been in the past) or full-time.

Once Council has made a decision on the recommendations resulting from Phase 1 of
the review, the Consultant Team will undertake Phase 2 of the study. Phase 2 will
encompass a comprehensive evaluation of the City’s ward boundaries and set out
alternative ward boundary options to ensure effective and equitable electoral
arrangements for the City of Guelph, based on the guiding principles found in the Terms
of Reference for the study.

Following the completion of Phase 1 and parallel to Phase 2, City staff will prepare a
report for Council on voting systems and methods for the 2022 municipal election and,
later, Councillor compensation (that is, the actual salary paid to Councillors) and staff
support. These two topics do not form part of this study and will be assessed
independently of this assignment.
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1.2 Municipal Representation in the City of Guelph

4

Guelph Council is comprised of thirteen members, including the Mayor and twelve City
Councillors, elected in six wards, as presented in Figure 1.

Figure 1
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The current municipal electoral system has been in place, without significant
modification, since 1990. At that time, the number of City Councillors (then called
aldermen) was increased from 11 to 12 and a ward system was implemented.

Each elector has two votes for councillor and the two candidates who receive the
largest number of votes in a ward are elected for that ward. The principle of “one
person, one vote” anticipates that the population in each ward would be roughly equal.
There are other principles that enter into the drawing of ward boundaries (see Chapter
8), but population parity is a very important consideration.

Figure 2 illustrates the populations in the six wards in Guelph’s current system based on
the 2016 Census.! Ward 6 has been growing rapidly since these boundaries were
established in 2006, meaning that the imbalance in the number of electors per ward
would be even greater in 2022 unless some change is made in the ward system.

The population metrics presented in Figure 2 make it clear that the wards are at odds
with the “one person, one vote” principle. At a minimum, the boundaries of the existing
wards need to be changed to bring Guelph into alignment with this principle. Phase 2 of
this project will therefore be a ward boundary review, a task which will be conducted to
assess the extent to which the present wards constitute an effective and equitable
system of representation and, where they do not, to propose alternatives.

! These figures are for illustration only. The Census only partially captures post-
secondary students. During the Ward Boundary Review (in Phase 2), more
comprehensive data on the post-secondary student population will be collected and
included in the design of new wards.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 3
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Figure 2
City of Guelph
Population per Ward — 2016
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1.3 Study Objectives

The primary purpose of Phase 1 of the study is to prepare Guelph City Council to make
decisions with respect to:

e How many Councillors are appropriate;

e Whether Councillors should continue to be elected in wards or city-wide;

e If so, how many Councillors should be elected in each ward; and

e Whether the City of Guelph would benefit from having City Councillors who could
devote themselves full-time to their Council responsibilities or remain part-time.

Depending on the decisions made by Council at the conclusion of Phase 1, the next
Phase would evaluate the suitability of the present or of alternative wards (in the event
that Council determines that there will be some other number of wards). The wards
recommended to Council at the conclusion of Phase 2 will be designed with reference
to locally approved guiding principles to “re-divide” the City (see Chapter 8).

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 4
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1.4 Project Structure and Timeline

The study started in January 2020 and is expected to be completed by May 2021. It is
anticipated that Phase 1 of the study will be completed in November 2020. Phase 1 of
the review was to be completed by June after a series of Town Hall meetings across the
City in March and April 2020. Restrictions during the COVID-19 global pandemic has
delayed and changed this phase of the review and the way it has been conducted.

To achieve the City’s deadline that any changes to Council composition and ward
boundaries be in place before the 2022 municipal election, the consultants collaborated
with City staff to find a way to modify Phase 1 timelines after the project was suspended
in March 2020 due to COVID-19. Public consultation and engagement in Phase 1
shifted from three weeks of traditional in-person community engagement, with open
houses and events, to three weeks of 24/7 online community engagement to follow
physical distancing guidelines and measures. The online engagement period was
revised to run three weeks beginning August 17 and ending September 4, 2020.

The focus or hub of online engagement became the City’s online engagement platform
called: HaveYourSay.Guelph.ca/council-composition. It housed information and
background research documents to help provide guidance towards more informed input,
an interactive survey, a question and answer tool and a mapping activity. It was built
using the City’s subscription to EngagementHQ service. In addition, a live online panel
discussion event was held August 25, where citizens participated remotely in real time
(by logging into the webinar, through Facebook live, or by dialing in to listen) to share
their questions and comments on the topics and have them answered by the experts
involved.

Communication activities and promotional tactics helped drive informing and engaging
public and stakeholder participation by reaching diverse audiences and demographics.
To note, although a complete shift occurred from already planned in-person to online
consultation, there was no financial impact to the City as a result of this move.

The review has reached an important milestone with the release of this Phase 1 Report
that will be presented to City Council on November 5, 2020 to seek direction on the four
topics noted above.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 5
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The study has several main phases as illustrated in Figure 3.

Figure 3
City of Guelph Council Composition, Employment Status
and Ward Boundary Review Study Process

Council Composition Review Ward Boundary Review

1.5 Public Consultation

The purpose of Phase 1 public consultation was to inform and educate, then gather
insights and advice so the Consultant Team could develop recommendations for the
public’s and Council's consideration. The topic of council composition and employment
status was broken down into five key questions. While these were closed-ended and
mandatory questions, there were optional follow-up questions for each so citizens could
explain their reasoning.

e How many Councillors should sit on the Council?

e Should elections be at-large or ward-based?

e How many Councillors should be elected per ward?
e How many wards should there be?

e Should the role of Councillors be understood to be (and paid) as full-time or part-
time?

As previously mentioned, instead of a series of public meetings in different parts of the
City over a few weeks, the online consultation ran 24 hours a day for three weeks. It
made ample use of an online engagement platform to which the City subscribes for
other projects. In addition, on August 25 there was a livestreamed virtual town hall

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 6
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structured like a panel discussion designed to help inform participants with useful
background information supported by visuals and a 20-minute question period. Citizens
were also invited to telephone the City any time and to send emails and letters as they
normally might. Further, sixteen hours of dedicated call-in times for live conversations
were also provided (2 hours assigned per day over eight days). These additional
opportunities were also promoted.

The online engagement platform offered citizens a range of options to meet their needs.
If they only wanted to research, there were background documents to download and
read. If they wanted to track the project, there was timeline and contact information and
they could register for updates. If they had a question, they could ask it and get
answers publicly. Most importantly, when visitors to the site felt sufficiently informed
about the topic, there was a survey tool for them to add their insights.

City staff pulled out all the stops to promote civic engagement by reaching out to their
most comprehensive and up-to-date list of over 200 community organizations and
encouraging them to reach their own constituencies, and by providing reminders and
updates to Councillors, advertising, promotion on the City’s social media accounts, and
large signs placed strategically around the City. The City kept track of media exposures
like letters to the editor and news stories.

Level of Participation

Generally speaking, the topic of council composition has proven challenging to attract
citizen involvement within other communities. In Guelph, the Consultant Team set a
target for themselves to engage more than 300 people in the first phase and 1,300
people in total from both phases. With that in mind, the City’s communications staff set
in motion extensive promotions in collaboration with the Consultant Team. As a result,
Phase 1 engagement and consultation significantly exceeded expectations. The
following chart is information from the engagement platform itself and does not include
the additional telephone calls and emails to City staff or the webinar engagement. It is
helpful because it frames visitor activity in terms of levels of engagement.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 7
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Level of
Engagement

Number of People

Aware 1,729 people visited at least one page of the
engagement site.

949 people viewed multiple pages, downloaded

Informed documents, completed surveys, left comments,
viewed the timeline, and generally interacted on
the site.

670 people also completed the survey. A few of

Engaged Peop P y

them asked questions, added their pin to the map,
and/or contributed to news feeds.

Most importantly, 670 citizens shared their detailed insights in the survey. While there
were only five “mandatory” key questions, each was followed by optional questions so
respondents could explain their reasoning. Almost everyone took the opportunity to
explain, generating thousands of data points. Their ideas were well considered and
clearly inform the consultant recommendations to Council.

Further details on the public engagement plan and the results from Phase 1 are
provided in Appendices A, F, and G. Appendix E summarizes media coverage for
Phase 1 of the study.

1.6 Consideration for City Council

The purpose of this Phase 1 Report is to summarize the technical and academic
research completed and feedback received from the first round of consultation. The
order in which the topics are presented here mirrors the provisions of section 217(1) of
the Municipal Act 2001 by starting with the number of councillors and then considering
inter-related aspects of the way councillors are to be elected and concluding with a
discussion of how they should be compensated.

The topics are then grouped as recommendations in Section 7 of this report by building
on two key principles that emerge from Sections 2 through 6 pertaining to the decisions
that City of Guelph Council needs to address:

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 8
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1. Decide whether to retain a ward system or to dissolve the wards in favour of
electing all members of Council at-large;

2. If wards are to be used, determine the number of members of Council to be
elected in each ward;

3. If wards are to be used, determine the number of wards; and
4. Establish the employment status of members of Council.

If wards are to be used, the Consultant Team will initiate a review of the boundaries to
ensure that the wards constitute an effective and equitable electoral arrangement
(Phase 2) of the study. If wards are to be dissolved, Phase 2 of the study is
unnecessary.

A more detailed explanation of the separate decisions and some of the implications
associated with each of them are provided in the following chapters.

The direction of the review is presented in Figure 4, which visualizes the series of
decisions that are to be considered.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 9
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Figure 4
Four “Layers” of Decisions

Council
Com position

Ward Boundary
Review

2. The Composition of City Council

This decision involves determining whether Guelph City Council will continue to be
composed of a Mayor (a mandatory office under the Municipal Act, 2001) and twelve
Councillors. The position of Mayor will not be open to change in this review; the
decisions to be taken by Council will only involve the number of councillors and the
basis for their election.

2.1 Context

The Municipal Act, 2001 s. 217 (1) authorizes a local municipality “to change the
composition of its council” subject to five enumerated rules, the most relevant of which

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 10
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is: “There shall be a minimum of five members, one of whom shall be the head of
council.” Although a by-law that changes the ward boundaries (Municipal Act, 2001 s.
222 (1)) is open to appeal to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT), a by-law that
changes the composition of council is not.

Despite this authority granted to councils under the Municipal Act, 2001, there are no
clear principles, standards, or formulas to apply in determining the appropriate size of a
municipal council. As just noted, a municipality must have at least four councillors;
there is no maximum set in the Act or any provincial regulation. The composition of
local councils in Ontario varies widely and is entirely a matter for each municipality to
decide.

Guelph is what is known in Ontario as a “single-tier municipality”; that is, it is not part of
an upper-tier municipality such as a regional government or a county (for example,
Waterloo Region or Perth County).! Figure 5 compares Guelph to other single-tier
municipalities within the same population range.

Figure 5
Composition of Councll
Ontario Single-Tier Municipalities — Population 100,000 to 200,000

Municipality Population Number of Councillors
(2016 Census) Councillors per Ward
(excluding the
Mayor)
Greater Sudbury 161,531 12 1
Barrie 141,434 10 1
Guelph 131,794 12 2
Kingston 123,798 12 1
Thunder Bay 107,909 12 1 plus 5 at-large
Chatham-Kent 101,647 17 Varies from 2 to 6

Source: Population — Statistics Canada, 2016 Census of Population
Council information — various websites

Deciding on an appropriate number of councillors is a balancing act. A large number of
councillors can slow down and complicate the decision-making process when every

1 Although Guelph shares some services with Wellington County, such as Paramedic
Services, the City is not part of the County governing structure.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 11
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councillor may feel a need to weigh in on every discussion. Councils need to be large
enough to ensure that all the community’s interests are represented on council. A
council should be large enough to address the diversity of the community in terms of its
neighbourhoods, gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic interests, and history.

2.2 Stakeholder and Public Consultation

In our interviews with the Mayor and Councillors, we were told that the current number
of Councillors prolongs debate without adding to its quality when every Councillor
chooses to participate in a debate without adding substance. Itis clear that more
participants will lengthen a debate; however, sometimes that lengthened debate will
result in better discussion of the topic. The quality of a contribution is frequently in the
eye of the beholder.

Figure 5 (above) illustrates the above comments about there being no guiding principles
that govern the number of councillors and wards. For example, the largest municipality
by population on the list (Greater Sudbury) has a smaller Council than the smallest
municipality in the category (Chatham-Kent).

Guelph’s twelve Councillors make it very similar to comparable municipalities in Ontario.
This information offers little direct guidance to Guelph but provides a reassurance that
the City currently falls in the middle of the range, and if it increases or decreases the
number of Councillors or wards slightly it would remain within that range.

The survey conducted as part of the Phase 1 public engagement activity asked
respondents for their opinion on the size of Council. Figure 6 indicates that slightly less
than a majority of respondents was satisfied with the current number and a quarter of
the responses preferred a smaller Council. Fewer than twenty percent of respondents
supported the idea of a larger Council in Guelph. It is helpful to consider the reasons
why respondents provided the answers summarized in Figure 6.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 12
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Figure 6
What Number of Councillors Do You Prefer for the City of Guelph?

Response Number Percent
Smaller 169 25.2
Larger 114 17.0
Same 329 49.1
Don’t know 58 8.7

Total 670 100.0

The comments of those who endorsed maintaining a twelve-member Council can be
grouped around three themes: the size is consistent with other similar municipalities, a
larger Council would hinder good decision-making, and what might be called the
“Goldilocks” outlook (“not too large, not too small, just about right”). For example:

“It is a good size for a city of our population.”

“The current allocation of Councillors is about the middle of the pack in Ontario,
which is where Guelph likes to be.”

“Why not? | see no compelling reasons to change it.”

“If it isn't broke, don't fix it.”

“Larger bodies become less capable of arriving at decisions.”

“Adding more voices does not always make it easier to make decisions or reach
consensus around the table.”

“This is a good size to ensure representations yet small enough to be
accountable.”

“Guelph is too big for less than 12 and not big enough for more.”

“The population is not declining, so why would we have fewer? And it's
increasing slightly, but not extremely quickly.”

The comments of those who believe Guelph City Council should be smaller can also be
grouped into three themes: a smaller Council will contribute to better decision-making,
would cost less, and would contribute to addressing two other issues (two-member
wards and the role Councillors play). For example:

“Too many cooks in the kitchen...more decisiveness in issues when fewer people
can push their agendas.”

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 13
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e “Less is sometimes more viable and easier to make proper decisions for all

citizens.”

e “Group decision making is more efficient with a smaller number, with 7-8
optimal.”

e “Guelph has more councillors than larger cities. It's a waste of tax-payers
money.”

e “Toreduce costs. I think it will be easier to achieve consensus with fewer
councillors.”

e ‘| believe 8 councillors will suffice in providing a voice of various wards across
the city of Guelph, especially if they each work full-time.”

e ‘It should be smaller but the roles should be full-time.”

e “So they can be full-time.”

e “Having too many councillors, especially part-time, will create a lot of
inefficiencies and lost communication between the 2 councillors in each ward.”

o “Prefer to have smaller council but make them full-time. Even with two
Councillors responses can take days, if they ever get back.”

The case for a larger Council was consistently tied to the population growth of Guelph.
For example:

e “We lack representation. Guelph is huge and growing.”

e “As the city expands rapidly more representation is key.”

e “The city has grown, so it makes sense to have more councillors so as to
maintain an acceptable level of engagement.”

e “As the city grows, it makes sense that more councillors are needed to represent
the various communities.”

e “The city is growing. To keep the representation equal (with each councillor
representing about the same number of people), there needs to be more
councillors. Failing that, at least admit that being an effective councillor for a city
the size of Guelph is a full-time job.”

Our recommendation on the composition of Guelph City Council is found in Chapter 7
(see below).
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3. Ward System or At-Large System

The next decision involves determining whether Guelph will continue to elect
Councillors in wards or at-large (called a “general vote” system in the Municipal Act,
2001).

3.1 Context

In the Municipal Act, 2001 s. 222 (1) a “local municipality” is authorized “to divide or
redivide the municipality into wards or to dissolve the existing wards” through a by-law
that is subject to appeal to the LPAT. Section 217 (1) (4) provides that “other than the
head of council, members shall be elected by general vote or wards or by any
combination of general vote and wards.” Beyond these provisions, there are no
conditions or constraints imposed by the Province to help formulate a local decision to
adopt one electoral system or another.!

In an at-large system there are no geographic divisions within the municipality. All
candidates run across the entire municipality, and voters choose candidates who will
represent the entire municipality. For example, if a municipality chooses to have eight
councillors elected at-large, then each voter has eight votes to cast among the
candidates. When the votes are tallied, the eight candidates with the most votes are
declared elected. In a ward system in comparison, candidates are nominated in a
particular ward and electors choose among those candidates who are nominated in that
ward.

In principle, each system has its own attributes and implications that assist in
determining whether it is appropriate for the particular municipality. A table that sets out
some of the strengths and weaknesses of each system is presented in Appendix B.

1 Before amendments to the Municipal Act in 2006, section 222 (2) of the Municipal Act
stipulated that before passing a by-law the municipality shall “(b) have regard to criteria
for establishing ward boundaries prescribed by the Minister.” That clause was repealed
in 2017 but, in fact, the Minister of Municipal Affairs has never issued criteria related to

municipal representation arrangements.
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A ward system is used by most medium and large municipalities because it recognizes
the natural divisions in a municipality defined by neighbourhoods and natural barriers
such as waterways, highways, railway lines and so forth. An at-large election system is
most often found in smaller, rural municipalities that do not have significant social or
topographical differences within the municipality. Vancouver (population 610,000) is the
largest city in Canada with an at-large system but elections there are contested by
candidates who represent local political parties, a factor that assists electors in making
a choice about which candidates to support. The largest municipality in Ontario using
an at-large system is Niagara Falls (population 85,000). Both cities have had periodic
discussions about switching to a ward system. No Ontario municipality with a
population greater than 100,000 elects its councillors in an at-large system.

From 1909 through to the 1988 municipal election, Councillors in Guelph (at one time as
many as 18) were elected by general vote. Since the 1991 municipal election, Guelph
has elected a total of 12 Councillors in six wards and in response to a question on the
2006 municipal ballot [“Are you in favour of retaining the current ward system as the
method of electing City Councillors?”], 80% of Guelph electors endorsed keeping that
system.

3.2 Stakeholder and Public Consultation

The survey responses reported in Figure 7 below and our interviews with the Mayor and
Councillors indicated that there was general satisfaction with the principle of a ward
system in the City of Guelph. There is an understanding that the current boundaries of
the wards need to be reviewed because of uneven growth across the City. That issue,
however, will be considered in Phase 2 of the review and is a separate issue from the
principle of continuing to use a ward system. A number of respondents supported a
system in which some Councillors are elected in wards and others at-large, an
arrangement permitted under Ontario legislation but not widely used.
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Figure 7
Residents’ Attitudes to a Ward System: From Your Perspective as a Citizen,
Which Way of Electing Councillors Do You Think Makes the
Most Sense for the City of Guelph?

Response Number Per cent
Ward 446 66.6
At-large 76 11.3
Mixed 138 20.6
Not sure 3 0.4
Don’t know 7 1.0

Total 670 100.0

It is helpful to consider the reasons why respondents provided the answers tabulated
above. Those who favoured retaining wards in Guelph saw these advantages:

o “Different parts of the city have different experiences in the city. It's important to
have people that reflect those different experiences negotiating with each other
when they make decisions.”

e “Guelph is (still) a city of neighbourhoods. If we were to lose ward
representation, then the only voices would be those who view the city as
something to be homogenized. The value of the city is in its neighbourhoods. |
don't want to live in a faceless suburb.”

e “It's only natural that there will be times that there is a conflict between the needs
of one ward over another ward. It's only good and fair practice that each ward
have a local representative to speak for their ward at council.”

e “Responsible to neighbourhood and more knowledgeable about specific areas,
don’t have to be expert everywhere, thus able to be part time.”

e “Local advocacy. Councillors should feel responsible to their entire ward. At-
large structures can create a system where a geographically small area can have
a disproportionate voice on council, and could lead to neglect in other areas.”

e “Easier to get rid of the non-performers.”

e “Residents should have someone who lives in their part of the city that is able to
advocate on their behalf. At-large elections typically favour incumbents, as
people will usually just vote for familiar names.”

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 17
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A small proportion of the survey respondents support at-large elections in Guelph. They
view the role of Councillors differently; for example:

e “More focus on good of the City as a whole.”

e “Ward Councillors can create more division, each representing the classic
NIMBYism regularly seen in Guelph. Councillors who have to represent
everyone might take a more holistic view of what the community needs and may
better represent Guelph's diversity than wards do now.”

e “Councillors would be more likely to represent the best interests of the city and
not fall prey to parochial local issues and special interests.”

e “What happens in another ward impacts me as well. | drive around the city for
services.”

e “As councillors vote on issues of the city as a whole it seems to make much more
sense for councillors to be responsible to the whole city rather than their ward
alone. Of course, all will then be responsible for all wards all the time.”

e “Local ward system in no way ensures representation of local concerns. A
system allowing us to vote for members who we feel reflect our concerns and
beliefs would be beneficial and would allow for reduction in size of council.”

e “At-large councillors could help to move decision making forward from the “big
picture” perspective when there are conflicts between the needs of the different
wards and their representatives.”

A number of respondents support the idea of a system in which some Councillors
represent wards but combining it with an additional second “layer” of Councillors who
are elected at-large. For example,

e “The combination allows for some focused representation from the variety of
wards in the city plus gives ‘at large’ representatives who can be counted on to
see decisions in a more holistic manner.”

e “Each ward can have unique interests, viewpoints, and experiences, which
necessitates having ward councillors. A couple of citywide councillors could
provide balance by representing the city as a whole.”

e ‘| believe that having a larger city-wide based category allows for the City to
consider and elect individuals that are operating on platforms that encompass
more than just the needs of their particular ward. Hyper-localized politics and
ward advocacy have their role, but I believe that individuals who are thinking of a

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 18
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larger picture should also be offered the opportunity to present that agenda
without having to tailor it to a particular ward.”

¢ “A mixed system would give the benefits of each type of election while allowing
for more flexibility.”

e “I would like to see a mix, where you have one vote designated for a local
representative and one vote for any candidate. We must have representation at
the ward level. Guelph is a large enough city that it is imperative that each ward
is represented by at least one person who is knowledgeable about that ward, and
is also directly accountable to those who live in it. It would also be of value to be
able to vote for a councillor who does not represent the ward you are in, but who
has a vision for the city's future that aligns with your own.”

e “Having primary councillors elected by the city and then secondary councillors
that are more ward specific. This brings more awareness to who is actually in
council (if they're not in my ward | probably have no idea who they are or what
they stand for), so by voting for primary councillors as a city, you get a better idea
of who is actually making decisions about the city.”

As noted earlier, Ontario legislation permits municipalities to combine at-large and ward
systems, but it is relatively rare. The City of Kingston, for example, experimented with a
combination of ward and at-large councillors for one term in the late 1990s as part of an
amalgamation before quickly converting to electing all councillors in wards. Among
single-tier Ontario municipalities comparable to Guelph (in the 100,000 to 200,000
population range), only the City of Thunder Bay uses a combination system; five
members of its Council are elected at-large and seven in wards (note: 26 candidates
sought the five at-large seats in 2018). This configuration was also the result of an
amalgamation and has been used ever since the City was created in 1970.

While many respondents to the survey presented legitimate reasons for introducing
such a system to Guelph, the problem with the hybrid system is that it creates an
awkward relationship between at-large and ward councillors. Under Ontario legislation,
all councillors at the table are equal, but when councillors are elected from different
electoral bases, does this mean that some are seen to be more important than others?

In the early 1900s, several large Ontario cities elected a combination of councillors
chosen by wards and at-large. The at-large councillors were members of what was
called a Board of Control, a group that tended to dominate council decision-making

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 19

\\10.0.0.52\hdrive\Guelph\2020 CCESR\Deliverables\Final\Guelph Council Composition Ward Boundary Review - Phase 1 Report.docx



p7

since it acted as an executive committee of council through its responsibilities over
budget and key administrative matters. Most Boards of Control were eliminated in
Ontario during the latter part of the 20" century, largely because of dissatisfaction with
the idea of a hierarchy of councillors.

In principle, ward and at-large election systems each have valid positive and negative
attributes [see tables of attributes]; however, the risks to effective representation for the
City’s distinctive neighbourhoods and other communities of interest that an at-large
system would bring to a municipality the size of Guelph cannot be overlooked.

Our recommendation that the City of Guelph continue to use a ward system to elect
Council members is found in Chapter 7 (see below).

If Guelph City Council has determined the number of Councillors and decides to elect
them at-large, the only remaining Phase 1 consideration will be the employment status
of Councillors (see Chapter 6 below) and Phase 2 of this review is unnecessary. If
Council has determined the number of Councillors and accepts the recommendation to
elect some or all of them in wards, two inter-related questions follow:

1. How many Councillors should be elected from each ward?
2. How many wards should the City be divided into?

These questions are addressed in Chapters 4 and 5 below. Answering one question
will of course determine the answer to the other. Since Guelph has had long
experience with the same format to elect Councillors (two per ward), it is appropriate to
address that question first, since even if Council chooses to maintain a two-member per
ward format, the community should be confident that the merits of the present system
actually outweigh its shortcomings and that none of the alternatives is an improvement.

4. Ward Magnitude (the Number of Councillors per
Ward)

4.1 Context

The City of Guelph has elected two Councillors per ward since the ward system was
introduced in Guelph for the 1991 election. Figure 5 (above) indicates that Guelph is

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 20
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the only city of its direct comparators using this arrangement. There are, however,
other cities in two-tier regional government systems such as St. Catharines and
Welland, and other smaller single-tier cities such as Peterborough, Orillia, and Brantford
that use this arrangement.

There are a very small number of Ontario municipalities such as Chatham-Kent and
Prince Edward County where varying numbers of members are elected per ward. Such
arrangements are typically products of amalgamations where the electoral system
recognizes those historical circumstances. A system in which an unequal number of
councillors is elected in the various wards, however, would likely be seen as confusing
or unfair, even in municipalities that have these unique historical circumstances.

Councillors in Guelph are, of course, familiar — even comfortable — with this long-
standing two-member per ward system but familiarity should not be the crucial factor in
determining the most appropriate system of representation. There are several attributes
that should be considered in Council’s decision.

The primary strength of a two-member per ward model is the perception that it is more
likely that a constituent will be able to get the ear of a councillor even if one of the ward
councillors is unavailable or unsympathetic to the constituent’s concerns. For others,
having two choices may assist in strategic voting; for example, an elector may choose
to vote for both a male and female candidate, or for an incumbent and a fresh candidate
rather than having to vote for one or the other.

The shortcomings are more numerous: the two Councillors per ward system
contributes to a larger Council which could complicate and prolong debate. It also
increases the size of wards (since there are currently only six in Guelph) which makes it
more difficult for Councillors to stay on top of issues across their entire ward. It can also
lead to confusion when a constituent approaches both Councillors, each of whom then
approaches City staff.

4.2 Stakeholder and Public Consultation

Figure 8 below indicates that two-member wards are favoured by the majority of survey
respondents. This distribution might be viewed from the perspective that a two-member
ward system is the only one with which many Guelph residents are familiar.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 21
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Figure 8
From a Citizen of Guelph Perspective, How Many Councillors
Should be Elected from Each Ward?

Response Number Per cent
One 232 34.6
Greater than one 353 52.7
Doesn’t matter 11 1.6
Not sure 25 3.7
Other 49 7.3

Total 670 100.0

The reasons provided by survey respondents are informative. Those who supported a
system in which each ward elected more than one Councillor saw the advantages in
these terms:

e “If one is unable to do their job for some reason such as iliness, holiday, etc., you
can go to the other one.”

e “If one doesn't really represent your views, you have someone else to go to.

| am more inclined to err on the side of having more representation than less. In
the case that one councillor is unresponsive to a citizens’ needs, having a
second councillor would provide additional avenues for citizen engagement.
Having two councillors approach city staff to advocate for their constituents would
be preferable to one councillor forgetting to do so.”

e “Two member wards have generally done well for Guelph for a long time, why
change it now?”

e “With 2 councillors per ward, it allows for collaboration, a variety of perspectives,
and allows citizens some choice when contacting their representative.”

e “Multiple councillors per ward makes it more likely that ward representation is
more diverse, and represents a greater number of the people of the ward. In a
‘winner takes all' electoral system, limiting ward representation to just one
councillor makes it highly likely that a large number (or even a majority) of
constituents are not represented by the person they voted for. That's not
acceptable.”

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 22
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e ‘It makes sense to have two people with different strengths, experience and
points of view to offer insights and to back each other up to ensure the needs of
the people they represent are met.”

e “A single councillor per ward, elected under our first past the post system, could
win with the support of a small minority of ward voters.”

e “It's working as is. Not sure why this issue has come up for discussion.”

¢ “One councillor is insufficient to represent citizen diversity.”

It is also noteworthy that some respondents link the case for two-member wards to
maintaining a system of six wards:

e “The wards are large so | feel at least 2 councillors are necessary to handle true
community engagement as well as the work load.”

e “Some wards are quite large and Guelph is growing. Wards are getting more
diverse and they need to have more than one representative.”

e “The wards are fairly big and the population is growing. Having two councillors
from each ward hopefully gives a broader representation. It would also give
easier access to at least one of the councillors.”

e “To allow everyone the ability to contact and communicate with their
representative, there should be more than 1 councillor per ward, or smaller
wards.”

¢ ‘| believe that residents require access to their councillors so more than one per
ward sounds appropriate.”

e “The wards are large enough that one person does not seem like enough,
especially given the multiple roles of a Councillor (i.e., engagement, advocacy,
policy, administration, etc.). The number of Councillors should be proportional to
the number of people in each ward, or better yet, the ward boundaries should be
modified so that they are approximately equal in size.”

Those who endorsed one-member wards identified several kinds of benefits, in
particular related to better accountability and efficiency, as well as contributing to a
smaller Council or to a full-time role for Councillors:

e “One representative per ward. Straightforward.
e “Easier way by having just one point of contact.”

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 23
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e “Sothatitis clear. Why should | email two councillors to be aware of an issue?
It would be easier to know who has responsibility for my area of the city.”

e “Two councillors does not make sense. Information gets lost between the two
representatives. One councillor per ward means better accountability. A single
full-time councillor can focus their efforts on a particular ward and if citizens find
them to be unavailable, they can be held accountable. There isn't the option to
go to the other councillor such as in the two per ward system which | fear can
hide poor representation and work.”

e “There is less need to cooperate with other councillors when you have a built-in
partner for support.”

e “Having more than one councillor per ward seems redundant and unnecessarily
expensive.”

e “Better value to the taxpayer and quicker decisions will be made.”

e “We have too many now. My ward has two very different councillors, with
different views and | feel like their votes cancel each other out.”

e Less of a chance for competing interests and focus.

e “It would force them to be directly accountable. No 'hiding' behind a more active
Councillor.”

e “If there is one per ward, the councillor will need to make sure they hear all the
people and not just those that they agree with. Then it will certainly become
clear whether a councillor is listening or not to everyone.”

e “Once again, when it comes to making important decisions that impact the
citizens of a city, smaller is better. This is basic knowledge: all successful
organizations keep their decision-making bodies small.”

e “Because | think there should be more, smaller wards. | only want to make one
phone call if | have a political concern to raise or a local issue that needs to be
addressed. Also, fewer voters, less comparing $$, better democracy.”

e “One per ward with smaller wards to make it more representative of your area.”

e “As the city is expanding, perhaps more wards, and 1 councillor who can be
more dedicated to their specific area.”

e “Just not sure we need two, especially if number of constituents per ward goes
down.”

e “Fewer councillors but full time.”

e “1 full time is sufficient.”

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 24
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e “2 per ward make sense if both working part time. Having 1 per ward but working
full time makes sense since the demands of the job has (sic) increased over
time.”

e ‘| think that ward sizes should be adjusted so 1 councillor per ward can service
each ward. This to me would be the most cost-effective solution for a city that is
destined to grow so much in the next decade.”

Our interviews with the Councillors and City staff identified some problems with the two-
member arrangement that reflect experiences we are familiar with in other municipalities
(and noted above). The system can cause confusion on the part of residents who do
not know which Councillor to contact when they have an issue. When they contact both
Councillors, this may cause further confusion about which Councillor should take a lead
role. When both Councillors try to deal with the issue, relevant City staff members will
be contacted twice about the same issue.

When the two ward Councillors get along with one another, there are work-arounds to
deal with this problem. We heard that two Councillors in one ward in Guelph have
agreed to divide the ward in half and each one deals with issues in his half. Thus, they
deal with the two Councillors per ward issue by effectively converting their one ward into
two. When the two Councillors get along with one another, there are a number of work-
arounds like this that can be established. When they do not get along so well, there can
be problems. No matter how hard Councillors try to get along with one another,
however, it is difficult for them to ignore the fact they will be running against one another
in the next election.

Two-member wards also result in larger wards. Compared to similar cities, Guelph’s six
wards are fairly large. This makes them less homogeneous and more difficult for
Councillors to represent effectively. If Guelph retained 12 Councillors and shifted to
one-member wards, it would have 12 wards which would be approximately half the size
of the existing wards.

Our recommendation that Guelph move to a system of one Councillor per ward is found
in Chapter 7 (see below).

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 25
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5. The Number of Wards
5.1 Context

If Council has agreed on the total number of Councillors and opts for a system of one-
member wards, this question has already been answered. A twelve-member Council
with one-member wards, leads to 12 wards. If the idea of single-member wards is
adopted, however, the City actually has more flexibility than it currently has with two-
member wards.

By retaining two-member wards, it is difficult to get away from six wards in Guelph.
Fewer than six wards for a City the size of Guelph does not seem desirable, and adding
wards means adding two Councillors for each new ward which would increase the total
size of Council.

If Council decides to move to one-member wards, it will have the flexibility to consider
eight, nine, or ten wards, for example. This would simultaneously reduce the size of
Council, which some see as desirable, and at the same time reduce the size of the
individual wards which would help to make the wards more homogeneous.

In effect, this question intersects with Council’s initial decision in Phase 1 (the
composition of council) and the previous question on the number of Councillors per
ward. In a single-member ward system, whatever number of Councillors is preferred
will be the number of wards. A decision to adopt two-member wards will require half as
many wards as there are Councillors.

Our recommendation on the number of wards is found in Chapter 7 (see below).

6. The Role of Councillor: Part-Time or Full-Time?
6.1 Context

Guelph, like most other municipalities in Ontario, has had part-time Councillors since its
inception. This means that Guelph Councillors have been paid at a level that would
require them to obtain supplementary employment to support themselves and a family.
In truth, there is no legal distinction between a part-time and full-time Councillor. All
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Councillors have the same legal rights and responsibilities. A Councillor is a Councillor.
The difference between part-time and full-time Councillors is the rate of pay and the
accompanying expectations.

Appendix D shows that only three municipalities in Ontario pay their Councillors what
would be considered a full-time wage. Councillors in the other single-tier municipalities
in the table are paid less than $50,000 per year, in a few cases less than $35,000.
Councillors in the next group in the table (“lower-tier municipalities double direct”) serve
on both an area and regional Council while Councillors in the last group (“lower-tier
municipalities direct”) serve on either the area Council or the regional Council but not
both. The former collects two salaries, the latter receives one or the other.

6.2 Stakeholder and Public Consultation

There is a perception that the workload of Councillors has been increasing as the
complexity of government activity and the expectations of residents have increased.
Appendix C shows the results of a survey conducted as a part of this review. It
indicates that current Guelph Councillors say that they spend an average of about 20
hours per week on Council business. This is less than typical full-time employment, but
it uses up so much time that it is difficult to see how a Councillor could seek other full-
time employment or even pursue a regular, fixed-schedule part-time job. Furthermore,
the average disguises the fact that the number of hours can vary significantly from week
to week with little or no warning. Some variations are predictable; for example, budget
time requires a commitment of a major block of time. Crises or dealing with
constituents’ issues, however, are totally unpredictable and can require a great deal of
time. Fitting a regular full-time job or even a traditional part-time job with regular hours
around the significant and irregular time commitments of a Councillor would be very
difficult.

The residents who responded to our survey seemed to understand the increasing
demands of the position of Councillor. Slightly less than a majority of respondents felt
that the position of Councillor should be considered full-time.
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Figure 9
From a Citizen Perspective, How Do You Recommend
that the Role of City Councillor be Viewed in Guelph?

Response Number Per cent
Part-time 265 39.6
Full-time 327 48.8
Doesn’t matter 17 2.5
Not sure 61 9.1

Total 670 100.0

Support for full-time Councillors in Guelph was seen as a positive part of the electoral
system. For example,

“We need Councillors to be fully engaged in understanding the work of the city
and representing their constituents. They cannot do this part-time.”

“They would be able to focus their attention on making decisions and engaging
with city residents.”

“Councillors have a lot of work to do and should not be distracted by another
position.”

“Properly compensated, full time councillors would be able to put all their efforts
into ensuring proper m