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REPORT TO COUNCIL 

REPORT NUMBER:  LS-007-2021 

DEPARTMENT:  Clerk’s Department/Legislative Services 

MEETING DATE:  July 12, 2021  

SUBJECT:   Ward Boundary Review – Ward Structure Decision 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Be It Resolved, that Council of the Township of Clearview hereby: 

1) Receive Report LS-007-2021 (Ward Boundary Review – Ward Structure 

Decision) dated July 12, 2021; and, 

Option 1 

That Council approve redividing the Township of Clearview into five (5) wards as 

outlined in Schedule B to this report, and identified as Option 5A in the 2013 

Watson & Associates Electoral Review Report; and, 

That the Clerk be directed to present a by-law to re-divide the wards of the 

municipality.   

Option 2 

That Council approve remaining with the current (7) ward structure that was 

approved under By-law 13-64, with no redivision of ward boundaries.  

BACKGROUND: 

In fall 2020, Council expressed interest in conducting a Ward Boundary and Council 

Composition Review to ensure that representation remains fair and equitable. Many 

municipalities within Simcoe County were and still are conducting their own 

reviews, some in response to the Regional Review commissioned by the Ontario 

government that the County of Simcoe was mandated to participate in until it was 

disbanded.  
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The last Ward Boundary Review was completed in 2013, and Council at that time 

made readjustments to the ward boundaries but still retained the 7-ward structure, 

as approved under By-law 13-64. This Review was facilitated by a consultant, 

Watson & Associates and Dr. Robert Williams, who prepared an Electoral Review 

Report (attached as Schedule A) outlining various options for Council’s 

consideration. This review also forecasted population distributions for the 2018 and 

2022 elections, making the report still relevant and able to be utilized for the 

current Ward Boundary Review. 

In December 2020, a report was provided to Council outlining Council composition 

and electoral options to proceed forward with for public engagement. The public 

were able to comment on options that included not only a ward system but an at-

large system as well. The options were: 

a) 5 ward option (7-member council) 

b) 5 members elected at large (5-member council) 

c) 7 members elected at large (7-member council) 

d) Maintaining the current ward system 

To engage and inform the public on what was being considered during the Review, 
a video was created and posted on the Township’s website and YouTube explaining 
the difference between wards and at-large systems. A public survey was also 
issued with the Township receiving 342 responses. From this survey, 50% of 
respondents stated that they were satisfied with the current Council composition 
and over 76% of respondents preferred the ward system. It should be noted that 
there was only a 3-vote difference between keeping the current composition or 
reducing the size of Council to 7.  

From these survey results, Council was presented with a report at the March 22, 
2021 meeting, looking for direction on which option(s) to proceed forward with for 
a public meeting. Council directed that a public meeting be held for: 

Option 1:  A five (5) ward structure (7 member Council) 

  5 Councillors, a Deputy Mayor and Mayor 

Option 2: Maintain the current ward structure (9 member Council) 

  7 Councillors, a Deputy Mayor and Mayor 

Public Meeting 

On June 28, 2021 the virtual public meeting for the above options was held. A 
presentation was made by the Clerk outlining the Review process to date, an 
analysis of the two options, and an overview of the Watson Report’s six (6) guiding 
principles to consider when achieving an effective and equitable system of 
representation. Three (3) members of the public and the Creemore Area Resident’s 
Association provided written comments that were read during the public meeting. 
All four preferred that the five (5) ward structure (7 member Council) be adopted 
for several reasons including: 
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 Cost savings – reduction in Council members reduces remuneration to be 
provided 

 Reduction of time spent at Council meetings – fewer members involved in 
discussion and to provide ward reports. Provides more efficient meeting time. 

 With the Township’s population size being under 16,000, it would be 
adequately represented by 5 wards and a 7 member Council 

 7 ward structure (9 member Council) appears to be a grossly over-
represented for the population size of the Township 

COMMENTS AND ANALYSIS: 

As outlined during the public meeting, representation of population is key when 

reviewing or considering the realignment of wards. This was highlighted throughout 

Watson & Associates 2013 Electoral Review Report. There are also other guiding 

principles to consider when looking to achieve efficient and equitable 

representation: 

1) Representation by Population or Equality of Representation 

 Considering representation by population or every Councillor generally 

representing an equal number of constituents within his or her 

respective wards. Given the geography and varying population 

densities and characteristics of the Township, a degree of variation is 

acceptable. Tolerable limit of 25% variation as seen in the Electoral 

Boundaries Readjustment Act. 

2) Population and Electoral Trends 

 Accommodating for and balancing future increases or decreases in 

population growth/decline to maintain a general equilibrium in the 

representation by population standard.  

3) Means of Communication and Accessibility 

 Arranging ward boundaries by primary and secondary road patterns 

and railway, telephone exchanges, postal codes, and servicing 

capabilities to help foster an identity and neighbourhood groups.  

4) Geographic and Topographical Features 

 Utilizing geographical and topographical features to provide for ward 

boundaries and compact and contiguous areas (similar to the use of 

man-made features). 

5) Community or Diversity of Interests 

 Recognizing settlement Patterson, traditional neighbourhoods and 

community groupings (social historical, economic, religious and 

political diversities) while at the same time, not fragmenting a 

community.  
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6) Effective Representation 

 Considering an overriding principle of effective representation as 

described by the Supreme Court of Canada in the Carter case. It’s not 

equality of voting power, but the right to effective representation 

considering different factors including geography, community, history, 

community interests etc. 

These principles were applied by Watson & Associates in relation to each of the two 

options currently being proposed to Council for the ward structure. Below is the 

analysis of each option with excerpts from the Watson Electoral Review Report.  

Option 1 – 5 Wards (7 member Council) 

When looking at the five (5) ward option as shown in the map attached as Schedule 

B, it’s good to understand what would be changing in relation to the current ward 

boundaries. Below is a brief summary for ease of reference: 

 Proposed Ward 1 would take some area to the south (Duntroon) that is 

currently seen in Ward 2 

 Proposed Ward 2 would then take all the area that is currently seen in 

Ward 5 (Creemore) 

 Proposed Ward 3 would increase geographically and take a portion of the 

Northeast corner of the Township currently seen in Ward 6 

 Proposed Ward 4 would increase geographically going in the direction of 

both East and West  

 Proposed Ward 5 would encompass all the area currently seen in Ward 7, 

including the southern portion currently seen Ward 6, up to Sunnidale 

Corners 

Essentially to reduce the ward size from 7 to 5, Wards 5 and 6 are amalgamated 

with the bordering wards. This ward structure was identified in the Watson & 

Associates Report as Option 5A. Below is a summary of the evaluation of this option 

in relation to the six (6) guiding principles.  

Watson Evaluation 

Provided in the Electoral Review Report dated September 30, 2013 

Pgs. 4-16 to 4-20 

Figure 20 – Option 5A Summary 

Principle Evaluation Comment 

Representation by Pop’n Equality of 
Rep’n 

Yes 
All wards fall inside range of 
variation. 
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Principle Evaluation Comment 

Population and Electoral Trends 
Yes 

All wards fall inside range of 
variation. Two at optimal size in 
2022.  

Means of Communication and 
Accessibility 

Mixed 

Most wards contain logical focal 
point, but geographic size 
hampers communication in 
three wards. Demarcation 
between wards clear with one 
exception (Wards 1 and 2 north 
of Singhampton). 

Geographic and Topographical 
Features 

Mixed 

Geographic features not 
perceptibly used; escarpment 
located in two wards. Wards 
contiguous but only one 
compact. 

Community or Diversity of Interests 

Mixed 

Three smaller settlement areas 
in one ward (Ward 2) but rural 
population divided into five 
minority shares. Stayner 
divided. 

Effective Representation 

No 

Population imbalances dilute 
votes of some electors. Wards 
not coherent units of 
representation because 
inclusion of rural population 
around settlement areas. Area 
population trade-off ambiguous.  

In review of this evaluation, Watson & Associates identified that it meets the 

expectations for the parity related principles (Representation by Population and 

Population Trends) but is mixed in the other areas. This is a viable option as the 

ward boundaries are equitable, but there is a trade-off to provide effective 

representation for the Township’s rural population.  

In December 2020, the Township’s Director of Community Services provided 

updated population forecasts for the 5 ward option. These forecasts utilized 

populations based on the 2013 Watson Report as a basis, adding photo review to 

2018, adding the 2019-2020 subdivision permits, as well as local knowledge to 

move into 2022. Below are the forecasts:  
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For 2022, all wards are well within the acceptable variance of 25% (lesser or 

greater) than the optimal size. Optimal ward size is derived from dividing the 

estimated total population of the municipality by the number of wards. Moving into 

2026 and 2030, all wards continue to be within the acceptable limit but get closer 

to that 25% threshold.  

Option 2 – 7 Wards (9 member Council) 

The current 7 ward structure was adopted by Council under By-law 13-64 and has 

been in place for both the 2014 and 2018 Elections. A map of the 7 wards has been 

provided in Schedule C. The ward boundaries were identified in the Watson Report 

as Option 7A, with small adjustments and amendments being made to the option 

based on Council’s direction from the October 7, 2013 meeting. Watson & 

Associates provided revised population figures and an updated seven (7) ward 

configuration in its memo to the Township dated October 16, 2013. For analysis 

purposes, the evaluation of the seven (7) ward option in relation to the guiding 

principles provided in the original Electoral Review Report was/is still valid in 

relation to the amendments.  

Watson Evaluation 

Provided in the Electoral Review Report dated September 30, 2013 (Pgs. 4-7 to 4-

11) and revised based on the updated population forecasts provided in the Watson 

memo dated October 16, 2013.  

Figure 14 – Option 7A Summary 

Principle Evaluation Comment 

Representation by Pop’n Equality of 
Rep’n 

No 
One ward falls outside range 
variation (Ward 6) and Ward 1 is 
right on the acceptable limit 

Population and Electoral Trends No 

One ward falls outside of range 
variation in 2018 (Ward 6) and 
another close to upper limit (Ward 
1); one outside range variation in 
2022 (Ward 6). 
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Principle Evaluation Comment 

Means of Communication and 
Accessibility 

Mixed 

Most wards contain logical focal 
point, but the geographic size 
hampers communication in two 
wards. Demarcation between wards 
clear. 

Geographic and Topographical 
Features 

Yes 

Geographic features not perceptibly 
used; most of Escarpment and its 
foothills in one ward. Wards 
contiguous but not compact. 

Community or Diversity of Interests Mixed 

Three smaller settlement areas in 
one ward and rural population 
dominates two other wards. 
Stayner is divided.  

Effective Representation Mixed 

Population imbalances dilute votes 
of some electors. Wards coherent 
units of representation. Area 
population trade-off successful. 

In review of this evaluation, Watson & Associates identified that this option was a 

viable system for the 2014 Election and beyond. Although it does not meet the 

expectations of two of the six principles and is mixed in the other areas, the 

population of most wards met the acceptable variation (lesser/greater than 25%), 

boundaries are clear, and it compliments communities of interest. 

In relation to population forecasts over time, below is a summary that was provided 

within the Watson memo dated October 16, 2013. It shows the variation in 

population over time in relation to the tolerable limit of (25%) of the average 

population size for each ward. The forecast for 2022 is key, showing how the 

current ward structure looks going into the 2022 Election. 
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As outlined above, Ward 6 for each forecast has been outside the acceptable range 

variation. However, in the report it is explained that this 7 ward option is viable as 

long as Council was prepared to accept that a ward on the eastern side of the 

Township is based primarily on representing the rural (and agricultural) community 

of interest located there, rather than meeting a population threshold. Council did 

accept this variation in 2013 and it has been in place for the past two elections. 

CLEARVIEW STRATEGIC PLAN: 

Governance – Enhance Council engagement through a review of engagement 

practices and techniques.  

COMMUNICATION PLAN: 

If Council chooses to adopt a 5 ward structure, then this change will need to be 

communicated to voters leading up to the Election in 2022. It’s important to 

provide the information well in advance but not too far out as voters may forget the 

information that is being provided. Once the updated ward boundary map layers 

have been provided to MPAC and the County of Simcoe, a social media campaign 

would begin in early 2022 for residents to “Know Your Ward” using the mapping 

feature with their address. Continual education on the ward changes would be 

provided leading up to the Election. There would be opportunities to be creative in 

the messaging to engage voters.  

Another component of the communication plan is educating potential candidates on 

the change in the ward structure. This information would not only be included in the 

candidate packages but articulated throughout advertising for nominations. 

Candidates can also play a key role in advertising the change in wards as they will 

have a direct link to voters and be engaging them leading up to Election day. 

If Council chooses to remain with the current 7 ward structure, no additional 

communication needs to be provided other than what is advertised during the 

Election. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

If the decision is made to adopt the 5 ward structure there will be costs in relation 

to: 

 Legal fees for the Township’s lawyer to provide legal descriptions of the 

exact boundary lines for each ward that will form a schedule to the Ward 

Boundary By-law; 

 Costs to publish the By-law appeal notice in the newspaper; 

 Advertising costs to notify and engage the public on the new ward 

boundaries. 

It’s also important to note that if an appeal to the Ward Boundary By-law is filed, 

there may be costs associated with Township representation at the LPAT hearing. 
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There is no financial impact if Council chooses to remain with the current 7 ward 

structure.  

REPORT SCHEDULES: 

Schedule A – Watson & Associates Electoral Review Report 2013-09-30 

Schedule B – Proposed 5 Ward Boundary Map 

Schedule C – Current 7 Ward Boundary Map 

PREPARED BY: 

Sasha Helmkay, B.A., Dipl. M.A. 

Clerk/Director of Legislative Services  

REVIEWED BY: 

John Ferguson, CAO 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Terms of Reference 

 

In August 2013, Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. (Watson & Associates), in association 

with Dr. Robert J. Williams, hereafter referred to as the Consultant Team, was retained by the 

Township of Clearview to conduct an electoral review.  Watson & Associates and Dr. Williams 

have jointly conducted a number of ward boundary reviews for municipalities across Ontario, 

including the Towns of Bradford West Gwillimbury, Gravenhurst and Pelham and the City of 

Barrie. 

 

Watson & Associates is one of Canada’s leading land economics firms, known for their quality 

of analysis and insightful interpretation of the issues at hand.  The firm has served 

municipalities, school boards, provincial ministries/agencies (and to a limited extent, 

landowners) throughout Ontario for more than 30 years.  Over this time period, the firm has 

undertaken numerous studies related to housing and population forecasting, growth 

management studies and ward boundary reviews which provide direct experience to the subject 

proposal. 

 

Dr. Robert Williams is a retired faculty member from the Department of Political Science at the 

University of Waterloo.  During his 35-year career, Dr. Williams’ research and teaching has 

included municipal government and electoral systems.  Dr. Williams has served as an expert 

witness in nine OMB hearings on electoral systems.  Since retirement, he has conducted 

independent ward boundary reviews for Kitchener, Milton, Whitchurch-Stouffville, Windsor, New 

Tecumseth, Oakville and Markham. 

 

1.2  Why An Electoral Review Now 

 

Clearview Township Council comprises nine members, including the Mayor, the Deputy Mayor 

and seven ward Councillors elected in seven wards.  Clearview’s seven ward system was 

established when the Township was created in 1994 through an amalgamation of the 

Townships of Sunnidale and Nottawasaga, the Village of Creemore and the Town of Stayner. 

The Mayor and Deputy Mayor are elected at-large and are members of Simcoe County Council.   

As of 2013, the Township’s population is estimated to be approximately 15,8001 and population 

growth within the Township has created some inequalities in ward-to-ward populations which 

will only be exacerbated by pending residential development within the Township.  Further, the 

forecast population growth is anticipated to be concentrated in Wards Five and Seven which 

presently are among the largest wards in terms of population. 

                                                
1
 2013 estimate by Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.; includes permanent and seasonal population 

but excludes population Census undercount of approximately 3%. 
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Figure 1 

Township of Clearview 

Population1 by Ward, 2013 

Ward Population 

Ward 1 2,480  

Ward 2 1,265 

Ward 3 1,925  

Ward 4 1,965 

Ward 5 2,515 

Ward 6 2,815 

Ward 7 2,810 

Total     15,775  

    Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 

1
 Includes permanent and seasonal population. 

 

1.3  Clearview’s Electoral Review Process 

 

In Ontario municipalities, the review of electoral arrangements is not subject to a standardized 

process.  The timing of a review is entirely at the discretion of each municipal Council.  The only 

reference in the Municipal Act, 2001 occurs at section 222 (1), where a municipality is 

authorized “to divide or redivide the municipality into wards or to dissolve the existing wards” 

through a by-law.  Despite a statement in the Municipal Act that the Minister “may prescribe 

criteria,” none actually exist.  

 

Because of the Act’s silence, it is therefore up to each municipality to determine when a review 

should occur, to set the terms of reference for its review, including the process to be followed, 

and, ideally, to establish criteria or guiding principles to evaluate the municipality’s electoral 

system.  

 

1.3.1 Study Process 

 

In July 2013, Council approved Terms of Reference for a ward boundary review and an RFP for 

consulting services related to such a review was issued.  The contract was awarded to Watson 

& Associates Economists Ltd., who will work with an independent consultant, Dr. Robert 

Williams, on the review.  

 

Initial discussions were held in August by the Consultant Team with the Mayor, the Deputy 

Mayor, all Council members and senior municipal staff.  These conversations were designed to 

understand and evaluate the operation of the present ward system and to determine what 

directions might be considered in developing options for the future. 
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In August and September 2013, a population forecast (2013-2022) for the Township was 

prepared and a GIS-based growth modelling system was prepared by the Consultant Team and 

a number of ward boundary configuration alternatives were developed and tested.  This led to 

the development of six preliminary ward alternatives which were presented and discussed at 

four public engagement open houses in September 2013, where comments were solicited 

through an evaluation sheet.  Maps of the preliminary alternatives, background information and 

the evaluation sheet were also made available on a dedicated project component of the 

Township’s website.  Based on consultation feedback and further refinement, four ward 

boundary alternatives were finalized (hereafter referred to as Options 5A, 5B, 7A and 7B) and 

are presented herein. 

 

This report and its recommendations will be directed to Council for action at its October 7, 2013 

meeting.  If Council approves a recommendation for a change to the present ward boundaries, a 

by-law to enact the new boundaries would need to be adopted.  Subject to the provisions of 

section 222 (4) of the Municipal Act, this by-law can be appealed to the Ontario Municipal 

Board.  Since the Act requires that electoral arrangements be in place on January 1 of an 

election year (2014), any appeal would need to be concluded and a decision rendered by the 

end of December 2013. 

 

1.3.2  Options for Consideration 

 

As noted in section 1.2 (above), Clearview’s Township Council presently consists of seven 

Councillors elected in individual wards and a Mayor and Deputy Mayor elected at-large.  This 

Review will only address the electoral arrangements for electing Councillors. 

 

The Terms of Reference for the Ward Boundary Review initially included examining five 

scenarios:  no change, a reconfiguration of the existing ward system, an increase in the number 

of wards (and, by extension, the number of Councillors), a decrease in the number of wards 

(and, by extension, the number of Councillors), and the dissolution of the wards so that all 

Councillors would be elected at-large.  Before the RFP was issued, the Terms of Reference 

were amended to remove the option of increasing the number of wards (and, by extension, the 

number of Councillors).  

 

These four Options can be grouped into three overlapping alternatives:  

 

 a seven-ward (seven Councillor) design (using the status quo or reconfigured wards); 

 a ward system composed of fewer wards (and fewer Councillors); and  

 an at-large system (with seven or fewer Councillors).  

 

Preliminary consultations suggest that a Council composed of five Councillors (plus the Mayor 

and Deputy Mayor) would be the most compelling alternative to consider as an Option to reduce 
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the size of Council.  This will be discussed in section 4.2.  The Councillors could be elected 

either by ward or at-large. 

  

The pertinent point here is that each Option must be evaluated in terms of the guiding principles 

established for this ward boundary review.  There is no “right” or “wrong” format to elect 

Councillors; the ultimate objective is to achieve effective representation for Clearview’s 

residents. 

 

1.3.3 Public Consultation 

 

The Consultant Team recognized the importance and value of engaging the public at-large 

throughout the study process.  As such, a comprehensive public process component was 

developed which included an electoral review webpage through the Township’s municipal 

website and four public consultation centres1 (PICs), which were held in September, to inform 

the public of the study.  The public was also kept up-to-date on the study progress through 

Facebook and Twitter.  The public process component was designed to reach out to the 

community in the broadest possible manner. 

 

The PICs provided a venue to present the study overview and process, evaluation of the 

existing ward structure and draft alternatives to the public.  The PICs included a formal 

PowerPoint presentation followed by a question and answer session.  Poster board map 

exhibits presenting the draft alternatives were displayed at the PICs, allowing attendees to view 

the alternatives in detail and discuss them with the Consultant Team, members of Council and 

Township staff.  The public’s comments on the alternatives were solicited through comments 

sheets circulated at the PICs and the study website. 

 

The PICs were well attended, with over 200 attendees in total at the four sessions.  In addition, 

the Consultant Team received significant verbal and written feedback on the preliminary 

alternatives, which helped inform the Options presented herein and strengthened the study.  A 

total of 54 written comments were received from the public expressing a broad range of 

opinions regarding the existing ward system and alternatives presented.  Based on the public 

feedback, there appears to be strong support in the community for making a change to the 

current ward structure, but a large majority are in favour of maintaining a ward system (as 

opposed to adopting an at-large system).  There were comparable levels of support for both a 

seven- or five-ward system.  Further, no one preliminary Option (either five- or seven-ward 

preliminary Option) was strongly favoured with all six Options attracting comparable support.      

 

  

                                                
1
 Public information Centres (PICs) for the study were held in Nottawa, Creemore, Brentwood and 

Stayner.  
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1.4 Principles 

 

The principles that frame this study were prepared by the Clerk – and accepted by Council – to 

embody criteria based on accepted ward boundary review principles as used by municipalities 

throughout the Province and as cited in Ontario Municipal Board decisions with respect to 

appeals of ward boundary reviews.  This section provides an explanation of the principles 

established in Clearview for evaluating the existing ward boundary structure and alternative 

Options presented in this report.  A verbatim list of the principles is included as Appendix A. 

 

The Township of Clearview Ward Boundary Review Study principles are:  

 

1. Representation by Population or Equality of Representation:  Considering representation 

by population or every Councillor generally representing an equal number of constituents 

within his or her respective wards.  Given the geography and varying population 

densities and characteristics of the Township, a degree of variation is acceptable. 

 

One of the basic premises of representative democracy in Canada is the belief that the 

geographic areas used to elect a representative should be reasonably balanced with one 

another in terms of population.  In a successful ward system, every Councillor will 

represent generally the same number of constituents.  This figure will be referred to as 

the “optimal” size for a ward; as the overall population changes and the number of wards 

changes, the optimal size of a ward will also change. 

 

Since, however, there will inevitably be variations in the densities and characteristics of 

residential neighbourhoods across the Township, some flexibility in terms of 

representation by ward is acceptable.  In the absence of guidance on this question in the 

Municipal Act, population variations of up to 25% above or below the optimal size will be 

considered acceptable, a range consistent with legislated federal redistribution 

provisions.   

 

Estimated population figures for 2014 will be used to establish whether the wards 

provide “equality of representation.” The closer to parity in the population of the wards, 

the more the design can be assessed as equitable.  

 

2. Population and Electoral Trends:  Accommodating for and balancing future increases or 

decreases in population growth/decline to maintain a general equilibrium in the 

representation by population standard, until the year 2022. 

 

It is generally not practical to change electoral boundaries for every election, hence, the 

wards designed in 2013 should accommodate anticipated changes in the size and 

distribution of the population and electors over the next two elections in 2014 and 2018 
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(at minimum).  As in the previous principle, the goal is to design a system that will 

comprise wards that are generally in equilibrium to one another as growth takes place.  

The concept of an optimal ward size (with an associated range of variation) will be used 

to assess the success of the individual wards and the overall configuration.  

 

3. Means of Communication and Accessibility:  Arranging ward boundaries by primary and 

secondary road patterns and railway, telephone exchanges, postal codes and servicing 

capabilities to help foster an identity and neighbourhood groupings. 

 

This principle recognizes that there are “man-made” features that shape patterns of life 

within the Township of Clearview (such as roads, schools, retail clusters and municipal 

recreation facilities) and that ward designs should be mindful of the way residents move 

around the Township, interact with each other and participate in government services, 

since these attributes are an element of such “common interests.”  

 
4. Geographic and Topographical Features:  Utilizing geographical and topographical 

features to provide for ward boundaries and compact and contiguous areas (similar to 

the use of manmade features). 

 

Various natural features such as the Niagara Escarpment, valleys, waterways and the 

like influence the physical layout of the Township of Clearview.  This principle recognizes 

that ward designs should work within these features to keep wards as compact and 

contiguous as possible.  

 

5. Community or Diversity of Interests:  Recognizing settlement patterns, traditional 

neighbourhoods and community groupings (social, historical, economic, religious and 

political diversities) while, at the same time, not fragmenting a community. 

 

The theory and practice of political representation in Canada is built upon what has been 

termed the “principle of the representation of community.” The rationale is that electoral 

districts (including wards) should be more than arbitrary, random groupings of individuals 

that constitute an optimal size for electoral purposes.  Rather, they are intended to 

demarcate one group of people from another to, in the words of Madam Justice 

McLachlin (see below), give them “a voice in the deliberations of government.”  

 

This principle addresses two perspectives: what is divided by ward boundaries and what 

is joined together.  The first priority is that communities ought not to be divided internally; 

as a rule lines are drawn around communities, not through them.  Secondly (as alluded 

to in relation to the previous two principles), wards should group together communities 

with common interests.  
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It may be possible to design wards that are relatively homogeneous socially or 

demographically, but frequently a ward will be a collection of discrete communities.  In 

such instances, the premise is that representation will primarily reflect some identifiable 

similarity, for example, the pre-amalgamation settlements, the life-stage and 

demographics of residents, economic activities or municipal service provisions and 

amenities.  

 

6. Effective Representation:  Considering an overriding principle of effective representation 

as describe by the Supreme Court of Canada in its decision on the Carter case. 

 

This principle attaches importance to a seemingly abstract idea called “effective 

representation” that is, moreover, “overriding.” The terminology is derived from a case 

heard by the Supreme Court of Canada, the Reference re Provincial Electoral 

Boundaries (Saskatchewan) (1991), commonly known as the Carter decision.  The 

decision has become a touchstone guiding the development and evaluation of electoral 

boundaries at all levels in Canada by courts, tribunals (such as the Ontario Municipal 

Board), federal and provincial electoral boundary commissions and governments, 

including municipalities, engaged in determining electoral boundaries. 

 

The Court’s majority decision, written by Madam Justice Beverly McLachlin (before her 

elevation to Chief Justice), stated that the “purpose of the right to vote enshrined in s. 3 

of the Charter [that is, the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms] is not equality of 

voting power per se but the right to ‘effective representation.’” In turn, to achieve 

effective representation, McLachlin asserted that electoral boundaries cannot – and 

often should not – adhere slavishly to the goal of “absolute voter parity” because 

“absolute parity is impossible” and “effective representation often cannot be achieved 

without taking into account countervailing factors” such as “geography, community 

history, community interests and minority representation” (p. 33).  In simple terms, a 

variance in electoral populations can be tolerated in the quest for “effective 

representation.”   

 

The concept of “effective representation” will be the final test of any proposed ward 

system:  it will be a kind of summary or comprehensive evaluation of the success of a 

design in meeting the other more explicit principles.  Are the proposed wards plausible 

as a means to provide “effective representation”?  Are they coherent units of 

representation?  Are they drawn in such a way that representatives can readily play the 

role expected of them?  Does the design offer effective and fair representation 

conducive to good government?  In the absence of any direction from the Province 

through the Municipal Act or any other legislation or regulation, the ruling of the Supreme 

Court of Canada will provide the central perspective. 
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1.5 Representation by Population 

 

This ward boundary review considers representation by population (that is, both electors and 

non-electors) as the basis for the evaluation instead of just electors, a premise that is consistent 

with the majority of ward boundary reviews undertaken in Ontario.  There are several reasons 

for this. 

 

First, the argument found in the Carter decision emphasizes the process of representation – 

something that happens between elections – not just the number of voters in an electoral district 

on the day of voting.  The process of representation potentially implicates all residents of the 

municipality, while the act of voting involves only eligible electors.  Issues and problems dealt 

with on a routine basis by municipal governments and elected officials do not only arise from 

electors but from non-citizens, as well as from children and youth or newcomers to the 

municipality, none of whom would have had a vote in the previous election but many of whom 

pay taxes in the municipality.  For this reason the population of the wards is arguably more 

important than the number of electors living in the ward. 

 

Secondly, since one of the principles requires that the ward boundaries accommodate future 

growth, it would be necessary to make assumptions about the number of eligible electors 

residing in the growth areas to generate projections.  Such projections would require an analysis 

of the relationship between eligible electors and the overall population among existing 

inhabitants and extrapolating those findings onto the new developments.  Given the difficulty in 

compiling such data at the level of detail required for this study, the Consultant Team has only 

considered representation by population in this study. 

 

Finally, the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act allocates seats in the House of Commons 

among and within the Provinces exclusively on the basis of population figures derived from the 

decennial Census.  Nowhere in that process is the number of electors calculated or applied to 

the design of the national representation system.  Again, in the absence of legislative or 

regulatory guidance from the Province, practices are adopted to be consistent with statutory 

federal redistribution provisions. 

 

As suggested in the discussion of representation by population (page 1-x above), the concept of 

an optimal ward size (with an associated range of variation) will be applied to assess various 

ward designs.  This attribute will be illustrated through a simple descriptive scale associated 

with the individual wards and the overall configuration.  The basic starting point is to calculate 

an optimal size for a standard ward by dividing the estimated total population of the municipality 

by the number of wards (in passing, note that this is described as an “electoral quotient” in the 

federal Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act).  Optimal size itself can then be understood as 

a mid-point on a scale where the term “optimal” will describe a ward with a population within 5% 

on either side of the calculated optimal size.  The term “below/above optimal” describes a ward 
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with a population between 6% and 25% on either side of the optimal size.  A ward that is 

labelled “outside the range” means that its population is greater than 25% above or below the 

optimal ward size. 

 

The choice of 25% as a tolerable outer limit is used in this exercise since it is the standard used 

for some years in a number of Canadian jurisdictions.  In particular, the federal Electoral 

Boundaries Readjustment Act requires provincial boundary commissions to stay within a 

variance of ±25 percent of the electoral quotient for a Province.  Commissions can only go 

beyond the 25 percent variance in “circumstances viewed by the commission as being 

extraordinary.”  There is nothing inherently sacrosanct about ±25 percent – indeed in some 

jurisdictions the variance is as low as ±10 or even ±5 percent – but in the absence of precise 

directions in Ontario legislation or in the guiding principles for this Review, variations in the 

present and future population of proposed wards will be evaluated through this more-or-less 

conventional lens. 
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2. EXISTING POPULATION AND FORECAST GROWTH 
 

2.1 Township of Clearview Overview 

 

The Township of Clearview is a diverse municipality with 13 urban serviced and unserviced 

settlement areas and a prominent rural component.  The Township has four urban serviced 

settlement areas (Stayner, Creemore, Nottawa and New Lowell) and nine smaller unserviced 

settlement areas (Avening, Batteaux, Brentwood, Dunedin, Duntroon, Glen Huron, Old 

Sunnidale, Singhampton and Sunnidale Corners).  The rural area is also home to a number of 

estate subdivisions, concentrated in the northwest part of the Township.  Clearview also has a 

notable seasonal population largely located on the west side of the Township. 

 

2.2 Existing (2013) Population and Structure 

 

According to the Statistics Canada Census, the Township’s 2011 permanent housing base 

consists of 5,035 housing units and has a corresponding permanent population of 13,735. 

Based on 2011 Census housing data cross-checked by MPAC data, the Consultant Team 

estimated the 2011 seasonal housing base in Clearview to be approximately 520.  Based on 

typical seasonal occupancy rates observed in the Province, the Consultant Team estimates the 

Township’s 2011 seasonal population to total 1,950.1  Building on the 2011 Census data, a 

Township-wide 2013 housing and population estimate was derived based on 2011 and 2012 

residential building permit activity and factoring in a decline in population in existing permanent 

housing units.  Based on this analysis, the Consultant Team estimates the Township’s 2013 

total population to be approximately 15,775.  This is comprised of a permanent population of 

13,790 (87% of total population) and a seasonal population of 1,985 (13% of total population). 

 

The Township’s 2013 population is split evenly between urban serviced settlement areas and 

the rural area.2 Approximately 28% (4,355) of the Township’s population resides in Stayner, 

followed by 8% (1,285) in Creemore, 7% (1,175) in New Lowell and 7% (1,080) in Nottawa, as 

shown in Figure 2.  The remaining 50% (7,880) of Clearview’s population (4,300) is located in 

the rural areas of the Township. 

 

  

                                                
1
 Seasonal population estimate based on 3.74 persons per housing unit (PPU). 

2
 For the purposes of this assignment, population residing in the Township’s nine unserviced settlement 

areas and rural areas are considered rural. 
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Figure 2 

 

 

2.3 Population and Housing Forecast, 2013-2022 

 

To address the guiding principles addressing representation by population and electoral growth 

trends, it is critical that the electoral review assess not only representation by population for the 

next municipal election in 2014, but also for the 2018 and 2022 elections (if possible).  As such, 

the Consultant Team prepared a Township-wide population and housing forecast for Clearview 

for the 2013-2022 period using Watson & Associates’ “household formation” model.  The 

forecast is based on a review of recent and forecast regional and local growth trends and 

anticipated housing supply opportunities based on discussions with Township planning staff.  

The growth forecast also had regard for the 2031 population target identified for the Township of 

Clearview in the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe.1  

 

The Township of Clearview population and housing forecasts for 2014, 2018 and 2022 are 

presented in Figure 3.  As shown, the Township’s population is anticipated to increase to 15,815 

in 2014, 16,375 in 2018 and 17,335 in 2022.2 This represents an increase of 600 over the 2013-

2018 period and 1,560 over the 2013-2022 period.  The Township’s permanent population is 

anticipated to increase by 1,395 over the 2013-2022 period, accounting for 89% of total 

population growth.  The Town is forecast to accommodate 395 new housing units over the 

2013-2018 period and 915 housing units over the 2013-2022 period. 

 

  

                                                
1
 Schedule 7 of the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, Office Consolidation, January 2012, 

identifies a 2031 permanent population of 19,700 (including Census undercount) for the Township of 
Clearview. 
2
 Population forecast reflects permanent and seasonal population and excludes Census undercount of 

approximately 3%. 

Stayner
28%

Creemore
8%

New Lowell
7%

Nottawa
7%

Rural
50%

Township of Clearview
2013 Population1 by Community

Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.
1. Includes permanent and seasonal population
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Figure 3 
Township of Clearview 

Forecast Population1 and Housing Growth, 2013-2022 

 

 

The Township-wide housing forecast was broken down for Clearview’s four urban settlement 

areas, Stayner, Creemore, New Lowell and Nottawa, based on a review of recent growth trends, 

housing supply opportunities and discussions with Township planning staff.  Figure 4 

summarizes the forecast housing growth within the urban settlement areas and the rural area 

over the 2013-2022 period.  Of the total housing growth, approximately 61% (561 housing units) 

is expected to occur in Stayner, followed by 27% (244 housing units) in Creemore and 12% 

(110 housing units) in the rural area.  New Lowell and Nottawa are not anticipated to 

accommodate any housing growth over the forecast period due to servicing constraints.   

 

The Township is anticipated to accommodate urban residential growth through units in 

development approvals (final approved and draft approved).  Housing growth in the rural area is 

anticipated to be accommodated on vacant rural lots of record and severance activity.  

 

Figure 4 
Township of Clearview 

Forecast Housing Growth by Community, 2013-2022 

 

 

The corresponding population growth by community is presented in Figure 5.  The population 

associated with new housing units (gross population) within the Township and its communities 

is based on the housing mix and average number of persons per new dwelling type based on 

custom PPU1 data. 

 

                                                
1
 Persons per unit (PPU). 

Singles & 

Semis (Low 

Density)

Townhomes 

(Medium 

Density)

Apartments          

(High 

Density)

Other

Total 

Permanent 

Households

Seasonal 

Households

Total 

Households

13,790 1,985 15,775 4,691 183 219 15 5,108 531 5,639

13,810 2,005 15,815 4,716 183 219 15 5,133 536 5,669

14,295 2,080 16,375 4,980 218 265 15 5,478 556 6,034

15,185 2,155 17,335 5,336 282 345 15 5,978 576 6,554

505 95 600 289 35 46 0 370 25 395

1,395 170 1,560 645 99 126 0 870 45 915

Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

1. Population excludes Census Undercount of approximately 3%.

2013-2022

Year
Permanent          

Population

Seasonal 

Population

2013

2014

2018

2022

2013-2018

Housing Units

Total 

Population

Singles & 

Semis (Low 

Density)

Townhomes 

(Medium 

Density)

Apartments          

(High 

Density)

Total 

Residential 

Units

Seasonal 

Units

Totals Units 

Including 

Seasonal

408 51 102 561 0 561

172 48 24 244 0 244

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

65 0 0 65 45 110

645 99 126 870 45 915

Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

Housing Unit Growth

Stayner

Creemore

New Lowell

Total

Nottawa

Rural

Community
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The population decline in Clearview over the forecast period reflects a forecast decline in 

average occupancy levels in existing housing units.  As in other communities in Ontario, the 

downward trend in housing occupancy in Clearview is driven by the continued aging of the 

population, which increases the proportionate share of “empty-nester” and single occupancy 

households.  

 

The net population change was determined by the population growth from new unit 

development (gross population) less the population decline in existing units.  Stayner is 

expected to have a net population increase of 1,185 over the 2013-2022 period, accounting for 

76% of the Township’s population growth over the period.  In comparison, Creemore is 

expected to have an increase in population of 570.  New Lowell, Nottawa and the rural area are 

expected to have slight population declines over the period. 

 

Figure 5 
Township of Clearview 

Forecast Population1 Growth by Community, 2013-2022 

 

 

2.4 GIS Data Modelling 

 

The Consultant Team utilized geographic information systems (ArcGIS 10.1) software to 

present the existing Township-wide population (2013), forecast growth (2013-2022) and future 

year 2014, 2018 and 2022 population in a spatial format on a 2011 Statistics Canada 

dissemination block level.  GIS was also utilized to generate alternative ward boundary 

configurations and estimate existing and future year populations under each alternative. 

  

The following provides a synopsis of how the spatial data was compiled and utilized. 

 

Existing (2013) Population 

 

The 2013 Township population structure was developed on a GIS-based Census dissemination 

block level mapping basis, a level of sufficient detail for the purposes of this study.  The 2011 

Census dissemination block level population and housing data served as the basis for 

1,490 0 1,490 (305) 1,185 1,185

665 0 665 (95) 570 570

0 0 0 (75) (75) (75)

0 0 0 (70) (70) (70)

190 170 360 (405) (215) (45)

2,345 170 2,515 (950) 1,395 1,560

Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

1. Population excludes Census undercount estimated at approximately 4%.

New Lowell

Nottawa

Rural

Total

Existing Unit 

Population 

Change

Permanent 

Net 

Population 

Increase

Community

Gross 

Permanent 

Population 

in New Units

Gross 

Seasonal 

Population 

in New Units

Stayner

Permanent 

and 

Seasonal 

Net 

Population 

Increase

Gross 

Permanent 

and 

Seasonal 

Population 

in New Units

Creemore
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establishing the 2013 population base and the growth modelling exercise.  To complete this, the 

Consultant Team used the 2011 Census dissemination block level data to derive 2013 

population, based on recent residential development activity over the 2011-2012 period, and 

factored in a decline in population in existing housing units over the period. 

 

Forecast Growth (2013-2022) 

 

The forecast (i.e. 2013-2022) permanent housing and corresponding population growth by 

urban settlement area (i.e. Stayner, Creemore, New Lowell and Nottawa) and rural area 

presented in Figure 4 was disaggregated to a dissemination block level basis in GIS, based on 

housing supply opportunities within each community. 

 

Permanent housing growth within the settlement areas over the forecast period is expected to 

be accommodated in new residential development through units in the development approvals 

process.  The location/type of housing growth in development approvals was based on spatial/

tabular data provided by the Township reflecting developments as of 2013.  Based on the 

forecast housing growth, a corresponding permanent population in new units (based on the 

number of housing units anticipated to be constructed during the forecast period and PPU by 

housing type) was derived.  Rural permanent housing growth was allocated by dissemination 

block, based on vacant land supply opportunities and historical residential building permit 

activity trends. 

 

Subsequently, a GIS layer with 2014, 2018, and 2022 permanent population estimates on a 

dissemination block level were derived, consisting of existing residential units (reflecting existing 

unit population adjusted for the population decline) and new residential development growth. 

 

Township-wide seasonal housing growth in the rural area was allocated by dissemination block, 

based on historical development patterns of seasonal residential development in Clearview. 

Based on the forecast housing growth, a corresponding seasonal population in new units 

(based on the number of housing units anticipated to be constructed during the forecast period 

and PPU) was derived.  Subsequently, a GIS layer with 2014, 2018, and 2022 seasonal 

population estimates on a dissemination block level were derived. 

 

The permanent and seasonal population estimates for 2014, 2018 and 2022 were aggregated to 

derive 2014, 2018 and 2022 total population estimates on a dissemination block level.  These 

totals formed the basis for calculating total population by ward in the growth modelling work. 
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3. THE STATUS QUO: AN EVALUATION 
 

3.1 Clearview’s Existing Ward Structure 

 
The 2013 Electoral Review in Clearview is framed by principles that seek an “effective and 

equitable system of representation” in the future.  It is not unreasonable to apply the same 

principles to the existing system of representation (a) to elaborate on and explain the application 

of these principles in relation to a design that Clearview residents will be familiar with; (b) to 

highlight any shortcomings that may have developed in the system originally designed in 1994, 

in terms of the principles that are guiding the 2013 Review; and (c) to determine whether or not 

Clearview’s existing ward structure should be modified.  In other words, the evaluation will also 

determine whether the “no change” Option is reasonable. 

 
This section reviews the existing ward structure in Clearview against the identified guiding 

principles.  The existing ward structure is presented in Map 1 for reference purposes. 

 

Map 1 – Township of Clearview Existing Ward Structure 
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3.1.1 Representation by Population or Equality of Representation 

 
The goal of this review is to design a system of representation that achieves relative parity in the 

population of the wards (assuming that wards are retained), with some degree of variation 

acceptable in light of population densities and demographic factors across the Township.   The 

indicator of success in a ward design is the extent to which the individual wards approach an 

“optimal” size.  Based on the Township’s estimated overall population (15,815) and a seven-

ward system, the optimal population size for 2014 is 2,259.  

 

Optimal size, itself, can be understood as a mid-point on a scale where the term “optimal” (O) 

describes a ward with a population within 5% on either side of the calculated optimal figure.   

The classification “below/above optimal” (O+ or O-) is applied to a ward with a population 

between 6% and 25% on either side of the optimal size.  A ward that is labelled “outside the 

range” (OR+ or OR-) indicates that its population is greater than 25% above or below the optimal 

ward size.  The adoption of a 25% maximum variation is based on federal redistribution 

legislation. 

 
Figure 6 

Estimated Population by Existing Ward, 2014   

Ward Population Variance1 Code 

Ward 1 2,485 1.10 O + 

Ward 2 1,275 0.56 OR - 

Ward 3 1,935 0.86 O - 

Ward 4 1,960 0.87 O - 

Ward 5 2,510 1.11 O + 

Ward 6 2,810 1.24 O + 

Ward 7 2,840 1.26 OR + 

Total 15,815   

Optimal 2,259   
Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 

1
 Population in ward/Optimal ward size. 

 

Figure 6 demonstrates that none of the seven wards is in the optimal category in 2013 and one 

ward is at the proposed upper limit of the acceptable range of variation.  The population of one 

of the wards is barely half the size of an optimal ward and another is just beyond the designated 

upper limit.  Maintaining the status quo would not provide equitable representation, as defined 

herein, in the 2014 election. 

 

3.1.2  Population and Electoral Trends  

 
The second principle calls for wards that are generally in equilibrium to one another as 

population change takes place.  Chapter 2 provided a detailed analysis of the forecast growth 

for Clearview and Figure 7 identifies population forecasts for the existing ward boundary 

configuration.  As shown, the imbalance in population in the present wards will become more 
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pronounced over the forecast period, even as the optimal size of a ward grows to 2,339 in 2018 

and 2,476 in 2022.  Two wards actually fall in the optimal classification in 2022, but the 

population in the present Ward 2 continues to be unacceptably low.  The present Ward 7 

remains outside the 25% range of variation and is joined by Ward 5 in 2022.  This clearly 

suggests that the population inequities that have appeared in the present system under existing 

conditions will not correct themselves over time; in fact they become worse. 

 

Figure 7 

Forecast Population by Existing Ward, 2018 and 2022 

Ward 
Population 

Forecast 2018 
Variance1 Code 

Population 
Forecast 2022 

Variance1 Code 

Ward 1 2,485 1.06 O + 2,480 1.00 O 

Ward 2 1,270 0.54 OR - 1,260 0.51 OR - 

Ward 3 1,950 0.83 O - 1,950 0.79 O - 

Ward 4 2,135 0.91 O - 2,520 1.02 O 

Ward 5 2,710 1.16 O + 3,285 1.33 OR + 

Ward 6 2,745 1.17 O + 2,665 1.08 O + 

Ward 7 3,080 1.32 OR + 3,175 1.28 OR + 

Total 16,375   17,335   

Optimal  2,339    2,476   
Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 
1
 Population in ward/Optimal ward size. 

 

 

3.1.3 Means of Communication and Accessibility  

 
Most wards (Ward 2 is the exception) contain a plausible neighbourhood grouping around a 

“focal point” based in the four main settlement areas in the Township.  Some smaller population 

clusters (such as Osler Bluffs, Avening and Brentwood) are included in wards with more 

developed neighbouring centres, while others (such as Singhampton, Duntroon and Dunedin) 

are not.  Distances between the polar extremities (northeast to southwest, for example) are 

relatively large in five of the wards which works against the identification of common interests.  

 

In addition, ward boundary lines in Clearview rely exclusively on “man-made” features but the 

emphasis is on property lines, a relatively invisible demarcation.  Transportation corridors serve 

as a kind of spine for many wards rather than as a frontier between wards.  The latter contribute 

positively to face-to-face accessibility between residents and Councillors. 

 

The patterns of communication do not conclusively meet the expectations associated with this 

principle. 
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3.1.4 Geographic and Topographical Features 

 
Significant geographic features of Clearview – such as the Niagara Escarpment, the Minesing 

Wetlands and the Mad River – are not used as ward boundaries.  To the extent that some 

closed roads used as boundaries are the result of topographical features, the existing wards 

meet this principle.  Given that wards on the western side of the Township rely on east-west 

boundary lines, the Escarpment is divided and, therefore, wards do not work “within” this 

feature, as understood in the principle.  All wards are contiguous but only two (Wards 1 and 7) 

can be considered compact. 

 

3.1.5 Community or Diversity of Interests 

 
There are four settlement areas in Clearview with some smaller settlement clusters scattered 

across the rest of the rural landscape of the municipality.  These areas are actually treated 

differently, although three settlement areas (Creemore, Nottawa and New Lowell) are 

successfully accommodated. 

 

The existing ward configuration falls short of meeting this principle in respect to both what is 

joined together and what is divided.  In five wards, rural residents are included in a ward that is 

also home to more urban-type neighbourhoods.  In other words, these wards are not composed 

of communities with common interests.  Only Wards 2 and 3 can be considered primarily rural 

wards, albeit with small settlements within their boundaries.  Wards that include significant 

population concentrations also include rural surroundings. 

 

Conversely, the present ward configuration divides some communities of interest.  The major 

settlement area – Stayner – is divided into two wards along a boundary that bears little 

relationship to the reality of community life.  The settlement at Batteaux is in a different ward 

than its natural neighbour, Nottawa. 

 

An additional significant community of interest is the rural area.  Arguably, this is not a single 

homogeneous community, but can be differentiated from the recognized settlement areas by 

low population density and distinctive economic activities.  The recreational areas on and near 

the Escarpment may constitute a separate community of interest.  Both of these communities of 

interest are parcelled out to several different wards. 

 

3.1.6 Effective Representation 

 
The cumulative test for “effective representation” is conventionally more subjective than the 

evaluations applied to the remaining principles.   

 

One of the implications of the population imbalances identified in sections 3.1.1 and 3.1.2 is that 

the voice of some residents is diluted in comparison to others; that is, the ±1,275 residents of 
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the present Ward 2 are entitled to one representative, but so are the ±2,850 residents of the 

present Ward 7.  By 2022, the population of the present Ward 5 compared to the present Ward 

2 further dilutes the representation of residents of the former.  These variations are not 

consistent with the principle of equitable representation and pose a challenge in delivering 

effective representation. 

 

The discussion in section 3.1.5 suggests that, on the whole, the present structure fails to 

observe communities of interest.  Most wards are actually less than coherent units of 

representation because of their configuration; this is not a desirable characteristic for a modern 

ward system.  

 

Finally, the idea that a degree of population variation is acceptable (section 3.1.1 and 3.1.2) is 

not only based on the realities of the distribution of population across the Township but is also a 

tool to assist in achieving effective representation as argued in the Carter decision.  One 

component of a ward design is ensuring that representatives can readily play the role expected 

of them as a voice for residents and communities; implicitly, a kind of rough trade-off between 

population and area can be tolerated.  It is not equitable to ask one elected official to represent 

a large population dispersed across a large geographic area and another to serve a small 

population living in a comparatively compressed area.  In the present Clearview configuration, 

the ward with the smallest population (Ward 2) covers a comparatively large area.  This 

relationship contributes to the search for effective representation, but the large population in the 

considerably larger Ward 6 does not. 

 

Leaving aside an assessment of the success of incumbent Councillors to serve their ward 

(something that does not enter this review), the existing wards do not provide reasonably 

balanced access.  These imbalances do not contribute to achieving the aim of this principle.  

 

3.1.7 Overall Evaluation 

 

The overall evaluation of the existing ward boundary structure is presented in Figure 8. 

 
Figure 8 

Existing Ward Boundary Configuration: Evaluation Summary 

Principle Evaluation Comment 

Representation by Pop’n  
Equality of Rep’n 

No No wards optimal, one at upper limit of range, one 
well below range, one narrowly above. 

Population and Electoral 
Trends  

No No wards optimal in 2018, only two in 2022.  One 
above the range in 2018, two in 2022. 

Means of Communication 
and Accessibility  

Mixed Most wards contain logical focal point, but 
geographic size hampers communication.   
Demarcation between wards sometimes obscure. 

Geographic and 
Topographical Features  

Mixed Features not perceptibly used; boundaries cut 
across Escarpment and its foothills.  Wards 
contiguous but not compact. 
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Community or Diversity of 
Interests  

Mixed Three smaller settlement areas in one ward.  
Stayner divided.  Rural community appended to 
settlement areas in five wards. 

Effective Representation  Mixed Population imbalances dilute votes of many 
electors. Many wards not coherent units of 
representation. Representation tasks not equitably  
distributed across wards. 

This evaluation suggests that the existing ward boundary configuration in Clearview does not 

meet the expectations for two of the five principles (both related to parity), as illustrated in 

Figure 8 and is only partially successful in the other four.  In other words, it would be improbable 

that a review aiming to meet the principles set out for this Ward Boundary Review would 

recommend a structure that follows the existing ward boundaries.  The option of leaving 

representation “as is” would not be appropriate. 

 

Recommendation:  Since a seven-ward (seven Councillors) design using the status quo falls 

short of the expectations set out in the guiding principles, the existing ward system should not 

be retained for the 2014 municipal election and beyond.  
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4. ALTERNATIVES 
  

Terms of Reference for the Electoral Review directed the Consultant Team to examine four 

scenarios: 

 

 No change from current ward structure; 

 A reconfiguration of the existing seven-ward system; 

 A decrease in the number of wards (and, by extension, the number of Councillors); and 

 The dissolution of the wards so that all Councillors would be elected at-large. 

 

The choices before Clearview Council are illustrated in Figure 9.  

 

Figure 9 

 The Electoral Review Decision Hierarchy 

 

 

Section 222 (1) of the Municipal Act authorizes Council “to divide or redivide the municipality 

into wards or to dissolve the existing wards” through a by-law.  Two questions are pertinent:  

why does Clearview now have wards?  How does their presence or absence contribute to 

“effective representation” in the Township? 

 

Wards were created as part of the amalgamation arrangements in 1994; such arrangements are 

a widespread (but not inevitable) feature of municipalities in Ontario created through the 

amalgamation of a number of previously incorporated municipalities.  In Clearview’s case, the 

Electoral 
System 

No Change At-large 

Number of 
Councillors 

Wards 

Number of 
Councillors 

Number of 
Wards 

Ward 
Design 
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design uses the pre-amalgamation municipalities as the nucleus of the wards and even retains 

a significant portion of the previous Nottawasaga-Sunnidale boundary as a ward boundary.  

Arrangements of this sort were usually seen as a way to ease the transition from an 

autonomous municipality (with a Mayor or Reeve and Council) to a component part of a larger 

municipality.  The suitability of wards drawn on that basis should be reassessed after a period of 

time, at which point options to “redivide” or dissolve can be considered. 

 

4.1 An At-Large (General Vote) System  

 

Wards continue to exist in Clearview because there has never been a compelling case 

presented to dissolve them, despite Council’s authority under section 222 (1).  What would 

change if wards were dissolved ahead of the 2014 municipal election?  

 

At an abstract level, at-large and ward systems are based on contrasting assumptions as 

summarized in Figure 10. 

 

Figure 10 

At-Large System Ward System 

Clearview is (or should be) considered one 

political community. 

Clearview is composed of a number of 

distinctive political communities. 

Councillors are expected to place the well-

being of the entire Township ahead of the well-

being of its particular parts. 

Councillors will be mindful of the impact of 

Township-wide decisions on particular 

communities within the municipality. 

Members of the public can approach any 

Councillor for assistance. 

Some communities of interest may not have 

local representatives. 

Electors have more choices. Electors have clear choices. 

 

Some key features of an at-large system1 include: 

 

 No need to change ward boundaries in response to population trends; easier to modify 

composition of Council (that is, the number of Councillors); 

 All candidates for Council are on all ballots; by extension, every candidate seeking re-

election would be judged by electors across the entire municipality; and 

 The likelihood of acclamations is remote. 

 

As discussed previously, the objective of the Electoral Review is to arrive at recommendations 

for Council’s consideration that “will be based on the guiding principles…and reflect an effective 

                                                
1
 See the Ward vs. At Large link to the document Advantages and Disadvantages of Ward and At Large 

Electoral Systems on the Township’s Electoral Review webpage <http://www.clearview.ca/electoral-
review> for a more comprehensive generic summary of the pros and cons of ward and at-large systems. 
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and equitable system of representation.”  This alternative (i.e. an at-large system) must also be 

assessed against these guiding principles as discussed below: 

 

4.1.1 Representation by Population or Equality of Representation 

 

Since representation is understood to apply to the relationship between the entire population 

and all Councillors, this principle is not applicable in relation to the 2014 municipal election.   

 

4.1.2 Population and Electoral Trends  

 

Since representation is understood to apply to the relationship between the entire population 

and all Councillors, this principle is not applicable in relation to the 2018 and 2022 municipal 

elections.   

 

4.1.3 Means of Communication and Accessibility  

 

At the present time, Ward Councillors normally rely on their familiarity with a component part of 

the Township (their ward) and the people who reside there when making decisions at Council.  

Communication from residents who reside some distance away from their home may occur, but 

it normally constitutes a relatively insignificant part of their role as a representative.  Councillors 

are linked to a particular part of the municipality and residents of that part of the community 

normally turn first to their ward Councillor on matters of concern. 

 

In an at-large system, members of Council will be familiar with the part of the Township where 

they live (or have other ties) but are expected to give routine consideration to the entire 

municipality.  Residents have the option of contacting any member of Council on matters of 

concern since all of them are their representatives.  Depending on the election outcome, such 

representatives may not live or work in close proximity to residents who have concerns.  The net 

effect is likely to increase the volume of communication directed to individual Councillors (from 

across the entire municipality rather than from one ward) and would require residents to 

compete with many more voices for the ear of any one representative. 

 

In terms of access, the Councillor-to-resident ratio in the present ward system varies from 

1:1,275 to 1:2,840.  If an at-large system is in place, the Councillor-to-resident ratio is 1:15,815 

since access to any single Councillor is open to all residents.  Moreover, all Councillors are 

expected to be reasonably well-acquainted with the Township’s entire 557 km2 land base, 

instead of a portion of it.  It is one thing for a part-time elected official to become knowledgeable 

about matters in another part of the Township on an issue-by-issue basis; it is another to be 

conversant with all issues in all areas all the time. 
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These consequences suggest that the at-large alternative does not enhance communication 

and accessibility, as sought through this principle. 

 

4.1.4 Geographic and Topographical Features 

 

In the absence of internal divisions, significant geographic features are irrelevant, although the 

unit of representation (the entire municipality) is not a compact area (see also 4.1.3). 

 

4.1.5 Community or Diversity of Interests 

 

By definition, all communities of interest in Clearview are encompassed in the electoral (that is, 

the municipal) boundary.  Indeed, the system presumes that there is only one community of 

interest in the Township that needs to be captured in the Township’s electoral arrangements. 

 

On the whole, an at-large electoral system is not, by design, a coherent unit of representation 

except on a very high level.  For example, in the context of Simcoe County, Clearview is one 

community and Springwater or New Tecumseth is another.  Thus, Clearview’s two 

representatives on County Council are elected at-large to speak for the entire municipality in 

that forum.  In terms of providing perspectives on political issues within the community on 

matters under the sole jurisdiction of the Township, however, this perspective fails to 

accommodate the acknowledged diversity among communities of interest within Clearview.  

This suggests that the at-large alternative does not address the diversity of interests within 

Clearview as sought through this principle. 

 

4.1.6  Effective Representation 

 

As noted earlier, the concept of “effective representation” is the final test of any proposed ward 

system:  it is a kind of summary or comprehensive evaluation of the success of a design in 

meeting the other more explicit principles that are applicable when the population is assigned to 

the various units of representation.  The concept of “effective representation” as set out in the 

Carter decision must, therefore, be adapted when used to assess an at-large system. 

 

Is an at-large arrangement plausible as a means to provide “effective representation”?  

Implementing an at-large system in Clearview would see decisions made by nine (or seven) 

officials, all elected on the same basis:  all would rightly claim to speak for the people who voted 

for them across the Township.  Each would claim a mandate from the “entire” community.  Does 

this mean that those who finished at the head of the polls should be considered to be more 

“representative” of Clearview’s preferences than those who polled fifth (or seventh)? 

 

From the point of view of an elector seeking to articulate her or his voice in the selection of a 

representative, does the “opportunity” to select the preferred five (or seven) candidates from a 
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lengthy list better contribute to “effective representation” than selecting one person from a 

(predictably) shorter list?  Each elector has only one voice – does it need to be articulated five 

or seven times to be “effective”?  Also, what is the likelihood that an elector can make an 

informed choice from a large pool of candidates? 

 

It is not obvious that an at-large arrangement is capable of bringing a coherent voice (or voices) 

to the deliberations or effectiveness to the process of representation.  It may lead to confusion 

and turmoil rather than good government.  

 

4.1.7 Overall Evaluation 

 

This evaluation suggests that an at-large configuration does not meet the expectations for three 

of the six principles, as illustrated in Figure 11, and that the three remaining principles are not 

applicable in a system like this.  The areas where the design is assessed as falling short are tied 

to the inherent model of representation itself.  That is, diverse communities of interest cannot –  

by definition – be effectively captured when they are treated as a single entity and accountability 

is difficult to achieve on a ballot where numerous candidates are evaluated simultaneously.   

 

Figure 11 

At-Large System: Evaluation Summary 

Principle Evaluation Comment 

Representation by Pop’n  
Equality of Rep’n 

Not 
applicable 

Entire municipality a single electoral district. 

Population and Electoral 
Trends  

Not 
applicable 

Entire municipality a single electoral district. 

Means of Communication 
and Accessibility  

No Councillors expected to hear all voices; residents 
voices mingled with all others for attention. 

Geographic and 
Topographical Features  

Not 
applicable 

Entire municipality a single electoral district. 

Community or Diversity of 
Interests  

No Makes no provision for the diversity of communities 
of interest within the Township.  

Effective Representation  No Many voices speaking on behalf of the same people 
which hinders accountability and good government. 

 

Recommendation:  An at-large electoral system falls short of the expectations set out in the 

guiding principles for this review.  As such, wards should not be dissolved in Clearview.  

 

4.2 A Seven-ward System     

 

If an at-large electoral system is judged to be inappropriate for Clearview, a ward system that 

retains the present composition of Council (that is, seven Councillors each elected in a separate 

ward) is the next alternative to consider. 
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A number of preliminary designs for a seven-ward system in Clearview were formulated and 

three (designated 7-A, 7-B and 7-C) were taken to public consultation meetings in September 

2013.  The options had high regard for boundaries that conceptually captured the principles 

associated with communities of interest, communications and accessibility, and geographical 

and topographical features.  The test for judging whether the various options were successful, 

however, was based on how well the proposed wards met the two population principles. 

 

Clearview has a number of geographic and demographic attributes which create challenges in 

the development of an optimal ward boundary configuration:  

 

 Clearview is diverse with a strong urban/rural base and a number of communities of 

interest; 

 There are large, lightly populated, rural areas on the eastern side of the Township, as 

well as the western side, in particular on the Escarpment and its foothills; 

 A large share of the Township’s population is concentrated in Stayner; 

 A large share of forecast population growth is anticipated to be concentrated in Stayner; 

and  

 Some smaller settlement areas (such as Brentwood, Duntroon, Avening and 

Singhampton) are sited along principal roadways.   

 

All of the seven-ward Options taken to the public consultation meetings required trade-offs in 

the guiding principles: 

 

 In two Options (7-A and 7-B), an exclusively rural ward in the northeast quadrant of the 

Township successfully addressed the community of interest principle but is sparsely 

populated and falls well below the established range of population variation; and 

 Option 7-C proposes a ward with an acceptable population in that part of the Township 

but places Stayner in three wards (an idea that received mixed reviews from the public). 

 

Each Option was favoured by some residents in the consultations but each had admitted 

shortcomings.  

 

Further refinements of a seven-ward Option, based on public comments and more analysis, 

generated two new seven-ward options labelled Option 7A and Option 7B.  The premise was  to 

take parts of the initial three Options that were judged successful and blend them into a hybrid 

design (Option 7A), but also to offer a more radical design that draws tighter lines around 

Stayner, albeit with the need to include a rather unconventional ward surrounding it (Option 7B). 

Both are evaluated below in terms of the criteria adopted for the Review.  
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OPTION 7A  

 

This Option retains the proposed Wards 5, 6 and 7 from the preliminary Option 7-A and the 

proposed Ward 2 from the preliminary Options 7-B and 7-C.  The proposed Wards 3 and 4 in 

Option 7A were re-drawn by extending them to the west, while the proposed Ward 1 in 

preliminary Options 7-A and 7-C was extended to the east.  The result is shown in Map 2. 

 

Map 2 

 

 

4.2.1 Representation by Population or Equality of Representation 
 
As discussed in part 3.1.1, the indicator of success in a ward design is the extent to which the 

individual wards approach an “optimal” size.  Based on the Township’s estimated overall 2014 

population (15,815) and a seven-ward system, the optimal population size for 2014 is 2,259. 

Figure 12 demonstrates that two of the seven wards are in the optimal category in 2014, but one 

ward is below the established lower limit of the range of variation, as defined herein.  The 

population of three wards is well above the optimal size.  Applying a rigid interpretation of the 

principles, one ward exceeding the range of variation leads to the conclusion that the design 

would not provide equitable representation in the 2014 election. 
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Figure 12 
Estimated Population Option 7A Wards, 2014   

Ward Population Variance1 Code 

Ward 1 2,655 1.17 O + 

Ward 2 2,525 1.12 O + 

Ward 3 2,320 1.03 O  

Ward 4 2,640 1.17 O + 

Ward 5 2,310 1.02 O   

Ward 6 1,440 0.64 OR - 

Ward 7 2,110 0.93 O - 

Total 15,815   

Optimal 2,259   
     Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 

        
1
 Population in ward/Optimal ward size. 

 

4.2.2   Population and Electoral Trends 
    
The second principle calls for wards that are generally in equilibrium to one another as 

population change occurs over the forecast period.  Figure 13 identifies population forecasts for 

the proposed wards in Option 7A based on the analysis of the forecast growth for Clearview 

provided in Chapter 2.  As shown, the imbalance in population in the proposed wards will 

become more pronounced over the forecast period even as the optimal size of a ward grows. 

The proposed Ward 6 remains well below the range of tolerance and the proposed Ward 3 is 

expected to exceed the acceptable range by 2022.  The bulk of the population in Clearview is 

located west of County Road 7 and the five wards proposed in that area are all at, or above, the 

optimal size for the 2018-2022 period.  Given that two wards are expected to be outside the 

acceptable  range of variation leads to the conclusion that the design would not provide 

equitable representation in future elections. 

 

Figure 13 

Forecast Population Option 7A Wards, 2018 and 2022 

Ward Population 
Forecast 2018 

Variance1 Code Population 
Forecast 2022 

Variance1 Code 

Ward 1 2,645 1.13 O + 2,635 1.06 O + 

Ward 2 2,545 1.09 O + 2,550 1.03 O 

Ward 3 2,525 1.08 O + 3,135 1.27 OR + 

Ward 4 2,890 1.24 O + 2,965 1.20 O + 

Ward 5 2,305 0.99 O 2,685 1.08 O + 

Ward 6 1,405 0.60 OR - 1.365 0.55 OR - 

Ward 7 2,065 0.88 O - 2,005 0.81 O - 

Total 16,375   17,335   

Optimal  2,339    2,476   
Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 
1
 Population in ward/Optimal ward size. 
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4.2.3   Means of Communication and Accessibility 
 

Most proposed wards (Ward 6 is the exception) contain a plausible neighbourhood grouping 

around a “focal point” based in the four main settlement areas in the Township.  Smaller 

population clusters (such as Batteaux and Brentwoood) are included in wards with larger 

neighbouring centres (Nottawa and New Lowell, respectively).  Distances between the 

geographic extents of proposed Wards 2 and 6 are relatively large and this works against the 

identification of common interests.  

 

The ward boundary lines in Option 7A rely exclusively on transportation corridors and are clear 

demarcations between wards.  

 

The patterns of communication do not conclusively meet the expectations associated with this 

principle, because of the large areas of the proposed Wards 2 and 6. 

 

4.2.4   Geographic and Topographical Features 

 

Significant geographic features of Clearview are not used as ward boundaries in Option 7A; 

however, the proposed Ward 2 includes most of the Niagara Escarpment area located in the 

Township.  All wards are contiguous and five of the seven wards can be considered compact. 

Option 7A generally meets the expectations of this principle. 

 

4.2.5   Community or Diversity of Interests 

 

Wards in the Option 7A configuration come closer to meeting this principle than the existing 

wards in respect to both what is joined together and what is divided.  In five wards, rural 

residents are included in a ward that is also home to more urban-type neighbourhoods, but 

much fewer rural residents are assigned to such wards than in the existing system.  Two wards 

(2 and 6) can be considered primarily rural wards, albeit with small settlements within their 

boundaries.  

 

Conversely, the proposed ward configuration only divides a single community of interest (i.e. 

Stayner).  The division is, moreover, a clearer and arguably more rational way to address the 

population distribution within that community than under the existing ward structure.  Option 7A 

meets the expectations of this principle outside Stayner. 

 

4.2.6   Effective Representation 

   

The population imbalances identified in sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 suggest that the voice of some 

residents is diluted in comparison to others (i.e. the ±1,440 residents of the proposed Ward 6 

are entitled to one representative, but so are the ±2,655 residents of the proposed Ward 1).  By 

2022, the population differential between Wards 3 and 6 is further exacerbated.  These 
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variations are not consistent with the principle of equitable representation and pose a challenge 

in delivering effective representation. 

 

Nonetheless, the discussion in section 4.2.5 suggests that, on the whole, Option 7A 

successfully protects communities of interest.  Further, the idea that a degree of population 

variation is acceptable (section 4.2.1 and 4.2.2) is not only based on the realities of the 

distribution of population across the Township, but is also a tool to assist in achieving effective 

representation as argued in the Carter decision.  As suggested in section 3.1.6, a kind of rough 

trade-off between population and geographic area can be tolerated.  In the proposed Option 7A 

configuration, the ward with the smallest population (Ward 6) covers a comparatively large area 

and the two wards with the largest population (proposed Wards 3 and 4) are among the 

smallest.  This relationship contributes to the search for effective representation. 

 

On the whole, the strengths of Option 7A in supporting effective representation outweigh the 

shortcomings. 

 

4.2.7   Overall Evaluation 

 

Figure 14 summarizes the evaluation of Option 7A. 

 

Figure 14 

Option 7A: Evaluation Summary 

Principle Evaluation Comment 

Representation by Pop’n  
Equality of Rep’n 

No One ward falls outside range of variation. 

Population and Electoral 
Trends  

No One ward falls outside range of variation in 2018 
and another close to upper limit; two outside range 
of variation in 2022.  

Means of Communication 
and Accessibility  

Mixed Most wards contain logical focal point, but 
geographic size hampers communication in two 
wards. Demarcation between wards clear. 

Geographic and 
Topographical Features  

Yes Geographic features not perceptibly used; most of 
Escarpment and its foothills in one ward.  Wards 
contiguous but not compact. 

Community or Diversity of 
Interests  

Mixed Three smaller settlement areas in one ward and 
rural population dominates two other wards.  
Stayner is divided.  

Effective Representation  Mixed Population imbalances dilute votes of some 
electors. Wards coherent units of representation.  
Area-population trade-off successful. 

 

This evaluation suggests that the Option 7A ward boundary configuration in Clearview does not 

meet the expectations for two of the six principles and is not completely successful on another 

(effective representation), all as a consequence of the low population in the proposed Ward 6.  

The population concentration in Stayner requires that the community be divided in some way 
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(as it has been since amalgamation), therefore resulting in a “mixed” evaluation of the Option in 

terms of the community of interest principle.  Conversely, there are several positive attributes of 

this Option in relation to each of the principles:  the population of most wards is within the range 

of variation, the boundaries are clear, communities of interest are respected and all wards are 

coherent units of representation. 

 

No design is likely to be completely successful in Clearview, given the demographic and 

geographic challenges noted earlier.  However, if Council is prepared to accept that a ward on 

the eastern side of the Township is based primarily on representing the rural (and agricultural) 

community of interest located there, rather than meeting an inflexible population threshold, 

Option 7A is a viable option.  

 

Recommendation:  Option 7A is a viable system for the 2014 municipal election and beyond.  

 

OPTION 7B 

 

Option 7B retains the proposed Wards 1 and 2 from Option 7A (above), while the other five 

proposed wards were derived based on the interests of optimizing population balance while 

respecting the other principles.  Option 7B is illustrated in Map 3. 

 
Map 3 
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4.2.8 Representation by Population or Equality of Representation 
 
As discussed in section 3.1.1, the indicator of success in a ward design is the extent to which 

the individual wards approach an “optimal” size.  Based on the Township’s estimated overall 

2014 population (15,815) under a seven-ward system, the optimal population size for each ward 

in 2014 is 2,259.  Figure 15 demonstrates that all of the seven wards in Option 7B are within the 

acceptable range of variation in 2014, as defined herein, and none approach the threshold 

limits. The Option 7B design provides equitable representation in the 2014 election. 

 
Figure 15 

Estimated Population Option 7B Wards, 2014   

Ward Population Variance1 Code 

Ward 1 2,655 1.17 O + 

Ward 2 2,525 1.12 O + 

Ward 3 2,115 0.94 O - 

Ward 4 2,640 1.17 O + 

Ward 5 2,415 1.07 O + 

Ward 6 1,890 0.84 O - 

Ward 7 2,455 1.09 O + 

Total 15,815   

Optimal 2,259   

     Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 
         1

 Population in ward/Optimal ward size. 

 

4.2.9   Population and Electoral Trends 
    
The second principle calls for wards that are generally in equilibrium to one another as 

population change occurs over the forecast period.  Figure 16 identifies forecast population for 

the proposed wards in 2018 and 2022 under Option 7B.  As shown, the balanced population in 

the proposed wards in 2014 is largely sustained over the forecast period even as the optimal 

size of a ward increases.  The proposed Ward 6 drops slightly below the acceptable range by 

2018 and falls further outside of the range by  2022 as population declines in that part of the 

Township.  Most of the population growth over this period in Clearview is expected to occur in 

the proposed Ward 3, but it is not sufficient to push the numbers above the range of variation.  

Again, one ward exceeding the range of variation leads to the conclusion that the design would 

not provide equitable representation in future elections, but the other wards are actually in 

equilibrium. 
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Figure 16 

Forecast Population Option 7B Wards, 2018 and 2022 

Ward Population 
Forecast 2018 

 
Variance1 

Code Population 
Forecast 2022 

Variance1 Code 

Ward 1 2,645 1.13 O + 2,635 1.06 O + 

Ward 2 2,545 1.09 O + 2,550 1.03 O 

Ward 3 2,325 0.99 O 2,940 1.19 O + 

Ward 4 2,665 1.14 O + 2,740 1.11 O + 

Ward 5 2,065 0.88 O - 2,445 0.99 O 

Ward 6 1,735 0.74 O - 1,700 0.69 OR - 

Ward 7 2,400 1.03 O 2,330 0.94 O - 

Total 16,375   17,335   

Optimal  2,339    2,476   

Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 

1
 Population in ward/Optimal ward size. 

 

4.2.10   Means of Communication and Accessibility 

 

Most wards (Ward 6 is the exception) contain a plausible neighbourhood grouping around a 

“focal point” based in the four main settlement areas in the Township.  Smaller population 

clusters (such as Batteaux and Brentwoood) are included in wards with larger neighbouring 

centres (Nottawa and New Lowell, respectively).  Distances between the geographic extents in 

the proposed Wards 2 and 6 are relatively large and this works against the identification of 

common interests.  The ward boundary lines in Option 7B rely exclusively on transportation 

corridors and are clear demarcations between wards.  The patterns of communication do not 

conclusively meet the expectations associated with this principle because of the large areas of 

the proposed Wards 2 and 6. 

    

4.2.11   Geographic and Topographical Features 

 

Significant geographic features of Clearview are not used as ward boundaries in Option 7B; 

however, the proposed Ward 2 includes most of the Niagara Escarpment area located in the 

Township.  All wards are contiguous and five of the seven wards can be considered compact.  

The proposed Ward 6 is an unconventional design but not unique among units of representation 

in Ontario.  Option 7B meets the expectations of this principle. 

 

4.2.12   Community or Diversity of Interests 

 

Wards in the Option 7B configuration are remarkably coherent entities.  In three proposed wards 

(Wards 1, 5 and 7), rural residents are included in a ward that is also home to urban 

neighbourhoods, but the geographic areas are relatively small and the number of rural residents 



 
4-14 

 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.  H:\Clearview\Electoral Review\Clearview Ward Boundary Review.docx 

assigned to such wards is minimal.  Two proposed wards (Wards 2 and 6) can be considered 

primarily rural wards, albeit with small settlements within their boundaries.  

 

Conversely, the proposed ward configuration could only be said to divide a single community of 

interest: Stayner.  The division is, moreover, a clearer and arguably more rational way to 

address the population distribution within that community than under the existing ward structure.  

Option 7B meets the expectations of this principle outside Stayner. 

 

4.2.13   Effective Representation 

   

The population imbalances identified in sections 4.2.8 and 4.2.9 suggest that the voice of some 

residents is diluted in comparison to others; that is, the ±1,890 residents of the proposed Ward 6 

are entitled to one representative, but so are the ±2,655 residents of the proposed Ward 1.  By 

2022, the population of the proposed Ward 3 compared to the proposed Ward 6 further dilutes 

the representation of residents of the former.  These variations are not consistent with the 

principle of equitable representation and pose a challenge in delivering effective representation. 

On the whole, though, these variations are much more modest than in other Options. 

 

The discussion in section 4.2.12 suggests that, on the whole, Option 7A successfully protects 

communities of interest, thus ensuring coherent wards.   

 

Finally, the idea that a degree of population variation is acceptable (sections 4.2.8 and 4.2.9) is 

not only based on the realities of the distribution of population across the Township but is also a 

tool to assist in achieving effective representation as argued in the Carter decision.  As 

suggested earlier, a kind of rough trade-off between population and land area can be tolerated.  

In the proposed Option 7B configuration, the ward with the smallest population (Ward 6) covers 

a comparatively large area and the two wards with the largest population (proposed Wards 3 

and 4) are the smallest geographically.  This relationship contributes to the search for effective 

representation. 

 

On the whole, the strengths of Option 7B in supporting effective representation outweigh the 

shortcomings. 

 

4.2.14   Overall Evaluation 

 

This evaluation suggests that the Option 7B ward boundary configuration successfully meets 

the expectations for two of the six principles and is partially successful on three others.  The 

long-term population parity is assessed as unsuccessful, solely on the basis of the population 

forecast for the proposed Ward 6 in 2018 and 2022; otherwise the results are favourable.  The 

small areas proposed for wards based in Stayner maximizes the rural population in the 
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proposed Ward 6; however, the shape of that ward is unusual and the population still falls below 

the acceptable threshold over the longer term. 

 

No design is likely to be completely successful in Clearview, given the demographic and 

geographic characteristics noted earlier.  However, if Council is prepared to accept the longer 

term population imbalance resulting from Ward 6, that a ward based primarily on representing 

the rural (and agricultural) community of interest located in the northern part of the Township is 

acceptable, then Option 7B is a viable option.  

 

Recommendation:  Option 7B is a viable system for the 2014 municipal election and beyond.  

 

Figure 17 

Option 7B: Evaluation Summary 

Principle Evaluation Comment 

Representation by Pop’n  
Equality of Rep’n 

Yes All wards fall inside range of variation. 

Population and Electoral 
Trends  

No One ward falls below range of variation in 2018 and 
2022; all others fall inside range of variation 
including two at optimal in 2018 and 2022. 

Means of Communication 
and Accessibility  

Mixed Most wards contain logical focal point, but 
geographic size hampers communication in two 
wards. Demarcation between wards clear. 

Geographic and 
Topographical Features  

Yes Geographic features not used; most of Escarpment 
and its foothills in one ward.  Wards contiguous but 
not compact.  One ward unconventional shape. 

Community or Diversity of 
Interests  

Mixed Three smaller settlement areas in one ward and 
rural population dominates two other wards.  
Stayner divided but population does not significantly 
spill over into surrounding rural areas. 

Effective Representation  Mixed Population imbalances dilute votes of some 
electors. Wards coherent units of representation.  
Area-population trade-off successful. 

 

4.3 A Five-ward System     

 

The Terms of Reference for the Electoral Review directed the Consultant Team to examine a 

decrease in the number of wards and, by extension, the number of Councillors.  The authority to 

adjust the composition of Council (the number of members of Council) is assigned in s. 217 of 

the Municipal Act, subject to some constraints (the only pertinent one here relating to the 

minimum size of a municipal Council).  In contrast to the authority in s. 222 to “divide or redivide 

the municipality into wards or to dissolve the existing wards,” this section is not open to appeal 

to the Ontario Municipal Board. 
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There is no legislative or regulatory framework to apply in determining whether a change in the 

composition of Council is warranted, nor a set of considerations that ought to be applied to the 

decision.  Many of the members of the public who commented on the option of reducing the size 

of Clearview’s Council based their support on certain flaws they perceived in the “performance” 

of present Councillors, on the expectation that a smaller Council would be more “efficient” or on 

the prospect that Stayner’s population could be represented by a single ward. 

 

The Consultant Team is not qualified to address whether a smaller Council size would change 

the performance or efficiency of Council and addressing these issues and variations thereof is 

beyond the scope of this study.  As such, this Review will present alternatives for a five-ward 

configuration that can be used in conjunction with a separate decision to change the 

composition of Council.  The determination to concentrate on five wards is based on the 

assumption that the present responsibilities of elected officials in Clearview can still be 

performed on a part-time basis by Councillors elected in five wards, even though each 

Councillor would represent a larger number of residents. 

 

OPTION 5A  

 

As in the case of the seven-ward Options, the stronger features of preliminary Options taken to 

the public consultation sessions were used as the basis for this phase of the review.  Option 5A 

retains major attributes of preliminary Option 5-B:  the proposed Wards 3 and 5 are not 

changed, but lands from the proposed Wards 1 and 2 were moved to an expanded Ward 4.  

The result is shown in Map 4. 
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Map 4 

 

4.3.1 Representation by Population or Equality of Representation 

 

As discussed earlier, the indicator of success in a ward design is the extent to which the 

individual wards approach an “optimal” size.  Based on the Township’s estimated overall 2014 

population (15,815) under a five-ward system, the optimal population size per ward in 2014 is 

3,163.  Figure 18 demonstrates that one of the five wards is at the optimal size in 2014 with two 

wards above and two wards below.  All are well within the established range of variation as 

defined here.  The design would provide equitable representation in the 2014 election. 
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Figure 18 
 Estimated Population Option 5A Wards, 2014   

Ward Population Variance1 Code 

Ward 1 3,660 1.16 O + 

Ward 2 3,550 1.12 O + 

Ward 3 2,605 0.82 O - 

Ward 4 2,910 0.92 O - 

Ward 5 3,090 0.98 O  

Total 15,815   

Optimal 3,163   

     Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 

         
1
 Population in ward/Optimal ward size. 

 

4.3.2  Population and Electoral Trends  

 
The second principle calls for wards that are generally in equilibrium to one another as 

population change occurs over the forecast period.  Figure 19 identifies population forecasts for 

the Option 5A ward boundary configuration based on the growth forecast presented in Chapter 

2.  As shown, the population distribution in 2014 is anticipated to become slightly imbalanced 

over the forecast period to 2018, but will be slightly better by 2022 when two wards will be in the 

optimal classification.  No wards come close to the extremes of the range of variation.  This 

clearly suggests that Option 5A meets this criterion.   

 

Figure 19 

Forecast Population Option 5A Wards, 2018 and 2022 

Ward Population 
Forecast 2018 

Variance1 Code Population 
Forecast 2022 

Variance1 Code 

Ward 1 3,655 1.12 O + 3,640 1.05 O 

Ward 2 3,740 1.14 O + 4,125 1.18 O + 

Ward 3 2,805 0.86 O - 3,410 0.98 O 

Ward 4 3,160 0.96 O - 3,230 0.93 O - 

Ward 5 3,015 0.92 O - 2,930 0.84 O - 

Total 16,375   17,335   

Optimal  3,275    3,476   

Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 

1
 Population in ward/Optimal ward size. 

 

4.3.3 Means of Communication and Accessibility  

 

All wards contain a plausible neighbourhood grouping around a “focal point” based in the four 

main settlement areas in the Township.  Smaller population clusters (such as Batteaux, Avening 

and Brentwood) are included in wards with larger neighbouring centres (Nottawa, Creemore and 

New Lowell, respectively).  Distances between the geographic extents in the proposed Wards 1, 

2 and 5 are relatively large and this works against the identification of common interests.  The 
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ward boundary lines in Option 5A rely primarily on transportation corridors and are clear 

demarcations between wards with one exception (the boundary between proposed Wards 1 and 

2 north of Singhampton).  The patterns of communication do not conclusively meet the 

expectations associated with this principle. 

    

4.3.4   Geographic and Topographical Features 

 

Significant geographic features of Clearview are not used as ward boundaries in Option 5A.  

The Niagara Escarpment area is placed in two wards.  All wards are contiguous but only one of 

the five wards can be considered compact.  As such, Option 5A does not entirely meet the 

expectations of this principle. 

 

4.3.5   Community or Diversity of Interests 

 

Wards in the Option 5A configuration are not coherent entities, since rural areas are combined 

with settlement areas in all five wards.  

 

Conversely, despite the large rural population, it is not possible to isolate a single dominantly 

rural ward that would have any plausibility in a five-ward design.  The proposed ward 

configuration divides Stayner, although the division is clearer and arguably more rational 

compared to the existing wards design.  Option 5A falls short of respecting communities of 

interest in Clearview.   

 

4.3.6   Effective Representation 

   

The population pattern identified in sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2 suggest that the voice of some 

residents is diluted in comparison to others, but the gap is not as large as in the seven-ward 

Options.  By 2022, the imbalance does, however, widen.  These variations are not consistent 

with the principle of equitable representation and pose a challenge in delivering effective 

representation.  

 

The discussion in section 4.3.5 suggests that, on the whole, Option 5A does not effectively 

represent communities of interest.   

 

Finally, the population and area trade-off is not clearly successful, but can be tolerated.  

 

On the whole, the strengths of Option 5A in supporting effective representation do not outweigh 

the shortcomings. 
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4.3.7   Overall Evaluation 

 

This evaluation, as summarized in Figure 20, suggests that the Option 5A ward boundary 

configuration in Clearview meets the expectations for the parity-related principles, but is not 

entirely successful on other counts.  The population concentration in Stayner – plus the other 

three main settlement areas – requires that all five wards be built around the urban settlement  

areas with the rural population divided in terms of its relationship to these nodes.   

 

Recommendation:  If there is a case to be made to modify the composition of Council, Option 

5A can be endorsed as a system that would be equitable over the course of three elections but 

at the cost of providing effective representation for the Township’s rural population.  

 

Figure 20 

Option 5A: Evaluation Summary 

Principle Evaluation Comment 

Representation by Pop’n  
Equality of Rep’n 

Yes All wards fall inside range of variation. 

Population and Electoral 
Trends  

Yes All wards fall inside range of variation.  Two at 
optimal size in 2022. 

Means of Communication 
and Accessibility  

Mixed Most wards contain logical focal point, but 
geographic size hampers communication in three 
wards.  Demarcation between wards clear with one 
exception. 

Geographic and 
Topographical Features  

Mixed Geographic features not perceptibly used; 
Escarpment located in two wards.  Wards 
contiguous but only one compact.  

Community or Diversity of 
Interests  

Mixed Three smaller settlement areas in one ward but 
rural population divided into five minority shares.  
Stayner divided. 

Effective Representation  No Population imbalances dilute votes of some 
electors.  Wards not coherent units of 
representation because of inclusion of rural 
population around settlement areas.  Area-
population trade-off ambiguous. 

 

OPTION 5B 

 

Through the public consultation process, Stayner residents and some people living elsewhere in 

Clearview, expressed considerable interest in the idea that Stayner could be represented by a 

single ward (as presented in Preliminary Option 5-C in the public consultation phase).  

Preliminary  Option 5-C, however, fell far short of a desirable population distribution.  

 

A proposal to use five wards but elect two Councillors in a ward based in Stayner was raised in 

the public consultation phase.  Several advantages were attributed to this arrangement: 
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 the size of the Council could be reduced;  

 the population of Stayner would not affect the composition of other wards; and 

 Stayner’s community of interest would not be divided. 

 

Some drawbacks were also raised:  

 

 electors in Stayner would be entitled to two votes each for the election of ward 

Councillors, while other electors would have only one vote each; and 

 lines of accountability would be less clear-cut than in single-member wards. 

 

Whether treating electors unequally in this way is consistent with the equality provisions of the 

Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (and the Carter decision) is an interesting question 

that has not been definitively resolved. 

 

To advance this idea further in the electoral review process, the preliminary Option 5-C was 

refined and is shown in Map 5 as Option 5B.  The major modification to the preliminary version 

involved extending the eastern and western boundaries of Ward 3 to the Township’s northern 

boundary with Wasaga Beach, thereby creating cleaner boundaries for the proposed Wards 1, 3 

and 4.  It should be noted that the optimal population for this purpose is calculated on the basis 

of electing six Councillors. 

Map 5 
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4.3.8 Representation by Population or Equality of Representation 
 
As discussed earlier, the indicator of success in a ward design is the extent to which the 

individual wards approach an “optimal” size.  Based on the Township’s estimated 2014 

population (15,815) under a six-member Council, the optimal ward population size for 2014 is 

2,636.  Figure 21 demonstrates that the proposed Ward 3 is somewhat below the desirable size 

for the election of two Councillors.  Of greater consequence is that three of the other wards are 

outside the permissible range of variance.  The design would actually not provide equitable 

representation in the 2014 election. 

 

Figure 21 
Estimated Population Option 5B Wards, 2014   

Ward Population Variance1 Code 

Ward 1 3,635 1.38 OR + 

Ward 2 3,725 1.41 OR + 

Ward 3* 4,655 0.88 O - 

Ward 4 1,215 0.46 OR - 

Ward 5 2,590 0.98 O  

Total 15,815   

Optimal 2,636**   

  *elects two Councillors, calculations based on two 
members 

** optimal = total population divided by the number 
of seats to fill (6) 

Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 

  

4.3.9  Population and Electoral Trends  

 
The second principle calls for wards that are generally in equilibrium to one another as 

population change occurs over the forecast period.  Figure 22 identifies population forecasts for 

the Option 5B electoral arrangement.  Most of the Township’s population growth is forecast for 

the proposed Ward 3 and by 2022 it is at the optimal point.  Unfortunately, the population 

distribution in the remaining four wards continues to be severely unbalanced over the forecast 

period.  This clearly suggests that Option 5B would fail to provide parity.   
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Figure 22 

Forecast Population Option 5B Wards, 2018 and 2022 

Ward Population 
Forecast 

2018 

Variance1 Code Population 
Forecast 2022 

Variance1 Code 

Ward 1 3,635 1.33 OR + 3,620 1.25 O + 

Ward 2 3,915 1.43 OR + 4,300 1.49 OR + 

Ward 3* 5,105 0.94 O - 5,795 1.00 O 

Ward 4 1,190 0.44 OR - 1,160 0.40 OR - 

Ward 5 2,530 0.93 O - 2,455 0.85 O - 

Total 16,375   17,335   

Optimal 2,729**   2,889**   

        *elects two Councillors, calculations based on two members 
** optimal = total population divided by the number of seats to fill (6) 

Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 

 

4.3.10  Means of Communication and Accessibility  

 

Four wards contain a plausible neighbourhood grouping around a “focal point” based in the four 

main settlement areas in the Township.  Smaller population clusters (such as Batteaux, Avening 

and Brentwood) are included in wards with the larger population centres (Nottawa, Creemore 

and New Lowell, respectively).  The proposed Ward 4 lacks an obvious focal point.  Distances 

between the geographic extents in the proposed Wards 2 and 4 are relatively large and this 

works against the identification of common interests.  The ward boundary lines in Option 5B rely 

primarily on transportation corridors and are clear demarcations between wards.  The patterns 

of communication do not conclusively meet the expectations associated with this principle. 

    

4.3.11   Geographic and Topographical Features 
 

Significant geographic features of Clearview are not used as ward boundaries in Option 5B.  

The Niagara Escarpment area is placed in two wards.  All wards are contiguous but only one of 

the five wards can be considered compact.  Option 5B does not entirely meet the expectations 

of this principle. 

 

4.3.12   Community or Diversity of Interests 
 
Wards in the Option 5B configuration are not coherent entities since significant rural areas are 

combined with settlement areas in four wards and on a smaller scale in the fifth (Ward 3).  

Therefore, despite the large rural population, it is not possible to isolate a single dominantly rural 

ward that would have any plausibility in a five-ward design.  

 

The proposed ward configuration is the only Option that places all of Stayner in a single ward.  

Despite that feature, Option 5A falls short of respecting communities of interest in Clearview.   
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4.3.13   Effective Representation 
  
The population pattern identified herein confirms that the voice of some residents is significantly 

diluted in comparison to others in 2014; by 2022, the imbalance is even greater.  These 

variations are not consistent with the principle of equitable representation and pose a challenge 

in delivering effective representation.  The deliberate assignment of two votes to every Stayner 

elector and one vote to all others is a questionable arrangement from an equality perspective. 

 
The earlier discussion suggests that, on the whole, Option 5B does not effectively represent 

communities of interest.  Finally, the population and area trade-off is not clearly successful.  On 

the whole, the strengths of Option 5B in supporting effective representation do not outweigh the 

shortcomings. 

 

4.3.14   Overall Evaluation 
 
This evaluation, as summarized in Figure 23, suggests that a ward boundary configuration 

designed around placing the entire population of Stayner in a single ward is unsuccessful in 

most respects.  It may be that an idea that is outwardly attractive to many people cannot 

overcome the arithmetic involved, but designing suitable wards for the rest of the Township 

around that premise does not appear to be plausible.  

 
Recommendation:  If there is a case to be made to modify the composition of Council, Option 

5B cannot be endorsed as a system that would be equitable or effective.  

 
Figure 23 

Option 5B: Evaluation Summary 

Principle Evaluation Comment 

Representation by Pop’n  
Equality of Rep’n 

No Three wards fall outside the range of variance. 

Population and Electoral 
Trends  

No Stayner ward reaches optimal size in 2022, but 
three others are at or beyond the range of variance 
in 2018 and 2022.  

Means of Communication 
and Accessibility  

Mixed Four wards contain logical focal point, but one does 
not.  Geographic size hampers communication in 
two wards.  Demarcation between wards clear. 

Geographic and 
Topographical Features  

Mixed Geographic features not perceptibly used; 
Escarpment located in two wards.  Wards 
contiguous but only one compact.  

Community or Diversity of 
Interests  

Mixed Three smaller settlement areas in one ward but 
rural population divided into five minority shares.  
Stayner in a single ward. 

Effective Representation  No Population imbalances dilute votes of some 
electors. Some electors get two votes, others only 
one.  Wards not coherent units of representation 
because of inclusion of rural population around 
settlement areas.  Area-population trade-off not 
successful. 
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5.   CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

5.1 Conclusions 

 

The application of the guiding principles established for this Review suggest that of the Options 

presented herein, certain ones are more likely to be successful than others, although each one 

requires some compromise between and among the individual principles.  Population parity is 

the conventional top priority, with the other attributes of the designs rated as less important.  

This Review has discovered that the distribution of Clearview’s population does not lend itself 

easily to scenarios that meet all of the principles.  On the other hand, placing a greater priority 

on other attributes of a system that contribute to the broad goal of effective representation may 

mean accepting some population imbalances.  

 

During the course of the study, there was some sentiment expressed by Clearview residents to 

maintain the existing ward boundary structure rather than to implement change, especially 

comprehensive change.  The Consultant Team has concluded, however, that the existing ward 

system has a number of shortcomings that can be overcome by adopting a new system of 

representation.  The cautious preference would probably be to keep change to a minimum.  In 

that context, the three Options that were deemed to be most successful at respecting the 

principles established for this Review are the least disruptive to Clearview’s present electoral 

system:  Options 7A, 7B and 5A. 

 

5.2 Recommendations 

 

Based on the analysis and findings of this Electoral Review, the Consultant Team recommends 

the following: 

 

 Option 7A is a viable system for the 2014 municipal election and beyond; 

 Option 7B is a viable system for the 2014 municipal election and beyond; 

 If there is a case to be made to modify the composition of Council, Option 5A can be 

endorsed as a system that would be equitable over the course of three elections, but at 

the cost of providing effective representation for the Township’s rural population; 

 The existing ward system should not be retained for the 2014 municipal election and 

beyond; 

 An at-large electoral system falls short of the expectations set out in the guiding 

principles for this Review; wards should not be dissolved in Clearview; and 

 If there is a case to be made to modify the composition of Council, Option 5B cannot be 

endorsed as a system that would be equitable or effective.  
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The review of electoral boundaries should not be considered a discretionary or optional feature 

of local democracy.  Regular electoral reviews should be scheduled (possibly on a 

predetermined basis or when growth exceeds a certain level such as 25% from baseline 

conditions). The subsequent reviews conducted should determine whether or not adjustments to 

the system adopted in 2013 are needed and allow any changes to be incorporated in a timely 

fashion. 
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TERMS OF REFERENCE – ELECTORAL REVIEW – 
WARD BOUNDARY SYSTEM 

 
OBJECTIVE  

 

The Review objective is to examine the ward boundaries and Council composition in order to 

arrive at recommendations for Council’s consideration.  The recommendations will be based on 

the guiding principles as referenced below and reflect an effective and equitable system of 

representation.  

 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES  

 

1.  Representation by Population or Equality of Representation: Considering 

representation by population or every Councillor generally representing an equal number 

of constituents within his or her respective wards.  Given the geography and varying 

population densities and characteristics of the Township, a degree of variation is 

acceptable.  

 

2. Population and Electoral Trends: Accommodating for and balancing future increases 

or decreases in population growth/decline to maintain a general equilibrium in the 

representation by population standard, until the year 2022.  

 

3.  Means of Communication and Accessibility: Arranging ward boundaries by primary 

and secondary road patterns and railway, telephone exchanges, postal codes and 

servicing capabilities to help foster an identity and neighbourhood groupings.  

 

4.  Geographic and Topographical Features: Utilizing geographical and topographical 

features to provide for ward boundaries and compact and contiguous areas (similar to 

the use of man-made features).  

 

5.  Community or Diversity of Interests: Recognizing settlement patterns, traditional 

neighbourhoods and community groupings (social, historical, economic, religious and 

political diversities) while, at the same time, not fragmenting a community.  

 

6.  Effective Representation: Considering an overriding principle of effective 

representation as described by the Supreme Court of Canada in its decision on the 

Carter case.  

 

 

 

Source: Direction from Council July 8, 2013 <http://www.clearview.ca/electoral-review/direction-from-

council-july- 
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