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1. Study Overview 

1.1 Terms of Reference 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd., in association with Dr. Robert J. Williams, was 

retained by the Township of Scugog to conduct a comprehensive Ward Boundary 

Review (W.B.R.). 

The primary purpose of the W.B.R. is to prepare Scugog’s Township Council to make 

decisions about whether to maintain the existing ward structure or to adopt an 

alternative arrangement.  The project has a number of key objectives in accordance 

with the project terms of reference, as follows: 

• Develop a clear understanding of the present ward system, including its origins 

and operations as a system of representation; 

• Evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of the present ward system on the basis 

of the identified principles; 

• Conduct an appropriate consultation process to determine community support for 

the Review and its outcome; 

• Identify plausible modifications to the present ward structure; and 

• Deliver a report that will set out recommended alternative ward boundaries to 

ensure effective and equitable electoral arrangements for the Township of 

Scugog, based on the principles identified. 

1.2 Context 

The basic requirement for any electoral system in a representative democracy is to 

establish measures to determine the people who will constitute the governmental body 

that makes decisions on behalf of electors.  Representation in Canada is organized 

around geographic areas, units referred to as constituencies in the federal and 

provincial parliaments and typically as wards at the municipal level, as is the case in the 

Township of Scugog.   

A ward boundary review is a task designed to develop units of representation that 

reflect the distribution of the inhabitants of a municipality for electoral purposes.  Since 

municipalities experience demographic shifts as a result of new residential development 

and changes in the composition of their population, electoral arrangements need to be 

reviewed periodically to ensure that representation remains fair and that electors have 
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an opportunity to elect candidates they feel can truly represent them and their 

neighbours. 

The W.B.R. is premised on the legitimate democratic expectation that municipal 

representation in Scugog will be effective, equitable and an accurate reflection of the 

contemporary distribution of communities and people across the Township.  

1.3 Representation in Scugog 

At present, the Township of Scugog’s Council is composed of a Mayor and Regional 

Councillor elected at-large and five Township Councillors elected in five wards.  The 

Township’s existing ward structure is presented in Figure 1. 

The Township of Scugog was created under provincial legislation in 1974 as a lower-tier 

municipality within the newly formed Regional Municipality of Durham.  The Township 

was developed through an amalgamation of four separate municipalities:  the 

Townships of Reach, Cartwright and Scugog Island and the Village of Port Perry.  Each 

of those units served as a ward electing one representative on Township Council.  The 

Township Council also included a Mayor, a Regional Councillor (both of whom sat on 

Durham Regional Council) and what was termed an “Area” Councillor who sat on 

Township Council; these three offices were filled by general vote (that is, an at-large 

election) across the Township.  

In 1993 Council made an application to the Ontario Municipal Board to modify the 

system of representation in Scugog that would create a fifth ward based in Port Perry 

and would eliminate the position of Area Councillor.  Some territory in Ward 1 (the 

former Reach Township) was transferred to the existing Ward 2 and the new Ward 5 

and the boundary between Wards 2 and 5 followed Highway 7A and Queen Street 

through downtown Port Perry.  The Board approved that application and this 

arrangement represents the Council composition and ward boundary structure currently 

in place.  The Township’s ward boundaries have not been reviewed since 1993.   

It should be noted that electoral boundaries used in federal and provincial elections in 

Canada are reviewed on a pre-determined cycle; for example, seats in the House of 

Commons are subject to redistribution after each decennial Census to take account of 

population changes.  A review of the electoral arrangements in Ontario municipalities is 

discretionary; the obligation to undertake a review of municipal electoral districts is 

entirely absent from legislation.  Further, it is noted that: 
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• The overall population of Scugog has grown since the existing wards were 

created.  Wards designed to reflect the municipality in 1993 need to be 

reassessed in light of the larger population today; and 

• Population growth has not been uniform across Scugog.  As a result, there is a 

significant variation in the population between the smallest of the existing wards 

and the largest.  The Township should aspire to a ward system that provides fair 

representation to all of its residents. 

Figure 1 – Scugog’s Existing Ward Structure 

 

1.4 Project Structure and Timeline 

The W.B.R. commenced in January, 2017 and is expected to be completed in June, 

2017. 

Work completed to date includes: 

• Research and data compilation; 

• Interviews with Councillors, the Mayor and municipal staff; 

• Population and growth forecasting and data modelling to 2026; 
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• Development of Preliminary Ward Options; 

• Public Consultation (consultation period from May 16 to May 31, 2017); 

• Development of final options and recommendations, and preparation of the study 

report (this document constitutes the study report); 

• In collaboration with Township staff: 

o A project web page was set up through the Township website; 

o Study documentation and presentation materials were posted on the 

project web page; and 

o The Review was advertised in the Township Bulletin and promoted 

through a news release and through social media. 

The Municipal Act, 2001 stipulates that municipal elections be conducted under 

provisions in place on January 1 of an election year.  Since 2018 is the next municipal 

election year in Ontario, any changes to Scugog’s ward boundaries must ideally have 

been agreed upon by mid-year 2017 to allow time for an Ontario Municipal Board 

hearing, should any decision to revise the ward boundaries be appealed. 

1.5 Scugog’s Ward Boundary Review Framework  

In Ontario municipalities, there is no mandatory requirement to review electoral 

arrangements periodically, nor are there standard practices, terms of reference, criteria 

or guiding principles either in provincial legislation or regulation that can be used to 

evaluate a municipality’s electoral system.  The Municipal Act, 2001 includes only two 

references to this matter.  Section 217 authorizes “a local municipality” to change the 

composition (that is, the size) of its council subject to certain conditions (such as a 

minimum size) and section 222 authorizes a municipality “to divide or redivide the 

municipality into wards or to dissolve the existing wards.”  Any by-law passed under 

section 222 is subject to appeal to the Ontario Municipal Board. 

In the absence of standard practices and principles, municipalities look to relevant 

Ontario Municipal Board decisions, case law and best practices followed in other 

municipalities to establish appropriate guiding principles.  A report from the Township 

Clerk (December 12, 2016) adopted by Council initiated a Ward Boundary Review 

(W.B.R.) in Scugog and a “Backgrounder” prepared by the Consultant Team (dated 

January 19, 2017) outlined the study objectives, guiding principles and study process.  

The Guiding Principles are particularly important since without such provisions in place 

there is a risk that an electoral review may lead to unfair, ill-conceived or politically 

motivated results. 
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The 2017 W.B.R. in Scugog applied five Guiding Principles to evaluate the suitability of 

the present wards and to develop alternative designs.  The five Guiding Principles 

adopted for the study are: 

• Representation by Population; 

• Population and Electoral Trends; 

• Representation of Communities of Interest; 

• Geographical and Topographical Features; and 

• Effective Representation. 

These Guiding Principles embody criteria similar to those adopted in recent ward 

boundary reviews across Ontario and reflect those cited in relevant Ontario Municipal 

Board decisions with respect to appeals of ward boundary by-laws.  The Guiding 

Principles are discussed in further detail in Chapter 2. 

1.6 Public Consultation 

The Scugog W.B.R. incorporated a public consultation component which included a 2-

hour public open house which was held on Tuesday, May 16, 2017 at the Scugog 

Memorial Public Library.   

The purpose of the public open house was to: 

• Inform residents of Scugog about the reason for the W.B.R. and the key factors 

that were considered in the Review; and 

• Engage the residents in a manner that provides valuable input to the evaluation 

of the existing ward structure and development of alternative ward boundaries.  

At the open house, the public was provided with information and context with respect to 

the evaluation of the existing ward structure and the preliminary ward boundary 

alternatives.  This was completed through a series of display boards and a presentation 

by members of the Consultant Team who were in attendance to respond to questions 

from attendees. 

The presentation by the Consultant Team included: 

• An explanation of the Terms of Reference and Objectives for the W.B.R.; 

• An outline of the format and timeline for the project; 

• The context and background for the W.B.R; 

• A detailed discussion and explanation of the Guiding Principles that frame the 

study; 
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• An analysis of the distribution of the present (2016) Township population and a 

forecast of population growth over the 2016 to 2026 period; 

• An analysis and evaluation of the present ward structure within the context of the 

Guiding Principles; and 

• Preliminary Alternative Ward Options developed by the Consultant Team. 

The display boards presented at the Open House were also exhibited for public viewing 

at the Township offices through mid-June, 2017. 

Through the public consultation open house and the project website’s online comment/

feedback form, participants were invited to provide their input/opinions with respect to 

the following:1 

• Existing Ward Structure – Strengths and weaknesses of the current ward 

structure 

• Guiding Principles – Which Guiding Principles should be given the highest 

priority in the development of ward boundaries? 

• Preliminary Ward Options – What are the preferences with respect to the 

various Preliminary Ward Options presented? 

The W.B.R. public consultation process saw a modest level of public participation.  The 

feedback and comments received through the public consultation process are reflected 

in the analysis presented herein and have helped inform the findings and 

recommendations.  While public input from consultation provides valuable insight into 

the Review, it is not relied on exclusively.  The Consultant Team utilized the public input 

in conjunction with its professional expertise and experience in ward boundary reviews 

along with best practices to develop the recommended options presented herein.  

2. Guiding Principles for Scugog’s Ward 
Boundary Review 

The objective of the W.B.R. is to evaluate the suitability of the present wards in terms of 

these Guiding Principles and to develop alternative designs that are consistent with 

them.  

The Guiding Principles are discussed in further detail below.  

                                            
1 42 submissions (28 online and 14 hard copy) were received using the feedback/
comment form. 
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2.1 Overview of Guiding Principles 

Representation by Population  

• To the extent possible, every Ward Councillor will generally represent the same 

number of constituents with some variation acceptable to take into account 

residential density and the patterns of settlement in the Township.   

• The acceptable range of population variance will not exceed 25% unless it can 

be justified as a way to meet one of the other criteria.  

• Non-resident electors will be considered in the determination of population in the 

wards. 

The concept of representation by population (“rep by pop”) has a long history in 

Canada, usually associated with the idea that elective offices in a particular jurisdiction 

are distributed in such a way that each one is associated with roughly the same number 

of people or electors.  This is sometimes referred to as “one vote, one value” or as the 

"one person – one vote" principle.  In some democracies, this principle of voter parity is 

enforced rigorously – almost to the exclusion of any other factor – so that there is 

minimal variation in the size of electoral units within that jurisdiction.  

In the most significant judicial ruling on electoral representation in Canada, however, the 

majority of the Supreme Court understood that Canadian electoral law has never been 

driven by the need to achieve “full parity” in the population of electoral divisions.1  The 

Court concluded that some departure from parity would be acceptable and, at times, 

even necessary to achieve effective representation (a concept that will be discussed 

below).  In other words, representation should at least be equitable (that is, fair) when it 

cannot be mathematically equal, for example because of variations in the population 

density across the Township. 

The first priority in providing effective representation is “relative parity” and the degree of 

parity in each ward will be determined through the calculation of what will be called an 

“optimal” ward in Scugog, a figure computed by dividing the number of wards by the 

total population of the Township (including non-resident electors).  The population of a 

ward will be considered “optimal” when it falls within 5 percent above or below that 

number.  As the Guiding Principles make clear, however, some variation may be 

considered acceptable given that there will inevitably be variations in the densities and 

character of communities and neighbourhoods across the municipality.  That is, the 

                                            
1 Reference Re Provincial Electoral Boundaries (Sask.), [1991] 2 S.C.R. 158, page 183. 
This case is often cited as the Carter decision. 
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concept of “equitable” representation – not necessarily “equal” representation – is more 

legitimate.  In the absence of guidance on this question in the Municipal Act, 2001, 

population variations of up to 25% above or below the optimal size will be considered 

generally acceptable, a range consistent with legislated federal redistribution provisions.  

The goal in any case will be to reduce the range of variation among the wards as much 

as possible. 

The Township of Scugog has a seasonal population which occupies dwellings on a non-

permanent basis.  The population data utilized in this study encompasses both 

permanent and seasonal residents and the two are weighted equally in terms of 

representation. 

Population and Electoral Trends  

• Wards will be designed so as to maintain equitable representation by population 

over a three-election cycle (2018, 2022 and 2026).   

• Population projections will be based on adopted municipal-wide residential 

growth forecasts and other planning data compiled in 2017.  

The implementation of changes to ward boundaries in Scugog in 2017 is intended to 

bring the wards more closely into alignment with population changes since 1993. This 

principle, however, seeks wards that do not merely “catch up” with such changes but 

address the municipality’s future by giving some weight to projected population growth 

that is based on validated residential growth forecasts and other planning data.  

In other words, it encourages the adoption of wards that are able to absorb increases in 

population without returning to an unfavourable imbalance over the next three municipal 

elections.  The core evaluation premise will be the concept of an optimal future 

population for proposed wards.   

Representation of Communities of Interest  

• Wards will be composed of plausible groupings of communities and established 

settlements. 

• Wards will, to the extent possible, have regard for the rural nature of the 

Township.  

If the representation by population principle places emphasis on the equitable 

representation of people, this principle encourages an equitable representation of place.  

It recognizes that Scugog is composed of a number of identifiable communities or 

settlements and that political representation must be sensitive to them. 
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As such, ward boundaries ideally should not divide traditional neighbourhoods and 

communities of interest within Scugog and should aim to keep each existing settlement 

area within one ward.  

In addition, the principle directs that ward boundaries “have regard for the rural nature of 

the Township,” a community of interest that encompasses the vast majority of the 

municipality’s land area but a shrinking proportion of its population.  The challenge 

requires striking an equitable (that is, “fair” not “equal”) balance between rural and urban 

interests in the design of a ward system. 

Geographical and Topographical Features  

• Wards will be delineated using recognizable geographic and topographic 

features such as transportation infrastructure (major roads, railway lines, hydro 

corridors) or natural features (lakes, rivers, topographical land formations). 

• Ward boundaries will, to the extent possible, reflect customary patterns of 

communication among communities and settlements within the municipality. 

• Wards will be contiguous in shape and as compact as possible. 

This principle directs that, where feasible, ward boundaries should make use of 

permanent features of the municipality rather than create new, perhaps artificial, lines 

that may not be easily identified or widely understood by residents.  In this context, the 

“natural” lines may include both environmental features and infrastructure (usually 

transportation or other corridors) that influence the way people move around the 

Township. 

Not all such physical features will be used, since wards will be composed of identifiable 

communities that border on one another despite sometimes being separated by such a 

“marker.”   
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Effective Representation  

• The previous four principles are all subject to the overarching principle of 

“effective representation” as enunciated by the Supreme Court of Canada in the 

Carter case.  

• To achieve effective representation, each resident will have comparable access 

to their elected representative and each Ward Councillor should speak in 

governmental deliberations on behalf of the same number of residents. 

• In determining what constitutes “effective representation” in Scugog, it may be 

necessary to apply some principles less stringently in order to better satisfy what 

may be viewed as other, more desirable, principles.   

This principle is drawn from an interpretation of the “right to vote” as articulated by the 

Supreme Court of Canada in the Carter decision of 1991 where the Court concluded 

that the “right to vote” is understood to be “the idea of having a voice in the deliberations 

of government as well as the idea of the right to bring one's grievances and concerns to 

the attention of one's government representative.”  For Scugog residents to have “a 

voice” that can be heard, wards across the Township must not only provide equitable 

access to elected officials but each Councillor must be seen to be “speaking for” roughly 

the same number of residents when it comes to Council decision-making.  

Moreover, since this is an “overriding” principle, it will serve as a kind of summary 

evaluation of wards (and the ward system itself) built around the other four principles. 

For example, are the proposed individual wards plausible and coherent units of 

representation?  Do they provide equitable access to councillors for all residents of the 

municipality?  Are the proposed wards of a size, scale and shape that a representative 

can serve her or his constituents successfully?  In summary, do the wards constitute a 

system that can be judged to deliver effective representation even if some of the 

specific principles are only partially successful?  

2.2 Relative Weighting of Guiding Principles 

No ward system design can uniformly meet all the Guiding Principles since some 

criteria may work at cross-purposes to one another.  As well, the priority attached to 

certain principles makes some designs more desirable in the eyes of different 

observers.   

The public consultation was designed to better understand the priorities attached to the 

five principles among Scugog residents.  As part of the consultation process, residents 
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were asked which principles should be given the highest priority in the design of the 

wards.   

While it is important to consider all the Guiding Principles in the evaluation process, 

feedback received from the public consultation suggests that the highest priority 

principle is Representation of Communities of Interest, followed by Geographical and 

Topographical Features and Effective Representation, as illustrated in Figure 2.  

Representation by Population and Population and Electoral Trends ranked relatively low 

amongst respondents with respect to priority.   

Figure 2 – Prioritization of Guiding Principles based on Public Consultation 
Responses 

 

Ultimately, the ward design adopted by Scugog Council should be the one that best 

fulfills as many of the five Guiding Principles as possible, but it should have regard for 

the input received from the public through the consultation process.   

3. Township of Scugog Population and 
Growth Trends 

As previously discussed, 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 order to evaluate the 

existing ward structure and subsequent alternatives in terms of representation by 

population in the existing year (2016), a detailed population estimate for the Township 
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and its respective wards and communities was prepared.  This analysis reflects both the 

Township’s permanent and seasonal population. 

The Township of Scugog is forecast to experience moderately strong population growth 

and population shifts over the next decade.  For this reason, it is important that this 

study assess the representation by population for both existing and future year 

populations.  In accordance with the study terms of reference, the analysis considered 

representation of population over the next three municipal elections through 2026.  As 

such, a population and housing forecast for the Township of Scugog and its 

communities for the 2016 to 2026 period was generated.  The results of this analysis 

are discussed below. 

3.1 Existing (2016) Population and Structure 

Scugog’s permanent 2016 population is estimated to total 22,600.1  The Township’s 

seasonal population is estimated at approximately 1,300 and is also factored into the 

total population.2  The Consultant Team estimates the Township of Scugog’s 2016 

population, reflecting both permanent residents and seasonal residents, to total 23,900.3  

Permanent residents account for approximately 95% of the population base, while 

seasonal residents account for 5%, as presented in Figure 3.  The majority of seasonal 

residents are located along the shoreline of Lake Scugog within the rural area of the 

Township.  

Figure 3 – Township of Scugog’s 2016 Population 

 

The Township’s 2016 urban and rural population is presented in Figure 4.  As shown, 

42% (population of 9,935) is located in Port Perry (urban area) while 58% (population of 

13,965) is located within the Township’s rural area.   

                                            
1 Reflects 2016 Census population of 21,617 and a Census undercount of 
approximately 4%. 
2 The Township’s seasonal population was estimated using 2016 Census housing data 
and MPAC property information and applying an average persons per unit (i.e. 
occupancy) of 3.66. 
3 Includes Census undercount of approximately 4%.   

Population % Share

Permanent
1

22,600 95%

Seasonal 1,300 5%

Total Population 23,900 100%

Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

1. Includes Census undercount of approximately 4%
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Figure 4 – Township of Scugog’s 2016 Urban and Rural Population 

 

3.2 Forecast Population Growth, 2016 to 2026 

Forecast Township-wide population growth over the 2016 to 2026 period was guided by 

the Township of Scugog 2014 Development Charges Background Study1 and in 

accordance with population growth projections identified in the Durham Region Official 

Plan.2  Community level growth allocations were guided by a comprehensive review of 

opportunities to accommodate future residential growth through plans of subdivision 

(registered unbuilt, draft approved and proposed), site plan applications and discussions 

with Township planning staff. 

The Township is expected to experience moderately strong population growth and shifts 

over the next decade.  By 2026, Scugog’s population is expected to reach 

approximately 26,200, an increase of 10% (approximately 2,300 people).3  The majority 

(approximately 77%) of population growth, totalling approximately 1,775, is expected in 

the Port Perry Urban Area as illustrated in Figure 5.  The remaining 23% (population 

growth of 525) is anticipated in the rural area.4  The highest population growth is 

anticipated in new urban greenfield areas within existing Wards 2 and 5, as illustrated in 

Figure 6. 

                                            
1 Township of Scugog Development Charges Background Study prepared by Hemson 
Consulting Ltd., May, 2014. 
2 Durham Regional Official Plan, Consolidation, August 13, 2013.  
3 Reflects permanent and seasonal population and Census undercount of approximately 
4%.  
4 Rural population growth reflects the seasonal component of the planned Marsh Forest 
Resort development. 

Community
2016 

Population1
% Share

Urban (Port Perry) 9,935 42%

Rural 13,965 58%

Scugog Total 23,900 100%

Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

1. Includes permanent and seasonal population and Census 

undercount of approximately 4%
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Figure 5 – Township of Scugog 2016 to 2026 Urban and Rural  
Population1 Growth 

 

Figure 6 – Township of Scugog 2016 to 2026 Population1 Growth by Ward 

 

4. Assessment of Scugog’s Existing Ward 
Structure 

In order to develop effective wards for Scugog, it is helpful to begin by identifying the 

strengths and weaknesses of the existing ward structure.  The Guiding Principles 

identified were applied to the individual wards and the overall design, since they form 

the basis for determining whether the status quo continues to be viable.  The evaluation 

is discussed below. 

Representation by Population  

The goal of this Review is to design a system of representation that achieves relative 

parity in the population of the wards, 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 all the individual wards approach an 

Community
2016 

Population

2026 

Population

Population 

Growth,      

2016-2026

Urban (Port Perry) 9,935 11,710 1,775

Rural 13,965 14,490 525

Scugog Total 23,900 26,200 2,300

Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

1. Includes permanent and seasonal population and Census undercount of 

approximately 4%

Current Ward
2016 

Population

2026 

Population

Population 

Growth, 2016-

2026

Ward 1 4,940 4,995 55

Ward 2 5,475 6,540 1,065

Ward 3 3,015 3,575 560

Ward 4 5,850 5,765 -85

Ward 5 4,620 5,325 705

Scugog Total 23,900 26,200 2,300

Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

1. Includes permanent and seasonal population and Census undercount of 

approximately 4%
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“optimal” size.  Based on the Township’s overall population in 2016 (23,900) and a five-

ward system, the optimal population size for each ward will be 4,780.  

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 size.  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. 

The 2016 population variances by ward, illustrated in Figure 7, indicate that two of the 

wards are well above “optimal” including one (Ward 4) that is approaching the top of the 

defined range of variation.  Another (Ward 3) is below the acceptable range of variation 

but two other wards (Wards 1 and 5) are, at present, “optimal.”  These figures confirm 

that the existing wards fall short of meeting the “representation by population” principle. 

Figure 7 – Population by Existing Ward, 2016 

 

Population and Electoral Trends  

The Township’s population has increased by approximately 19% since 1993 with a 

large share of the growth in Port Perry, contributing to the present ward population 

distribution previously noted.1  As previously discussed, Scugog’s population is 

expected to grow from 23,900 in 2016 to 26,200 by 2026, an increase of 10%.  While 

                                            
1 Based on an estimated year 1993 permanent population of approximately 19,000 (an 
interpolated estimate derived from Statistics Canada 1991 and 1996 Census population 
data) and a 2016 permanent population estimate of 22,600.  Population estimates 
include Census undercount of approximately 4% but exclude the Township’s seasonal 
population. 

Population1

Ward 1 4,940          1.03 O

Ward 2 5,475          1.15 O+

Ward 3 3,015          0.63 OR-

Ward 4 5,850          1.22 O+

Ward 5 4,620          0.97 O

Total Population

23,900
Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

1. Includes Census undercount of approximately 4% and estimate of seasonal 

population.

Ward

2016

Variance

Optimal Ward Population

4,780



Page 16 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.  H:\Scugog\Ward Boundary Review\Report\Scugog WBR Report.docx 

some development is forecast over the next decade on Scugog Island, the largest share 

of residential growth is expected to occur in existing Wards 2 and 5. 

Figure 8 – Population by Ward, 2026 

 

A result of these anticipated growth patterns is that by 2026, Ward 2 is expected to 

reach the top of the acceptable range of variation but Ward 3 is expected to remain 

below the acceptable threshold, as illustrated in Figure 8.  On this basis, the existing 

wards fall short of meeting the “Population and Electoral Trends” principle. 

Representation of Communities of Interest  

This Guiding Principle refers to wards consisting of a “plausible grouping” of 

communities and established settlements.  Adjoining neighbourhoods within each urban 

ward have some common interests and existing settlement areas are each located 

within one of the rural wards.   

Another important question in the application of this principle follows from that point:  

after more than forty years as an amalgamated municipality, to what extent do the three 

pre-amalgamation townships constitute meaningful “communities of interest” for 

electoral purposes?  The present ward system, for the most part, preserves those 

historical boundaries.  The challenge is to give proper consideration to the rural 

community of interest in the design of a ward system, especially in light of the growth of 

the urban population within Port Perry.  

Another way to understand this principle is that, as a rule, lines are drawn around 

communities of interest, not through them.  It is notable that one significant and well-

defined community of interest in Scugog is explicitly divided between Wards 2 and 5:  

the historical Port Perry central business district (and the downtown Business 

Population1

Ward 1 4,995          0.95 O

Ward 2 6,540          1.25 O+

Ward 3 3,575          0.68 OR-

Ward 4 5,765          1.10 O+

Ward 5 5,325          1.02 O

2026

Variance

Optimal Ward Population

5,240
Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

1. Includes Census undercount of approximately 4% and estimate of seasonal 

population.

Total Population

26,200

Ward
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Improvement Area) that is divided at Queen Street.  This community of interest, as 

understood in this principle, is not well served in the existing ward system. 

Overall, the existing wards in Scugog are largely successful in meeting the 

“Representation of Communities of Interest” principle.  

Geographical and Topographical Features  

The Lake Scugog shoreline serves as a ward boundary in relation to all of the wards.  

Many inland ward boundaries in Scugog, however, are not actually based on 

recognizable “markers” such as roadways.  The exceptions are a small stretch of 

Highway 7A and Queen Street through Downtown Port Perry (the boundary between 

Wards 2 and 5), a portion of Scugog Line 4 between Simcoe Street and Old Simcoe 

Road (part of the boundary between Wards 1 and 2), Russell and Graham Roads (part 

of the boundary between Wards 1 and 4) and Whitfield Road between the lakefront and 

Old Simcoe Road (part of the boundary between Wards 1 and 5).  Most of the boundary 

lines on the map are clean and straight because that is what they are – lines on a map.  

Other than the exceptions just noted, the majority of the boundaries are “notional”; that 

is, most ward boundaries in Scugog are invisible to residents since they do not 

correspond to physical features.   

The existing wards in Scugog are not entirely successful in meeting the “Geographical 

and Topographical Features” principle but are workable despite being “notional.”  

Effective Representation  

The evaluation of the existing wards in terms of the Guiding Principles has suggested 

that the existing ward boundary configuration does not fully meet any of them.  This 

assessment suggests that there are a number of shortcomings in the existing ward 

structure in Scugog:  for example, the population imbalance among the wards is 

expected to worsen over the next decade, the system includes the fragmentation of a 

significant community of interest (downtown Port Perry).  It is difficult to defend the 

existing system as a means to achieve “Effective Representation” for all residents of the 

Township. 



Page 18 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.  H:\Scugog\Ward Boundary Review\Report\Scugog WBR Report.docx 

Figure 9 – Existing Scugog Configuration Evaluation Summary 

Principle Does the Current 
Ward Structure 

Meet the 
Respective 
Principle? 

Comment 

Representation by 
Population 

No One ward is below the acceptable range of 
variation and another is approaching the 
upper threshold.   

Population and 
Electoral Trends 

No One ward is below the acceptable range of 
variation; two wards are well above “optimal” 
(including one at the threshold). 

Representation of 
Communities of Interest 

Largely successful All settlement areas are kept intact in wards.  
Pre-amalgamation townships are preserved 
as boundaries.  The Port Perry central 
business district is partitioned.  

Geographical and 
Topographical Features  

Partially successful Some boundaries are “notional” rather than 
aligned with roadways or other physical 
features. 

Effective 
Representation 

Partially successful Several factors add up to a system in which 
effective representation is compromised. 

It would be improbable that a ward system review aiming to meet the principles set out 

herein would recommend a structure using the existing ward boundaries and, therefore, 

it is our conclusion that Council should move to change from the status quo.   

5. The Preliminary Options 

Over the course of the study, several possible electoral structure alternatives were 

explored that helped frame the Preliminary Options presented herein.  These are 

discussed below. 

5.1 Change the Size of Council and/or the Number of Wards 

Municipal Councils have the authority to alter the number of Councillors and/or to elect 

them in multiple-member wards.  During the consultations for this Review, there was no 

widespread support at this time for changing the number of Councillors in Scugog.  The 

Consultant Team explored the possibility of a two-member ward based in Port Perry to 

avoid dividing the urban community of interest, but concluded that a system of mixed 

wards (one electing two Councillors and three electing one Councillor each) would not 

be equitable. 
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There is some sense that, as Port Perry grows, the population may be large enough to 

justify another ward.  That point has not been reached but may well be a consideration 

after another three elections (i.e. post 2026). 

The Options for a possible “redivision” of the wards will therefore maintain a system 

designed to elect five Councillors in five wards.  

5.2 Eliminate Wards 

Municipal Councils have the authority to “dissolve” wards in favour of what the Municipal 

Act calls a “general vote” system.  In such a system, all Councillors (as well as the 

Mayor) would be elected by all electors of the Township.  

This alternative is open to Council to adopt.  It is the considered opinion of the 

Consultant Team, however, that a ward system continues to be the appropriate 

electoral model because of the presence of distinctive communities of interest within 

Scugog that can best be represented in a ward system.   

5.3 Make No Change to Existing Ward Boundaries 

Provincial legislation does not require municipalities to review, let alone adjust, their 

electoral arrangements on a pre-determined schedule.  Furthermore, there are no 

conditions established by the Province that would oblige Council to modify ward 

boundaries.  One course of action open to Council, then, would be to choose to leave 

the present boundaries in place for the 2018 municipal election. 

Through the public consultation process, several residents offered the opinion that this 

entire Ward Boundary Review is unnecessary or premature in nature.  

This Review has concluded, however, that the existing ward boundaries used to elect 

members of the Township of Scugog’s Council fall short of meeting the principles that 

were adopted for this Review, as discussed in Chapter 4.  It is the Consultant Team’s 

independent professional assessment that it would be inadvisable to leave in place a 

system that has observable shortcomings.  Such a decision could be open to a petition 

from residents (section 223 of the Municipal Act) that might eventually require a defence 

of the present ward system before the Ontario Municipal Board.  

5.4 Redivision Options 

The Consultant Team has concluded that an alternative ward configuration would be 

desirable in Scugog and developed four Preliminary Options to redivide the Township 
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into five wards.  Public feedback on these Options was solicited through the public 

consultation process.  The Preliminary Options are discussed below. 

5.4.1 Preliminary Option A 

Preliminary Option A and its respective ward boundaries and population by ward is 

presented in Figure 10.  This proposed ward design moves the Ward 2–Ward 5 

boundary south from Queen Street to Highway 7A and extends Ward 3 south along 

Simcoe Street south of King Street and east along Highway 7A to Cartwright West 

Quarter Line.  The Downtown is placed in Ward 5 while Ward 2 includes most of the 

emerging urban growth area. 

• The design’s overall population distribution in 2016 shows that Ward 3 is still 

below the population threshold but two wards are at the optimal size. 

• The design’s overall forecast population distribution in 2026 shows all wards 

within the range of variance although the two urban wards (Wards 2 and 5) are 

well above optimal and Ward 3 is at the lower end of the threshold.   

• The western boundary of the proposed Wards 2 and 5 is still notional, as is a 

portion of the Ward 3–Ward 4 boundary, but all others use existing physical 

features (roadways). 

• General characteristics contribute to effective representation. 
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Figure 10 – Preliminary Ward Option A 
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5.4.2 Preliminary Option B 

Preliminary Option B and its respective ward boundaries and population by ward is 

presented in Figure 11.  This proposed ward design moves the Ward 2–Ward 5 

boundary south from Queen Street to Highway 7A and extends Ward 3 south along 

Simcoe Street south of King Street.  The proposed eastern boundary of Ward 3 runs 

along Proutt Road and Regional 57 Road to Highway 7A and follows Cartwright West 

Quarter Line to the boundary with Clarington.  The Downtown is now placed in Ward 5 

while Ward 2 includes most of the emerging urban growth area. 

• The design’s overall current population distribution is not well balanced with one 

ward optimal, two well above optimal and one below the range of variation. 

• The design’s overall forecast population distribution in 2026 shows all wards 

within the range of variance, although the one urban ward is well above optimal.   

• The western boundary of the proposed Wards 2 and 5 is still notional, as is a 

small portion of the Ward 3–Ward 4 boundary, but all others use existing physical 

features (roadways). 

• The division of the shoreline opposite Scugog Island in two wards is a break from 

tradition. 

• The Ward 3–Ward 4 configuration does not contribute to effective representation.
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Figure 11 – Preliminary Ward Option B 
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5.4.3  Preliminary Option C 

Preliminary Option C and its respective ward boundaries and population by ward is 

presented in Figure 12.  This proposed ward design moves the Ward 2–Ward 5 

boundary south from Queen Street to Highway 7A and extends Ward 3 south along 

Simcoe Street south of Scugog Line 4.  The eastern boundary of Ward 3 is Highway 7A 

to Cartwright West Quarter Line.  The western boundary of Ward 5 follows the Old 

Simcoe Road to Reach Street (Regional Road 8) then south through green space west 

of Roseborough Drive.  The Downtown is placed in Ward 5 while Ward 2 includes most 

of the emerging urban growth area. 

• The design’s overall current population distribution is reasonably balanced with 

one ward below the range of variation, one ward optimal and two well above 

optimal. 

• The design’s overall forecast population distribution in 2026 shows all wards 

within the range of variance, although one urban ward is well above optimal.   

• The western boundary of the proposed Ward 2 and a portion of the proposed 

Ward 5 is still notional.  All others use existing physical features (primarily 

roadways). 

• General characteristics contribute to effective representation, although internal 

lines of communication in the proposed Ward 3 are problematic. 
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Figure 12 – Preliminary Ward Option C 
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5.4.4 Preliminary Option D 

Preliminary Option D and its respective ward boundaries and population by ward is 

presented in Figure 13.  This proposed ward design moves the Ward 2–Ward 5 

boundary south from Queen Street to Highway 7A and extends Ward 2 south between 

Simcoe Street and Highways 7 and 12 to the boundary with Oshawa.  The Ward 3 

southern boundary is moved from a notional line at King Street to a notional line at 

Scugog Line 4.  The proposed Ward 3 is also extended west to include residential and 

commercial areas south of Highway 7A and east of Simcoe Street.  The proposed Ward 

4 is extended to the west to Simcoe Street.  The Downtown is placed in Ward 5 while 

most of the emerging urban growth area is located in Ward 2 with some forecast in the 

proposed Ward 3. 

• The design’s overall current population distribution is skewed with three wards 

below optimal, one ward well above the optimal size and one just above the 

upper threshold.   

• The design’s overall forecast population distribution in 2026 shows all wards 

within the range of variance, although there is a considerable gap between the 

smallest and largest wards.   

• A significant part of the boundary of the proposed Ward 5 is still notional and the 

southern and eastern boundaries of the proposed Ward 3 now follow notional 

lines.  All others use existing physical features. 

• The proposed Ward 2 is a mixture of urban residential and rural interests.  

• General characteristics contribute to effective representation. 
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Figure 13 – Preliminary Ward Option D 
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5.4.5 Public Response to Preliminary Ward Options 

As previously discussed, public input on the Preliminary Options was solicited through 

public consultation.  Respondents were asked to rank their preferred ward boundary 

configuration (of the four Preliminary Options, existing ward structure and an at-large 

system).  The results are presented in Figure 14.  Based on the respondents’ 1st and 2nd 

choices, the existing ward structure was viewed most favourably.  Of the Preliminary 

Options, Preliminary Option D received some support, with limited support for 

Preliminary Options A, B and C.  There was also limited support by respondents to 

move to an at-large system. 

Figure 14 – Ward Options and Preference of Respondents 
Based on Ranking 

 

5.4.6 Evaluation 

The major additional test of the suitability of the various Preliminary Options is the 

application of the Guiding Principles.  A summary of the evaluation measuring the 

relative success of the Preliminary Options against the Guiding Principles is provided in 

Figure 15.  As shown, Preliminary Option C ranks relatively high with respect to meeting 

the Guiding Principles followed closely by Preliminary Options A and D.  Preliminary 

Option B rank moderately lower in favourability, while the existing ward structure ranks 

relatively low overall. 
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Figure 15 – Preliminary Options Evaluation Summary 

Preliminary 
Option 

Representation 
by Population 

Population 
and 

Electoral 
Trends 

Representation 
of 

Communities 
of Interest 

Geographical 
and 

Topographical 
Features 

Effective 
Representation  

A No Yes 
Largely 

successful 
Partially 

successful 
Largely 

successful 

B No Yes 
Partially 

successful 
Partially 

successful 
Partially 

successful 

C No  Yes 
Largely 

successful 
Largely 

successful 
Largely 

successful 

D No Yes 
Partially 

successful 
Largely 

successful 
Largely 

successful 

Present 
Ward 

Structure 
No No 

Largely 
successful 

Partially 
successful 

Partially 
successful 

Meet Requirements of Guiding Principle? 

Yes 
Largely 

successful 
Partially 

successful 
No 

 
Higher Rating Lower Rating 

6. Final Options 

Based on the feedback received through public consultation, technical analysis and 

further refinement, two potential final ward boundary configurations (Options 1 and 2) 

were developed and are presented herein. These include: 

• Final Option 1 – a minor reconfiguration of the existing ward structure; and 

• Final Option 2 – a configuration based on Preliminary Ward Option C.  

 

The refinement in Final Option 1 is limited to moving the existing boundary between 

Ward 2 and Ward 5 from Queen Street to Highway 7A.  Final Option 2 includes Wards 2 

and 5 from Preliminary Option C with the existing Ward 1 adjusted to accommodate the 

modified Ward 5.  Wards 3 and 4 would remain as they are at present. 

As noted earlier, it is unlikely that a ward system will meet all the Guiding Principles 

equally.  In Scugog’s case, the basic geography of the Township and the major lines of 

communication do not form a grid that can be neatly divided into five equal parts.  In 
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addition, the population is distributed unevenly across the Township.  The key challenge 

is posed by Scugog’s history and topography, which have an impact on four of the 

Guiding Principles: 

• The population of Scugog Island is not large enough today to constitute a single 

ward or in 2026 without expansion of the ward into the central part of the 

Township (the “Representation by Population” and “Population and Electoral 

Trends” principles);  

• The areas closest to Scugog Island are wetlands and marshes and are 

unsuitable for residential communities.  To reach a reasonable population figure, 

a re-designed ward that includes Scugog Island would need to extend either to 

the west to include residential neighbourhoods in Port Perry, or to the east 

towards Blackstock, which would be viewed unfavourably with respect to 

Representation of Communities of Interest; and 

• Some ward boundaries are still “notional” rather than visible features (the 

“Geographical and Topographical Features” principle). 

Neither of the two Final Options can be assessed as unequivocally meeting the Guiding 

Principles.  Both Final Options, however, offer improvements over the existing ward 

structure, as illustrated in Chapter 4. 

The goal of this Review is to design a system of effective representation that seeks 

relative parity in the population of the wards, with some degree of variation acceptable 

in light of population densities and demographic realities across the Township.  

Typically, an Option that fails to meet the two population principles would be excluded 

from further consideration.  As suggested, however, designing five wards with balanced 

populations only appears possible by disregarding important communities of interest 

within the Township.  The design of suitable ward alternatives, however, is not 

dependent only on relative parity since it involves applying all five principles established 

for this Review.  On that basis, we have concluded that the “Representation by 

Population” principle cannot be met for any ward based on Scugog Island, but that a 

ward system that addresses other shortcomings in the existing ward system is 

defensible.  

The extent to which the two Final Options meet the Guiding Principles adopted for this 

Review and offer the Township of Scugog an effective and equitable system to electing 

members of Council, is discussed below. 
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Final Option 1 

Final Option 1 is presented in Figure 16 and the population by proposed ward is 

summarized in Figure 17.  Key characteristics of this design include the following: 

• Retains three wards (Wards 1, 3 and 4) as presently drawn; 

• Includes Downtown Port Perry in a single ward (Ward 5); 

• Includes most of the greenfield residential growth in a single ward (Ward 2);  

• The two urban wards would remain within the acceptable range of variation to 

2026; 

• Leaves Ward 4 in the high population range in 2016 but closer to optimal 

population in 2026; 

• Accepts that Ward 3 will remain below the range of variation to 2026; and 

• Retains the historical rural communities of interest. 
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Figure 16 – Final Option 1 
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Figure 17 – Final Option 1 Population1 by Proposed Ward 

 

The overall evaluation of Final Option 1 is summarized in Figure 18.  The assignment of 

“No” to the two population principles is the result of the complications around designing 

a higher population unit of representation for Scugog Island.  In fact, the rest of the 

wards are successful.  Final Option 1 is an improvement on the present system. 

Figure 18 – Evaluation Summary of Final Option 1 

Principle Does the 
Proposed Ward 
Structure Meet 
the Respective 

Principle? 

Comment 

Representation by 
Population  

No Ward 3 falls outside the range of 
variation.  Ward 1 is optimal.  Two wards 
are higher than optimal. 

Population and 
Electoral Trends 

No Ward 3 falls outside the range of 
variation.  Ward 1 is optimal.  Two wards 
are higher than optimal. 

Representation of 
Communities of 
Interest 

Yes All settlement areas are kept intact in 
wards.  Pre-amalgamation townships are 
preserved as boundaries.  The Port Perry 
central business district is included in one 
ward.  

Geographical and 
Topographical 
Features 

Partially 
successful 

Some boundaries “notional” rather than 
aligned with roadways or other physical 
features. 

Effective 
Representation 

Largely 
successful 

Population and area imbalances offset by 
reasonably coherent and well-understood 
wards. 

 

Population Population

Ward 1 4,940        1.03 O 4,995        0.95 O

Ward 2 4,425        0.93 O- 5,535        1.06 O+

Ward 3 3,015        0.63 OR- 3,575        0.68 OR-

Ward 4 5,850        1.22 O+ 5,765        1.10 O+

Ward 5 5,670        1.19 O+ 6,335        1.21 O+

Ward Average 4,780          5,240          
Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

1. Includes Census undercount of approximately 4% and estimate of seasonal population. 

Ward

2016 2026

Variance Variance
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Final Option 2 

Final Option 2 is presented in Figure 19 with population by proposed ward summarized 

in Figure 20.  Key characteristics of this design include the following: 

• Retains two wards either as presently drawn (Ward 4) or changed only slightly 

(Ward 3); 

• Includes Downtown Port Perry in a single ward (Ward 5); 

• Excludes rural area from Ward 5; 

• Includes most of the greenfield residential growth in a single ward (Ward 2);   

• The two urban wards (Wards 2 and 5) would remain within the acceptable range 

of variation to 2026; 

• Leaves Ward 4 in the high population range in 2016 but closer to optimal 

population in 2026; 

• Accepts that Ward 3 will remain below the range of variation to 2026;  

• Uses a natural feature (Cawkers Creek) as part of the western boundary of Ward 

5; and 

• Retains the historical rural communities of interest. 
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Figure 19 – Final Option 2 
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Figure 20 – Final Option 2 Population1 by Proposed Ward 

 

The overall evaluation of Final Option 2 is summarized in Figure 21.  The assignment of 

“No” to the two population principles is a result of the complications around designing a 

higher population unit of representation for Scugog Island.  In fact, the rest of the wards 

are successful.  Final Option 2 is an improvement on the present system. 

Figure 21 – Evaluation Summary of Final Option 2 

Principle Does the 
Proposed Ward 
Structure Meet 
the Respective 

Principle? 

Comment 

Representation by 
Population  

No Ward 3 falls outside the range of 
variation.  Ward 1 is close to optimal.  
Two wards are higher than optimal. 

Population and 
Electoral Trends 

No Ward 3 falls outside the range of 
variation.  Ward 1 is optimal, Ward 2 is 
close to optimal.  Two wards are higher 
than optimal. 

Representation of 
Communities of 
Interest 

Yes All settlement areas are kept intact in 
wards.  Pre-amalgamation townships 
are preserved as boundaries.  The Port 
Perry central business district is 
included in one ward.  

Geographical and 
Topographical 
Features 

Largely 
successful 

Few boundaries “notional” rather than 
aligned with roadways or other physical 
features. 

Effective 
Representation 

Largely 
successful 

Population and area imbalances offset 
by reasonably coherent and well-
understood wards. 

Population Population

Ward 1 5,070        1.06 O+ 5,120        0.98 O

Ward 2 4,470        0.93 O- 5,575        1.06 O+

Ward 3 3,015        0.63 OR- 3,575        0.68 OR-

Ward 4 5,850        1.22 O+ 5,765        1.10 O+

Ward 5 5,495        1.15 O+ 6,160        1.18 O+

Ward Average 4,780          5,240          
Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

1. Includes Census undercount of approximately 4% and estimate of seasonal population. 

Ward

2016 2026

Variance Variance
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7. Recommendations 

This report has evaluated the existing ward structure in terms of the Guiding Principles 

established for the Ward Boundary Review and the public input received.  This 

evaluation suggests strongly that the existing ward boundary configuration does not 

meet the expectations of the Guiding Principles.  The existing ward structure will not be 

equitable or effective over the next decade and this Review has concluded that Scugog 

would be better served by an alternative ward boundary configuration. 

The input received through the public consultation process suggests that there is 

opposition to a significant alteration to the present system of representation.  These 

sentiments do not negate the shortcomings of the existing ward structure to meet the 

Guiding Principles.  Asserting that the population balance is unimportant does not make 

the wards equitable or consistent with the aspiration – endorsed in the Guiding 

Principles, in case law or O.M.B. rulings – that they should be.  As made clear in section 

1.5, however, the decision to retain the current ward structure or to accept only limited 

change so as to preserve most of the pre-amalgamation boundaries is within the power 

of the Township of Scugog’s Council.  

The two Options (Final Options 1 and 2) presented herein were designed to address 

shortcomings identified in the present system by providing wards that are balanced in 

population now and over the next three elections, and to better reflect the community of 

interest associated with Downtown Port Perry.  In our assessment, the Final Options 

offer more effective representation than the current ward structure.  

Either choice would be defensible, though, in the event of an appeal to the Ontario 

Municipal Board. 

 


