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Town of
[ ]

Heart of the Valley ®

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Town Hall — Council Chambers
Monday, January 4, 2016
7:00 pm

AGENDA

Call to Order
Approval of the Agenda
Approval of the Minutes

Presentations:
4.1. Valley Waste Resource Management - Jeff Martin and Andrew Garrett

Action Items

5.1 Valley Waste Draft Budget — 2016-2017

5.2 RFD 001-2016: Fire Department Donations Policy
5.3 RFD 002-2016: Electronic Voting

Information/Discussion ltems

6.1. Accounting Activities Report — November & December 2015
Anything by Members

Adjournment



Valley Region Solid Waste-Resource Management Authority
Report to Partner Municipalities
2016-2017 Draft Operating and Capital Budget
November 19, 2015

Please find attached the revised draft of the Authority’s 2016-2017 Operating and Capital
Budgets as approved for forwarding to Municipal Partners by the Authority at its Regular
monthly meeting held on November 18, 2015. The Authority has dedicated a great deal of time
and effort in reviewing and finalizing these drafts. We are pleased to be in the position of
providing the attached draft budgets to our partner municipalities well in advance of end of the
calendar year in keeping with the terms and provisions of the Intermunicipal Services
Agreement. The Authority and staff are confident that the attached draft Operating and Capital
Budgets forwarded for your consideration have been prepared with accuracy and careful
attention to detail.

As you will see, the proposed budget results in a 3.00% decrease over the 2015-2016 approved
budget and returns surplus funds estimated to be $676,373 to our partner municipalities from
current year operations. The proposed budget maintains the current level of Authority
approved programs and services as well as addressing some issues raised as a result of the
recently completed Organizational Review which are highlighted below.

We trust that the following information will be of assistance in your deliberations of the Valley
Region Solid Waste-Resource Management Authority’s 2016-2017 Operating and Capital
Budgets. If you have any questions or concerns or would like to arrange for a presentation of
the draft budget for your Council, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Capital Budget for 2016-2017

A copy of the draft 2016-2017 Capital Budget is attached and includes a 10-year capital plan,
financing summary and summary of total anticipated fiscal services financing requirements
based on existing borrowings and proposed expenditures. In order to address capital
requirements for the upcoming year, the following expenditures are recommended:

Replace 2009 Ford F150 Pick Up 4X4 S 35,000 financed 5 years
Power Lift Gate for 2009 F150 Pick Up Replacement S 4,000 draw from operating
Replace 2003 Freightliner Roll Off Truck $190,000 financed 5 years
Replace 2004 Chevrolet Silverado 4X4 with RTV S 25,000 financed 5 years
Replace 2007 Chevrolet Silverado 4X4 S 35,000 financed 5 years
Replace 2008 Ford Ranger Extended Cab 4X4 S 35,000 financed 5 years

Roll Off Containers $ 15,500 draw from operating
Replace Weigh Scale-Outgoing EMC S 79,000 financed 10 years

Page 1 of 10

Valley Region Solid Waste-Resource Management Authority
2016-2017 Draft Operating and Capital Budget Report to Partner Municipalities
November 19, 2015



Brush for RTV S 6,900 draw from operating
Fencing adjustment — WMC $ 15,000 draw from operating

Summary of Capital Budget

e Total Financed Capital Budget $399,000
e Total Draw from Revenue Capital Budget S 41,400
e Total Capital Budget 5$440,400

It should be noted that the replacement of the scale at the East Management Centre is the 2"
step in replacing the aging infrastructure of the 4 scales in use at both Management Centre
facilities. Pricing has been based on the submitted proposal from the successful proponent for
this project.

As can be seen on the 10-year Capital Plan, Unit 11 2004 Chevrolet 4X4 will be disposed of as
surplus, but replaced with an RTV for use at the Management Centre sites. The 2009 Ford F150
will also be rolled for use at the Management Centre Site. Taking this action increases the
Authority’s fleet of vehicles by adding only the RTV, which should in turn, offer significant
savings in fuel and other costs by taking advantage of this more economical option.

All of the above vehicles being declared as surplus will be disposed of in keeping with Policy.
While difficult to pinpoint values at this point, all funds from the sale of these vehicles will be
placed in an existing Reserve for Operating Equipment Replacement account which currently
holds a balance of $21,083.59. These funds will be available to the Authority for use in the
future to offset capital equipment acquisitions as deemed appropriate. It is also hoped that by
replacing a number of vehicles at the same time, the Authority will achieve optimal
replacement pricing.

It is important to note, that while a 10 year plus capital plan is included, that plan is reviewed in
its entirety each year to ensure that acquisitions are in the best interest of the Authority into
the future. All efforts are made to avoid large spikes in required capital funding while at the
same time ensuring that the Authority has the equipment in place that is needed to achieve
operational efficiency.

The fiscal services financing budget line represents costs associated for borrowing for the
projects approved for financing in 2016-2017 and previous years. It is important to note that
the original loan in place with Municipal Finance Corporation for the administration office in
the amount of $2,022,400 will be due for a 5-year renewal in 2017-2018. It is estimated at this
time that the renewal will be based on a balance of approximately $1,483,092. The renewal of
this loan is highlighted on the Summary of Anticipated Financing Charges spreadsheet that
forms part of the Capital Budget and Plan. In 2018-2019, the Authority can anticipate the
renewal of the loan with the Municipal Finance Corporation for the Greencart Storage Building.
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The original amount for this loan was $281,000 and it anticipated that $206,060 will remain at
time of renegotiation. Both of these projects are amortized over a 15 year period.

Below is a summary of partner capital financing requirements:

Total Capital Budget 440,400
Draw From Revenue 41,400
Debt Financing Requirment 399,000

Draft

Percentages

Financed Capital Requirements 2016-2017
Municipality of Annapolis 20.85% 83,192
Municipality of Kings 58.15% 232,019
Town of Annapolis Royal 0.77% 3,072
Town of Berwick 2.71% 10,813
Community of Hantsport 1.35% 5,387
Town of Kentville 7.74% 30,883
Town of Middleton 1.96% 7,820
Town of Wolfville 6.47% 25,815
Total Financed Capital Requirements 399,000

100.00%

Upon approval the Authority will secure financing through the Municipal Finance Corporation.
As is the case with the operating budget partner share percentages, adjustments will be made
based on final uniform assessment figures, once available.
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General Assumptions Operating Budget

2015-2016 Operating Budget Surplus
o 2015-2016 Operating Budget Surplus is projected to be approximately $676,373 at this
time based on 6 months of actual activity and estimates for the remainder of the fiscal

year.

o The key driving factors leading to the surplus are:
o Revenues:

East and West Tipping Fees — projected at $1,907,000 versus the
budgeted value of $1,798,500 for a difference of $108,500

RRFB Diversion Credits — projected at $367,000 versus the budgeted
value of $260,000 for a difference of $107,000. This is due in large part
to an outcry for more provincial funding toward solid-waste resource
management programs and services across Nova Scotia.

Dairy Agreement — projected at $96,425 versus the budgeted value of
$80,000 for a difference of $16,425. The Atlantic Dairy Council
reimburses the total cost to manage milk packaging through the regional
recycling programs including collection, processing, education,
enforcement and administration. The actual cost to recycle dairy
containers for the Valley Region in 2013-14 was $69,627 based on the
percentage of dairy containers in proportion to all of the Authorities
recycling materials.; however, we received $96,425 in funding as the
formula for distributing funds is based on the average cost of recycling
for municipalities across the province.

o Expenditures

Residential Collection Contract — projected at $2,596,400 versus
budgeted amount of $2,609,000 for a savings of $12,600 due primarily to
the final housing adjustment figure being less than anticipated at time of
budget development

Residential Collection Spring and Fall Clean-up — projected at $196,700
versus budgeted amount of $213,451 for a savings of $16,751

Organics Processing West — projected at $327,300 versus budgeted
amount of $343,300 for a savings of $16,000

Residuals Disposal East — projected at $1,038,700 versus budgeted
amount of $1,270,000 for a savings of $231,300 —due to rate decrease for
landfill services with the Municipality of the District of Chester

Residuals Disposal West — projected at $439,700 versus budgeted
amount of $540,900 for a savings of $101,200 in keeping with note above
Residuals Disposal East and West Adjustment — projected at O versus
budgeted amount of $111,700 for a difference of $111,700
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= Communication and Enforcement Salaries — projected at $351,929 versus
budgeted amount of $366,794 for a savings of $14,865 primarily due to
staff turnover during current year

»= Communication and Enforcement Advertising — projected at $10,000
versus budgeted amount of $19,000 for a savings of $9,000

= Fuel savings have been achieved throughout the Authority’s operations
as well over the current fiscal year for not only the Authority’s owned and
operated equipment, but within the contracts as well for a total of
$98,859

o While these are considered to be the key drivers totalling $844,200 and exceed
the anticipated surplus, shortfalls in other accounts within the budget bring the
surplus total down to the estimated $676,373. For example, the sale of
materials at both the East and West Management Centres are down from
budgeted levels of $109,300 to 58,500 for a shortfall of $50,800.

Service Delivery:

As indicated earlier, there are no anticipated changes in the current level of service
provision incorporated in the budget. However, a 1% increase has been included in
budgeted tipping fee revenue for the upcoming year. The Manager of Policy and
Planning position has also been reinstated for the upcoming year in keeping with the
recommendation noted in the recently completed Organizational Review.

The Authority has also recognized the value of considering the extension of 2 key
contracts.

o The first being the contract with the Municipality of the District of Chester for
landfill services where extending the life of the Authority’s contract for this
service would have a significant impact on the current disposal fee associated
with their closure costs. The current contract is scheduled for expiry in 2026.

o The other contract being considered for extension is with NorthRidge Farms for
Organics Processing. As the Province continues to consider regulatory
amendments which could result in significant impact on costing for composting
facilities, it is felt to be in the best interest of our municipal partners to extend
this contract now slated for expiry in 2017.

Valley Community Fibre Network — $20,000 was included in the operating budget for
the 2015-2016 fiscal year. While the Municipality of Kings remains supportive of the
Authority’s goal of having servers reside with them, the connection to the Valley
Community Fibre Network project has been put on hold for the moment. The funds
have been shown as expended in the IT Budget during the current year with the plan of
ensuring that the funds are set aside for future use when and if this valuable project can
proceed.
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e Surplus Retained 2014-2015 — A total of $27,008 in surplus funding was retained at
2014-2015 year end as part of the audit process for use toward the Organizational
Review and for salary costs associated with the transition from the previous Operations
Manager to our new Operations Manager during the current fiscal year. These funds
can be identified in the projection column of the Prior Year Surplus Retained budget
line.

Participating Municipal Partners:

e A seamless transition resulted when the Town of Bridgetown became part of the
Municipality of Annapolis County on April 1, 2015 with no change in the level of service.

e While the Town of Hantsport dissolved and became part of the Municipality of the
District of West Hants effective July 1, 2015, the Authority continues to provide the
same level of service previously provided to the Town. The draft budget being
presented today includes the continuation of service to this community. Negotiations
will take place between the Authority and the Municipality of District of West Hants
regarding the future.

Salaries
e All salary levels have been indexed at a 1.7% CPI cost of living increase as per the
recommendation of the Authority during budget deliberation.

Organizational Review

e The Authority’s Organizational Review is now complete with the associated
recommendations being further investigated. As indicated earlier, the position of
Manager of Policy and Planning has been reinstated in the 2016-2017 draft budget.

e In keeping with the recommendation resulting from this review, $40,000 has been
included in the projections for the current year to undertake a Services and Facilities
Review which will address the majority of the remaining recommendations.

e Also in keeping with the recommendation from the Organizational Review, $20,000 has
been included in the 2016-2017 budget to undertake a salary review across the
Authority’s operations.

Utility Rates (electrical, water, sewer, hydrant rentals, phones)
e No provision for any increase in utility rates. There is however a 3% increase in
insurance fees included in the 2016-2017 budget.

Gasoline and Diesel Fuel
e Budgeted values included throughout the document are based on industry predicted
increases into the upcoming year.
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Commodity Tonnages:

2015-2016 2016-2017
Service Projection Tonnage Draft Budget Tonnage
Construction and Demolition Debris | East: 1,527 East: 1,530
Transportation West: 287 West: 300
Total: 1,814 Total: 1,830
Construction and Demolition Debris | East: 3,055 East: 3,100
Processing West: 528 West: 550
Total: 3,583 Total: 3,650
Recyclables Processing East: 4,200 East: 4,250
West: 2,334 West: 2,350
Total: 6,534 Total: 6,600
Organics Processing East: 7,000 East: 7,000
West: 3,527 West: 3,550
Total: 10,527 Total: 10,550
Residuals Disposal East: 14,174 East: 14,200
West: 6,000 West: 6,100
Total: 20,174 Total: 20,300
Residuals Transportation East: 13,849 East: 13,875
West: 6,000 West: 6,100
Total: 19,849 Total: 19,975

Capital Reserve Fund

e 2016-2017 value set at $161,051 a 10% increase over 2015-2016 levels in keeping with
the Authority’s Capital Reserve Policy.

e Tipping Fees

Specific Revenue Assumptions

o As previously indicated a 1% tipping fee increase is included in the draft budget
for 2016-2017 effective April 1, 2016. The Authority will be considering a Policy
regarding increasing and/or decreasing tipping fees to provide guidance into the
future during an upcoming meeting.

e RRFB Diversion Credits

o 2015-2016 Projection set at $367,000 which is $107,000 over budgeted levels.
Budgeted levels were set based on the best information provided by the RRFB at

that time.

o Budget for 2016-2017 set at $300,000 based on best estimates at this time.

e Wind Turbine

o The wind turbine construction and commissioning wound up with the blades
generating the first electricity on October 21, 2015, slightly ahead of schedule.
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$29,000 based on participation in the COMFIT Program has been included in
2015-2016 projections. $70,000 in revenue from energy production has been
included in the 2016-2017 budget. All involved are pleased to see this project
complete.

Specific Expenses Assumptions

Administration

Office Maintenance:

o The 2015-2016 projection for General Administration Office Maintenance is set
at $3,000 to include a newly established agreement for the maintenance of the
heating/cooling units.

o The 2016-2017 budget for General Administration Office Maintenance is set at
$10,200 to include paint touch ups, the contract for the maintenance of the
heating/cooling units and the installation of protective rubber strips on the
staircase.

Office Equipment

o The 2015-2016 projection for Office Equipment is set at 8,000 which includes
funds to replace the board room chairs.

o The 2016-2017 budget for Office Equipment is set at $10,500 to include board
room upgrades (tables, connections for notebooks and pads) and an electric
vehicle charging station.

Western Management Centre

In March of 2015, Nova Scotia Environment Inspectors visited the Western Management
Centre Site in follow-up to the submission of the Annual Reports associated with the
Authority’s Industrial Approvals.  During this inspection, the compliance issue of
“provide effective control of vectors (pigeons) at the transfer facility as per section 8 of
your approval to operate”. In response, a letter dated April 23, 2015 was released to
Nova Scotia Environment indicating that “we are now in the process of investigating the
implementation of control measures to eliminate this hazard.” While this is an
unbudgeted project, $50,000 has been included in the projection for the 2015-2016
fiscal year to address this serious issue. Bird control netting will be acquired and
installed using these funds as soon as possible.

Residential Collection

Curb-side Collection Contract base price per month of service for 2015-2016 is $206,675
plus a housing adjustment of 158 new dwellings ($806.83/month) for a total of
$207,482 per month plus HST.
Curb-side Collection Contract base price per month of service for 2016-2017 is $211,842
including an estimated housing adjustment of 160 units (833.60/month) for a total of
$212,676 per month plus HST.
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e The total of 39,804 serviced units has been used for the purposes of the 2016-2017
fiscal year. The confirmation of serviced unit numbers will form part of the Services and
Facilities Review.

e 2016-2017 will be 3™ year of a 5 year contract scheduled to expire March 31, 2019.

Construction and Demolition Debris Processing and Transportation

e Processing rate for 2015-2016 set at $20.00 per tonne reflecting a $1.00 per tonne
increase over prior year; however, actual processing rate remained at the prior year
level of $19.00 per tonne. The Processing rate for 2016-2017 has been set at $20.00
per tonne.

e Transportation rate for 2015-2016 set at $17.30 per tonne. The transportation rate for
2016-2017 is set at $17.51. 2016-2017 represents the 2" year of a 5-year
transportation contract expiring March 31, 2020.

Recyclables Processing
e Rate for 2016-2017 remains at 2015-2016 level or $125.00 plus HST per tonne.

Organics Processing
e Rate for 2016-2017 remains at 2015-2016 levels or $88.97 per tonne plus HST based on
a 4% contamination rate.
e The current contract with NorthRidge Farms for this service will expire as of June 30,
2017; however, as indicated earlier, initial discussions to extend the contract are now
under way.

Residuals Disposal

e Rate for 2016-2017 set at $76.00 per metric tonne including the Host Community Fee
based on consultation with the Municipality of the District of Chester. The 2015-2016
rate was budgeted at $94.07 per tonne, however, based on increased activity at the
landfill the rate was reduced to $73.28 per tonne resulting in significant savings for the
Authority for this service.

e There are no residual adjustment figures included in either the 2015-2016 projections or
the 2016-2017 budget.

e As indicated earlier, extending this contract to reduce fees associated with closure costs
is under consideration at this time as extending the life of the landfill will greatly affect
annual closure cost calculations.

Residuals Transportation
e Rate for 2016-2017 set at $18.34 per tonne which is a .34 per tonne increase over 2015-
2016 levels.
e 2016-2017 represents the 2" year of the 5-year contract.
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Communications and Enforcement

2015-2016 Projections for salaries are lower than budgeted levels due to temporary
vacancies in early 2015-2016. Projections are lower than budgeted levels in the
advertising account due to the timing of the My-Waste App payment.

2016-2017 budget includes annual My-Waste subscription and 60% of salary for the
proposed reinstatement of the Manager of Policy and Planning position. There are also
funds to offer an additional compost giveaway and two Reuse Centre openings at the
Western Management Centre due to the success of these two popular programs.

Information and Technology

The 2016-2017 budget is set at $33,150 representing a reduction of $25,300 from 2015-
2016 levels.
The Authority budgeted for the replacement of a server in 2015-2016 which will not be
required in 2016-2017.
The Authority’s joining the Valley Community Fibre Network (VCFN) is discussed above.
As a reminder, the benefits of joining include:
o Allows Authority network to be managed by Municipality of the County of Kings
through connection to the VCFN,
o Future savings in server equipment replacement,
Future savings in associated Licenses and Maintenance Agreements,
o Immediate access to IT expertise when server issues arise to minimize impact on
all operations particularly at the scalehouses.
o Elimination of temperature controlled room for equipment at Valley Waste
office,
More security for data — no need for Authority staff to manage daily back-ups,
Future additional server capacity when and if required,
Opportunity to participate in collaborative projects at potentially reduced costs,
Opens door to new technologies

O

o O O O

| hope that the above information is of help as you consider the Valley Region Solid Waste-
Resource Management Authority’s Draft Operating and Capital Budgets for the 2016-2017 fiscal
year. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or concerns or if you would like
to arrange to have staff provide a draft budget presentation to your Council.

Respectfully submitted,

Ross Maybee
General Manager
Valley Waste-Resource Management
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: | /7~ Town of REQUEST FOR DECISION
Donations Policy Revision

Heart of the Valley ® #001-2016

Date: 16 November 2015 | Subject: Donations Policy Revision

Proposal Attached: Yes | Submitted by: Rachel Turner, Chief Administrative Officer

Proposal: | That Council amend the current Donations Policy.

Background: | Initially, this policy was put in place to end the practice of the
Town of Middleton receipting donations made to the Middleton
Fire Department. The donations were put through the Town’s
financial accounts and then reimbursed to the Fire Department.
Because of the ability of the Fire Department to establish a
separate charitable organization and issue its own receipts, the
recommendation was that this was the more preferred and
financially acceptable practice.

While the above was achieved, an issue has arisen where there
are donations currently being accepted by the Town as they relate
to the New Fire Hall/Community Centre fundraising project but
are being collected from a number of people in the community
and being turned in by one individual. A recent incident also
included an error in addition of some of those donations, which
required additional cost and work from our financial software
provider to reverse the receipt and enter it correctly. The Town
receipts these donations because they are raised and donated
specifically to go towards this future capital project.

The issue of having one person collect and submit a number of
donations is a practice that should be stopped. It is the opinion of
staff that receipting grouped donations through the Town’s
financial accounts is not a clear or transparent transaction. In
addition, there are some individuals who are making donations
that may not be receiving their proper receipt. These receipts may
provide income tax benefits that they are currently missing.

The Town’s Solicitor was consulted on this matter and agreed
that this practice may contribute to a real or perceived conflict of
interest, and that the Town should stop this practice and ensure
that each donation is submitted by the individual who is actually




making the donation, and receipt that donation at the time it is
made.

Benefits:

By not allowing grouped donations (i.e. donations in small
amounts to be entered as one larger donation under one name
and/or one individual collecting on behalf of many), it ensures
that the Town is acknowledging the true donor and creates a clear
and transparent financial transaction for each financial donation
made to the Town.

By implementing this change now, it will have positive affect for
those donating in the current taxation year of 2016 and forward.

Disadvantages:

Options:

Required
Resources:

Source of Funding:

Sustainability
Implications:
(Environmental,
Social, Economic
and Cultural)

Staff Comments/
Recommendations:

CAOQ’s Review/
Comments:

CAQO Initials: _RLT Target Decision Date: 18 January 2016




TOWN OF MIDDLETON
CODE F - Fire Protection

Subject: Donations - Fire Department Number: 1.2

. . Approved by: MED Couneil-&
Coverage: Staff, MFD, & Public ~AOCouncil
Effective Date : June 15,1981 Revision Date: July 6, 1981

October 2, 2006
December 4, 2006

Rationale

his policy establishes the precedure-criteria for processing donations made to the Fire
Department as well as to the Town of Middleton that are to be used specifically for
capital project fund raising for the Middleton Fire Department.

Policy Statement

1) Whereas the Middleton Fire Department has the ability to establish a separate
charitable organization, the Town will no longer accept donations or issue tax receipts
for donations made to the Fire Department,

1H2) Any financial donation made directly to the Town of Middleton that is designated
for a Fire Department project must be receipted to the individual who has made the
donation, regardless of the donation amount. Grouped donations will not be receipted.

Previous Policies

The previous policy 1/15 “Tax Exempt Status for Donations to Municipalities” passed by
Council June 15, 1981 is hereby repealed.

The previous policy 5/3 “Donations - Fire Department” amended by Council July 6, 1981 is
hereby repealed.

Certification

THIS IS TO CERTIFY that this policy
was duly passed by a majority vote of the
whole Council at a duly called Council
meeting held on the day of

, 20

GIVEN under the hand of the CAO and
under the seal of the Town of Middleton this

day of , 20 .

Rachel L. Turner
Chief Administrative Officer

Code F-1.2 lofl

[ Formatted




. ) /)~ Town of REQUEST FOR DECISION
Electronic Voting

Heart of the Valley ® #002-2016

Date: 18 December 2015 | Subject: Electronic Voting

Proposal Attached: Submitted by: Rachel Turner, Chief Administrative Officer

Proposal: | That Town Council approve the development of a bylaw
authorizing voters to vote electronically in the 2016 municipal
election; and further that Intelivote Systems Inc. be contracted
under the HRM Bulk Purchasing Tender to provide e-voting
Services.

Background: | In preparation for the 2016 municipal election, Middleton has been
included in a Bulk Purchasing Request for Proposals that was
prepared and tendered by Halifax Regional Municipality, with
potential benefits such as efficiencies, financial saving and
opportunities for smaller municipal units to affordably provide e-
voting, which means we could see more municipal units offering
e-voting in 2016. The RFP prepared by HRM includes:

e Non-binding e-voting RFP

e RFP based on legislation and business practices to conduct
a municipal and school board election in Nova Scotia.

e RFP process was led by HRM and facilitated by HRM
Procurement Department.

e Two other municipal units were invited to participate in the
RFP evaluation.

e The RFP contained language that allows the listed parties
to enter into their own agreement with the highest scoring
proponent, but does not require them to. Any agreement
will be solely between the Town and the vender — HRM
will not be a party to the external agreements.

e The successful proponent to this tender process is
Intelivote Systems Inc.

Electronic voting, or e-voting, was introduced in Nova Scotia
municipal elections in 2008 and at the time traditional methods,
paper, were still required. In 2012, legislation changed to allow e-
voting only and mechanisms included telephone, internet and
kiosk voting. Below are some stats from e-voting in Nova Scotia




in the 2008 and 2012 elections.

In 2008, 4 municipalities used e-voting.

In 2012, 15 municipalities used e-voting. Middleton
approved e-voting for the 2012 election, however all
candidates were acclaimed and no election was required.
Berwick used e-voting in 2008 but did not in 2012 because
of cost. They are recommending e-voting for 2016.
Wolfville voted not to use e-voting in 2012 and 2016 and
will use paper ballots only.

11 out of 54 municipalities used electronic voting for the
first time in 2012.

On average, there was a 7% (6.58%) increase in voter
turnout when compared to 2008. However, not all of the
municipalities that used e-voting for the first time in 2012
saw an increase in voter turnout. There is a wide range:
Truro and Bridgewater saw an increase of over 20%, but
Digby and Kentville saw decreases of 11%.

Therefore, it is difficult to isolate the impact e-voting alone
has on voter turnout, as there are other factors that are
going on in each municipality.

All 15 municipalities used e-voting only for advance polls.
When Nova Scotian voters were offered the option of an
electronic or paper ballot during 2012 Municipal and
School Board elections, the electronic option was the
choice of 64% of voters.

Internet voting is always offered along with a telephone voting
option to ensure complete coverage of the electorate. In addition,
kiosks can be set up at polling stations for individuals who either
don’t have access to a computer, need assistance, or would like to
maintain a traditional means of voting.

Functions of E-voting

Each individual on the final list of electors receives a voter
information letter containing instructions on how to cast
their ballot and their electronic voting credentials (PIN). In
2012, inaccuracies in HRM’s municipal voters list caused
some households (3-5%) to receive voter information cards
for non-household members. As a result there were no
instances of voter fraud and because the letters were mailed
in a sealed envelope and opening someone else’s mail is
illegal, as is impersonating another elector.

After receiving the voter instruction letter voters connect
to the voting website or call the 1-800 number.




The website offers a step by step process where you enter
your personal identification number (PIN) in order to
proceed.

The user sees an electronic ballot, one at a time — Mayor,
Councillors, School Board, and the individual clicks on the
box for their chosen candidate and submits their choice.
Before that vote is cast a confirmation screen shows the
candidate(s) that the individual chose. If this is not the
correct list the individual can return to the ballot or vote
now.

An individual can access their vote and make a change up
until the close of the polls.

Elections Canada has gathered research on technology trends,
Canadian’s attitudes and the benefits and drawbacks of e-voting.
Below is a summary of two reports prepared by Elections Canada.

Technology Trends

According to the 2012 Canadian Internet Use Survey
(Statistics Canada):

o 80 percent of individuals 16 years and older used
the internet for personal use.

o Overall, Canadian’s are experienced internet users
with almost on half of users (47 percent) having
been online for 10 years or more.

o Seniors accounted for about one half (51 percent)
of non-users. Nearly four in ten non-users (39
percent) came from households reporting low
income.

Research shows that technology can remove some
administrative barriers to the electoral process, especially
for some groups of electors, including those with
accessibility challenges and potentially youth.

Attitudes and E-Voting in Canada

According to the 2011 Elections Canada Survey of
Electors:

o the majority of electors (86 percent) have access to
the internet in their home; an increase of 5 percent
since 2008 and 22 percent since 2003.

o 57 percent of non-voters, primarily those with
internet access at home, said they would have voted
had it been possible to do so over the internet.

The 2011 Canadian Election Study shows that half of the
electors (49.1 percent) agree, somewhat (31.5 percent) or
strongly (17.6 percent) that “Canadians should have the




option to vote over the internet in federal elections”. This
compares to 39.4 percent who disagree.

A majority of electors (58.8 percent) said they would be
likely, either somewhat (17.0 percent) or very (41.8
percent), to vote over the Internet if they could do so; 37.5
percent say they would not be likely to do so.

50.3 percent of electors think voting over the Internet is
"risky" while 29.7 percent think it is not.

Across the board, positive impact on participation turned
out to be negligible. On the other hand, in all cases, electors
took advantage of the option, and the Internet voting option
has been retained for future elections.

A policy analyst for Elections Canada suggests that
changes in society, especially those that are incited by new
technologies and increasing online use are influencing the
expectations of Canadians.

Benefits:

Benefits of e-voting

On average, it took 1 minute and 31 seconds to vote by
internet during 2012.

Surveys on non-voters indicate that being too busy, out of
town or ill/disabled is a reason that they did not vote
(Statistics Canada, 2013). E-voting allows voters to vote
from anywhere, anytime.

E-voting could allow for greater secrecy for special
populations of electors with disabilities (including visually
or hearing impaired, because they can vote unassisted and
are afforded a greater degree of anonymity when casting a
ballot.

E-voting may be a method of engaging those voters who
are considered the hardest to reach, particularly young
people aged 18 to 30.

Has the promise to positively impact voter turnout, though
not proven at this time.

The incremental financial cost to a voter casting an
electronic ballot is less than that for an individual voting
in-person after having taken time off work, travelling to a
polling station and obtaining childcare.

Over the long term, all types of internet voting have the
potential to be less expensive to operate and execute than
traditional paper ballots.

Eliminates proxy votes and certificates of eligibility.
Results are available almost immediately.

No spoiled ballot issues, positive ballot confirmation.




e Eliminates the need for an interim voters’ list to be used at
physical polling stations on advance voting day. The
voters’ list can be continuously updated.

Disadvantages:

e Those opposed to e-voting prominently cite security,
threats of computer viruses or hackers, as the number one
risk.

e Problems with access to technology and the digital divide
for those who have access and do not have access to a
computer and those who have faster connections and those
who have slower connections.

e E-voting presents greater opportunity for fraud and
coercion or vote-buying —i.e. someone voting on another’s
behalf without their permission or pressuring others to vote
in a way that he or she would not have otherwise.

e Voter education that ensures public awareness of
electronic voting and understanding and use of online
systems are a concern.

e Privatization is a concern when electoral administrators
cede control to a hired firm and causes negative impact on
public confidence.

e The proliferation of electronic election services has the
power to alter that nature of electoral participation by
causing more electors to vote alone instead of at a polling
place with others.

e Although electronic voting may be more popular among
committed voters it is not yet as trusted as traditional in-
person voting options.

Although there are potential risks for e-voting staff believe that the
benefits outweigh the risks. The success of e-voting in 14 other
Nova Scotia municipalities — no reported fraud or security risks —
and the increasing trends in Canadian’s use and attitudes towards
technology and e-voting are evidence that moving forward with e-
voting for the 2016 municipal election would be beneficial.

Options:

1. That Council proceeds with e-voting only and engages
Intelivote Systems Inc. to provide the service for the 2016
municipal election.

2. That Council proceeds with a combination of e-voting and
paper ballots got for the 2016 municipal election.

3. That Council proceeds with paper ballots only for the 2016
municipal election.




Required
Resources:

The successful bid provides costing for each voter at a base of
$1.25/voter (based on a municipality with a population of less
than 10,000), $0.25 for letter production (design, setup,
production, printing, insertion, and sorting for voter instruction
letters for all eligible voters; standard black and white 8.5"x11"
Voter Instruction Letter with security envelope), and $0.60 for
voter list cleansing. The voters list from 2012 included 1,390
voters.

Additional costs will be for the Returning Officer and other
election staff that may be required.

Source of Funding:

General Operating Budget

Sustainability
Implications:
(Environmental,
Social, Economic
and Cultural)

Staff Comments/
Recommendations:

CAOQO’s Review/
Comments:

I recommend that Council approve option 1, to use e-voting only
for the 2016 municipal election.

CAO Initials: RLT

Target Decision Date: 18 January 2016




	COW Agenda - 16.01.04
	Draft Motion List - 16.01.04
	3 - COW Unapproved Minutes - 15.11.16
	4.1 - Valley Waste Resource Management
	5.1 - Valley Waste Draft Operating and Capital Budgets - 2016-2017
	5.2 - RFD 001-2016 - Fire Department Donations Policy
	001-2016 Fire Department Donations
	F.1.2. Donations - Fire Department

	5.3 - RFD 002-2016 Electronic Voting
	6.1 - Accounting Activities Report - November & December 2015
	6.1 - November Bills 2015
	6.1 - December 2015 Bills


