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Foreword

The Federal Electoral Boundaries Commission for the Province of Ontario complied with its
mandate under the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. E-3 by filing its
report on February 8, 2023. The report was tabled in the House of Commons and referred to the
Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs (the “Standing Committee”) on

February 10, 2023.

Twenty-seven Members of Parliament filed objections with the clerk of the Standing Committee
by the deadline of March 12, 2023. Two of these members co-signed their objection, and
another four also co-signed their objection, thus constituting 23 unique submissions. Sixteen
Members of Parliament requested changes to the boundaries while seven Members of
Parliament were supportive of the boundaries described in the Report. Among these
submissions there were seven requests for name changes, and three submissions supportive of
the Commission’s proposed name changes.

The initial version of the Commission’s Report is included in this final Report in its entirety. The
new section entitled Addendum (Disposition of Objections) provides the Commission’s
consideration and disposition of the objections forwarded by the Standing Committee. As a
result, the following changes are made:

1. The electoral district of Manitoulin—Nickel Belt has been renamed SUDBURY EAST—
MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT.

2. The Commission has restored the name of DON VALLEY WEST instead of renaming
the district Don Valley South.

3. The Commission has restored the name of BARRIE—SPRINGWATER—ORO-
MEDONTE instead of renaming the district Barrie North—Springwater—Oro-Medonte.

4. The Commission has restored the name of THORNHILL instead of renaming the district
Vaughan—Thornhill.

5. The electoral district of Niagara North has been renamed NIAGARA FALLS—NIAGARA-
ON-THE-LAKE.

6. The electoral district of Windsor—Tecumseh has been renamed WINDSOR—
TECUMSEH—LAKESHORE.

7. The Commission has transferred the neighbourhood of Governor’s Bridge from DON

VALLEY WEST to UNIVERSITY—ROSEDALE.
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8. The Commission has altered the boundaries of the electoral districts of OTTAWA—
VANIER—GLOUCESTER and ORLEANS.

9. The Commission has transferred portions of the Township of King from NEW
TECUMSETH—GWILLIMBURY to KING—VAUGHAN. The Township of King is now
entirely in KING—VAUGHAN.

10. The Commission has corrected a mapping error which inadvertently placed three
residences in KITCHENER—CONESTOGA instead of in WELLINGTON—HALTON
HILLS NORTH.

11. The Commission has moved a portion of the City of Thorold from ST. CATHARINES to
NIAGARA SOUTH. The City of Thorold is now entirely in NIAGARA SOUTH.

These adjustments are reflected in the accompanying APPENDIX C — Modified Maps, Boundary
Descriptions, Population Figures and Names section of the Addendum (Disposition of
Objections).
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Report
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Overview

This Report presents the final electoral districts drawn by the Federal Electoral Boundary
Commission for the Province of Ontario. The Commission was tasked with drawing 122
electoral districts in the Province of Ontario.

The Commission was committed to achieving voter parity throughout the province as much as
reasonably possible, as mandated by the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act.

Each electoral district shall, as close as reasonably possible, correspond to the Provincial
Electoral Quota (“the Quota”). The Quota is the total population divided by the number of
districts. For 2022, the Quota for Ontario is 116,590.

Historical patterns, communities of interest and identity, and manageable geographic size for
districts in sparsely populated, rural or northern regions of the province were also considered.

The Commission is independent, impartial and non-partisan. There is no consideration of voting
patterns or the partisan impacts of the redistribution plan.

The Commission had the responsibility of creating one additional electoral district, given that
Ontario had been allocated 122 seats.

The Commission concluded that the effect of uneven population shifts across the province, with
significant growth in some areas and only modest growth in others over the past decade,
required adjustments to many existing district boundaries in order to address patterns of voter
under-representation and over-representation.

In creating our proposal for a redistribution plan, the Commission endeavoured to limit the
deviation from the Quota to no more than plus or minus 10 per cent.

The Commission achieved that result in all parts of the province other than Northern Ontario,
where the proposed redistribution plan envisioned eight electoral districts with populations within
minus 15% of the Quota, and one riding where the Commission found that “extraordinary
circumstances” warranted a considerably smaller population exceeding minus 25% from the
Quota.

It is important to note that the Commission’s endeavour, described in the proposal, was not a
self-imposed limitation on deviation of Quota, but rather a benchmark or starting point from
which subsequent adjustments would be necessary after public consultation.

As our proposal made clear, the Commission welcomed input and information from the public.
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The Commission’s efforts to promote equality of voting power was appreciated and positively
commented on in a number of submissions.

The Commission was provided with considerable local knowledge during the public consultation
process. As one township put it, their submission provided the context of the cultural impact of
the proposed boundary adjustment on their community.

The time and effort committed by the public to this important democratic process was
remarkable and very much valued by the Commission.

As a result of the extensive public submissions, the Commission modified our proposed
redistribution plan.

Modifications were also made with the opportunity to consider the 2021 linguistic and
demographic data made available by Statistics Canada after our proposal was completed.

These modifications have resulted in deviations from Quota beyond the range the Commission
originally endeavoured to achieve. However, these results are necessary to better achieve
effective representation. The Commission also adjusted the geographic size of electoral
districts, particularly in Northern Ontario.

Nevertheless, the following deviations from Quota were achieved:

51% of our districts are within plus or minus 5%;

84% of our districts are within plus or minus 10%;

94% of our districts are within plus or minus 15%.

These results are consistent with the Commission’s legislative mandate.

Considering that mandate, the Commission was unable to return the status quo to Northern
Ontario and the City of Toronto and maintain the current number of districts in those areas.

The Commission also considered First Nations communities and the interests of Franco-
Ontarians in drawing these boundaries. While our proposal endeavoured to create a remote
northern district (Kiiwetinoong—Mushkegowuk) that was to have a majority Indigenous
population, we have withdrawn this concept based on many submissions attesting that the vast
geographic size and diverse Indigenous composition of such a riding would undermine effective
representation.

We have noted in this report that, in light of Canada’s obligations to reconciliation, further action
by Parliament is required to ensure effective representation of Indigenous Peoples — especially
in the Far North.
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Part A — Background

The Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act creates an independent non-partisan process for
the review and, if necessary, revision of the federal electoral map following the most recent
decennial Census.

The Commission noted that since the enactment of this legislation in 1964 there has been a
sharp reduction in voter inequality within each province. Nevertheless, across the country as a
whole, the formula for allocation of seats to each province has resulted in increasing disparities
from voter equality.

The assignment of seats to Ontario

The Chief Electoral Officer calculates the number of seats assigned to each province in
accordance with the representation formula in the Constitution Act, 1867 (see
redistribution2022.ca).

Pursuant to that formula, Ontario has been allocated 122 seats. There is one additional seat
from the last redistribution plan prepared in 2012.

The population of Ontario and calculation of the Provincial
Electoral Quota

On February 9, 2022, the Chief Statistician of Canada certified that the population of Ontario, as
ascertained by the 2021 Census of Population, is 14,223,942.

The Quota, as previously described, is determined by dividing Ontario’s total population by the
total number of seats. For 2022, the Quota is therefore 116,590.

The establishment of the Electoral Boundaries Commission

The Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act provides that the Chair of the Commission for the
province shall be appointed by the Chief Justice of that province and the other two members of
the Commission shall be appointed by the Speaker of the House of Commons.

The Order in Council dated November 1, 2021, established the Ontario Commission. Madam
Justice Lynne Leitch of the Superior Court of Justice serves as Chair. Dr. Karen Bird and Dr.
Peter Loewen are the other members of the Commission. Dr. Bird and Dr. Loewen are
Professors of Political Science at McMaster University and the University of Toronto,

respectively.
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Each Commission is assigned a geography specialist who assists the Commission in drawing
proposed boundaries.

The legislative rules, the right to vote, and the right to
effective representation

The Commission is to prepare a report setting out its recommended boundaries for each
electoral district, a description for each district, and a name for each district.

The Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act provides that in preparing its report the
Commission shall be governed by certain rules.

The population of each electoral district shall, as close as reasonably possible, correspond to
the Quota.

In determining reasonable electoral district boundaries, the Commission shall consider the
communities of interest or communities of identity in, and the historical pattern of, electoral
districts, and a manageable geographic size for districts in sparsely populated, rural or northern
regions of the province.

The right to vote is enshrined in the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Section 3 states
that “every citizen of Canada has the right to vote in an election of members of the House of
Commons or of a legislative assembly and to be qualified for membership therein.”

The “Supreme Court of Canada in the leading case, Reference Re Provincial Electoral
Boundaries (Sask), [1991] 2 S.C.R. 158, concluded that “the right to vote enshrined in s. 3 of the
Charter is not equality of voting power per se but the right to ‘effective representation’.” Effective
representation entails voter parity as the primary concern, but deviations are permitted for
reasons such as “geography, community history, community interests and minority
representation” in order to “effectively represent the diversity of our social mosaic.” The Court
noted that the right of a Commission to depart from voter parity is circumscribed by the reasons

set forth in the Act “and only to the extent that the special circumstances properly permit.”

The Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act allows the Commission to depart from the
application of the rule to achieve voter parity, as close as reasonably possible, where the
Commission considers it necessary or desirable to depart therefrom in order to respect
communities of interest or identity in or historical patterns of a district; or in order to maintain a
manageable geographic size for districts in sparsely populated, rural or northern regions of the
province.

However, as required by the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act, absent “extraordinary
circumstances,” the Commission must make every effort to ensure that the population of each
electoral district in the province remains within 25% more, or 25% less, of the Quota.

We discuss in further detail in Part E how we have interpreted the “extraordinary circumstances”

clause in relation to districts in Northern Ontario.
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Part B — Consultation & Public

Engagement

Before drafting the proposed redistribution plan, the Commission welcomed public input in
February 2022.

Written submissions were received from interested parties, which were very helpful in the
preparation of our proposal. The Commission delivered our proposed redistribution plan to
Elections Canada in June 2022.

Elections Canada prepared the detailed maps and legal descriptions, translated the proposal
and widely published the proposal in August 2022.

The Commission’s proposal was posted on the Commission’s website on August 19, 2022
(redistribution2022.ca). It was also published in the Canada Gazette and was circulated in print
via multiple newspapers.

The Commission encouraged public input on the boundaries and/or names of proposed districts
by written submissions or representation at virtual and in-person meetings.

In addition to the publications undertaken by Elections Canada, the Commission sent more than
200 letters and 500 emails directly to organizations in Ontario to advise them of the work of the
Commission. These included media organizations (TV and radio stations, daily newspapers);
current and former Members of Parliament and Members of the Legislative Assembly;
Indigenous organizations and governments (including the band offices of all First Nations, and
all Tribal Councils in Ontario); municipalities and related associations; the Ontario Chamber of
Commerce and related businesses and labour councils; and the law faculties and political
science or political studies departments at all universities within the province.

These communications advised that the Commission had prepared its proposal, which was a
key starting point in the redistribution process. We invited all stakeholders and members of the
public to participate in our hearings and/or to file written submissions.
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In-person meetings

The Commission scheduled in-person hearings in areas where significant changes to districts
were proposed. These were held at the following locations:

1.

10.

11

12.

Sioux Lookout (Northern Ontario) — Monday, October 3, 2022, 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m., The
Royal Canadian Legion, 86 Front Street, Sioux Lookout

Kenora (Northern Ontario) — Tuesday, October 4, 2022, 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m., Douglas
Family Art Centre — The Muse, 224 Main Street South, Kenora

Timmins (Northern Ontario) — Tuesday, October 11, 2022, 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m., The
Senator Hotel, 14 Mountjoy Street South, Timmins

Milton (Halton, Guelph, and Wellington) — Wednesday, October 12, 2022, 6:30 p.m. to
9:00 p.m., First Ontario Arts Centre, 1010 Main Street East, Milton

Brampton (Brampton, Caledon, and Dufferin) — Thursday, October 13, 2022, 6:30 p.m. to
9:00 p.m., Peel Art Gallery, Museum & Archives, 9 Wellington Street East, Brampton

Stouffville (Northern GTA) — Monday, October 17, 2022, 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m., The
Whitchurch-Stouffville Museum & Community Centre, 14732 Woodbine Avenue, Stouffville

Scarborough (City of Toronto) — Tuesday, October 18, 2022, 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.,
Scarborough Civic Centre, 150 Borough Drive, Scarborough

Toronto central (City of Toronto) — Wednesday, October 19, 2022, 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.,
Toronto Reference Library, 789 Yonge Street, Toronto

Ottawa — Thursday, October 20, 2022, 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m., Canadian Museum of Nature,
240 McLeod Street, Ottawa

St. Catharines (Hamilton and Niagara) — Friday, October 21, 2022, 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.,
Mackenzie Chown Complex, Brock University, 1812 Sir Isaac Brock Way, St. Catharines

. London (Southwestern Ontario) — Friday, October 28, 2022, 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m., lvey

Spencer Leadership Centre, 551 Windermere Road, London

Thunder Bay (Northern Ontario) — Tuesday, November 8, 2022, 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.,
Valhalla Hotel & Conference Centre, 1 Valhalla Inn Road, Thunder Bay
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Virtual meetings

The Commission noted the vastness of the province (the second largest geographically in
Canada), the recent extensive use of remote hearings, the public’s ability to utilize and access
remote meeting technology in their homes or community facilities, the efficiency of remote
hearings, and the potential for restrictions on in-person meetings in light of the pandemic.

As a result, the Commission also scheduled many opportunities for participation in a virtual
hearing:

1. Central Ontario; Northern GTA; Eastern GTA; and Central East Ontario — Monday,
September 26, 2022, 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.

2. Hamilton and Niagara; South Central Ontario; Southwestern Ontario; and
Southernmost Ontario — Tuesday, September 27, 2022, 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.

3. Halton, Guelph, and Wellington; Brampton, Caledon, and Dufferin; and Mississauga —
Wednesday, September 28, 2022, 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.

4. City of Toronto — Thursday, September 29, 2022, 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.

5. Ontario Open Virtual Hearing — Friday, September 30, 2022, 12:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.
6. Ontario Open Virtual Hearing — Tuesday, October 18, 2022, 9:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m.
7. Ontario Open Virtual Hearing — Wednesday, October 19, 2022, 2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.

8. Northern Ontario; Eastern Ontario; and Ottawa — Wednesday, October 26, 2022, 6:30
p.m. to 9:00 p.m.

9. Ontario Open Virtual Hearing — Saturday, October 29, 2022, 12:00 p.m. to 2:30 p.m.
10. Ontario Open Virtual Hearing — Tuesday, November 1, 2022, 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.

11. Ontario Open Virtual Hearing — Wednesday, November 2, 2022, 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.

Extensive public participation

The Commission was very impressed with, and grateful for, the extensive public participation in
this important democratic process. Evening in-person meetings and remote hearings proved to
be very popular with the public.

The Commission’s in-person and remote hearings were observed by 1,137 interested parties.

The Commission heard oral submissions from 462 persons and received 1,899 written
submissions. The written submissions will be published on the Commission’s website.

This number of written submissions is exclusive of multiple petitions signed by upwards of 6,000

people.
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Not surprisingly, areas where the proposal envisioned more significant boundary changes
(notably: Northern Ontario; the City of Toronto; Eastern Ontario; Halton, Guelph, and
Wellington; Southwestern Ontario; Ottawa) generated the most submissions.

Public submissions

The Commission received specific, and often very valuable, input in relation to proposed
boundaries, which is referenced below in the discussion relating to particular districts.

However, other submissions were of a more general nature.

(a) Issues that were beyond the mandate of the Commission

Some raised issues that were beyond the mandate of the Commission. These issues are
important, and we have set them out below.

The difficulties in exercising the right to vote

There were numerous submissions expressing concern with the practical difficulties faced by
many, including Indigenous peoples, students and Franco-Ontarians, in exercising their right to
vote. There was confusion over where they could vote, and the need for French language
services was highlighted.

The Commission notes these concerns with the recommendation that Elections Canada
consider ways to resolve these difficulties.

It was suggested that Elections Canada, or another agency, develop and maintain ongoing
relationships with First Nations communities so that such relationships are in place before
elections are called to facilitate hiring and training of staff, the delivery of supplies and the
procurement of appropriate polling stations. It was also suggested that internet and telephone
voting be implemented, that a voter engagement campaign be developed and that the challenge
of delivering election services in remote communities be addressed.

The timing of the redistribution and public consultations

The Commission received a number of submissions which included expressions of concern
regarding the fact that municipal elections across the province occurred in October 2022, during
the public consultation phase of the redistribution. Some municipalities suggested that this
made it difficult for newly elected mayors and councillors to participate.

The Commission developed our proposed redistribution plan as quickly as possible to ensure
that it was in the hands of Election Canada in June 2022 to allow time for the detailed maps and
legal descriptions to be prepared prior to publication. The public consultation was scheduled as
quickly as possible following publication in accordance with the requirements of the Electoral
Boundaries Readjustment Act, which unfortunately coincided with municipal elections.

The Commission extended the time by which written submissions could be filed by 30 days to
October 29, 2022 and provided a further extension in relation to hearings held after that date.
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While there were assertions that the public consultation period was too brief and at an
inopportune time, as noted, public participation was thorough and extensive and included
submissions from many municipalities and their leaders, elected representatives, First Nations
Chiefs, First Nation Councils, Tribal Councils, a Grand Council, the Metis Nation of Ontario,
and various associations and organizations.

To enable a commission to offer a different or more expansive public consultation period, it
would be necessary for Parliament to amend the timelines established in the Electoral
Boundaries Readjustment Act.

The Commission shares the concerns expressed by First Nations and the Metis Nation in
relation to appropriate consultation and ensuring their effective representation, as we will
discuss more fully below.

The request to add more districts

The Commission was asked to add districts in certain areas and to not reduce the number of
districts in Northern Ontario and the City of Toronto. There were queries as to why districts in
various parts of Ontario could not, for example, approximate the population of districts in
Atlantic Canada. There were many submissions reflecting articles in the media suggesting that
growing disparity from representation by population across the country, and the relative
underrepresentation of Ontario under the terms of the representation formula, should be
addressed. Such requests are beyond the mandate of the Commission as it must fix the
boundaries for the number of districts assigned to Ontario pursuant to the representation
formula in the Constitution Act, 1867. This issue is one to be raised with, and addressed by,
Parliament.

The request that the redistribution of Northern Ontario conform with the process
and conclusions of the Far North Electoral Boundaries Commission

The Far North Electoral Boundaries Commission (FNEBC), established by the Ontario
Representation Act 2015, was given a mandate to make recommendations to create at least
one and no more than two additional electoral districts within the provincial electoral districts of
Kenora—Rainy River and Timmins—James Bay, Ontario’s two geographically largest and
northernmost ridings, taking into account the following factors: communities of interest;
representation of Indigenous people; municipal and other administrative boundaries; sparsity,
density and the rate of population growth in the geographic areas; geographical features; the
availability and accessibility of means of communication and transportation in the geographic
areas; representations by members of the Legislative Assembly who represent constituencies
in Northern Ontario, and other interested persons; and anything else that the Commission
considered appropriate.

The FNEBC was given 90 days to conduct two rounds of public consultation, one before and
one after the proposal. It used this time to carry out public hearings concerning exclusively the
far North.

Part B — Consultation & Public Engagement ﬂ



The FNEBC interpreted its mandate as permitting larger than normal deviations from voter
parity; the Commission was more attentive to voter parity among Northern Ontario’s
geographically vast districts (rather than across all of Ontario) and concluded the more specific
objective of Indigenous representation must be given greater weight in light of the need to
remedy past injustices and provide a means for Indigenous communities to meaningfully
participate in the governance of the province.

The FNEBC recommended that two additional districts be created, with the result that there are
now four provincial electoral districts (PEDs) in this area of Ontario’s far north:

e PED of Kenora—Rainy River — including Dryden, Fort Frances, Kenora and Rainy River;

e PED of Kiiwetinoong — including the northern portion of the former riding of Kenora—Rainy
River;

e PED of Mushkegowuk—James Bay — including Weenusk (Peawanuck) First Nation, the
James Bay coast, and the corridor along Highway 11 from Smooth Rock Falls to Hearst;

e PED of Timmins — including the City of Timmins.

The FNEBC highlighted that the PED of Kiiwetinoong would be a majority Indigenous district
and that the PED of Mushkegowuk—James Bay would be a majority Francophone district.

Our Commission does not have the mandate provided to the FNEBC, and the FNEBC
was not subject to the obligation to achieve voter parity throughout Ontario as much as
reasonably possible.

It was recommended to our Commission that a committee be struck to investigate the
possibility of entrenching into law a minimum of 10 federal representatives in Northern Ontario
and/or providing for 12 federal representatives in line with the conclusions of the FNEBC
established by the Province.

Further, we note that 49 of the municipalities in Northern Ontario that passed resolutions in
relation to the proposed redistribution plan included in their resolutions a petition to the Federal
Government to introduce legislation that would provide for a minimum number of “guaranteed”
ridings for Northern Ontario, to ensure that the voices of Northern and rural communities

are heard.

Our Commission recognizes and appreciates the value of these recommendations, and notes
such considerations could also address the related issues of effective representation for
Indigenous peoples and Francophone communities. However, these recommendations fall
outside the mandate of our Commission and the timelines imposed by the Electoral Boundaries
Readjustment Act. These issues are within the sole jurisdiction of Parliament.

The difficulties in accessing federal government services and the need for more
resources for constituency work

A common concern expressed in hearings and written submissions was the impact of
population levels, population characteristics, and geographic size on the ability of Members of
Parliament to deliver “service representation” to their constituents. It was asserted that access
to federal services has been diluted over the years and it is the elected representatives who are
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the face of government, providing services and resolving problems in their constituency offices.
In other words, the constituency office of an elected representative is where people receive
access to government services. As observed by one Member of Parliament in the north, “our
caseloads are high and we are the Immigration Services, the Passport Offices and the Service
Canada of the North.”

It is also noteworthy that in Southern Ontario, the lack of public transportation services to
constituency offices was frequently mentioned as a problem for exactly the same reason —
people need assistance from constituency offices more and more.

Importantly, different and sometimes contradictory concerns were expressed. Members in
geographically large constituencies often described the difficulty constituents face in gaining
access to their Member because of distances. Members in geographically small but highly
populated constituencies often suggested that the larger number of constituents stretched
caseloads beyond capacity. Members in linguistically and culturally diverse constituencies
submitted that service provision for such diverse communities was uniquely challenging. The
common thread through all of these concerns is that service representation in the constituency
is a primary occupation of Members and can be challenging.

These observations are important. They suggest that equitable public access to federal services
is a significant problem. One way to address this would be to establish more constituency
offices or hire more constituency staff. What are portrayed as problems of district boundaries
could likely be addressed if Parliament were to approve substantially increased constituency
office budgets in order to enhance public accessibility and help Members of Parliament manage
their workload within the district, and thereby enhance the effective representation of
constituents.

A related issue highlighted in submissions to the Commission, which also can be addressed by
Parliament, is the funding allowance provided to Members of Parliament to support their travel
and responsibility of serving constituents across the vast geographic area of the far North.

The implications on provincial and municipal representation

The Commission was mindful that the Province of Ontario has drawn its 111 southern electoral
districts with names and boundaries that are identical to those of the federal districts that were
in place in 2013, while creating 13 northern electoral districts that are distinct from the federal
map for this region, according to the Representation Act, 2015. Further, the Commission is
aware that in 2018 the Province revised the municipal ward boundaries of the City of Toronto to
make them identical to those provincial electoral districts that are within the boundaries of the
City, according to the Better Local Government Act, 2018. Understandably, this raised concerns
about the wider implications of changes to the federal districts. In particular, there were
concerns about whether the loss of one federal electoral district in the City of Toronto would be
reproduced at the provincial and municipal ward levels.

However, the Commission was obliged to fulfill its mandate and was unable to maintain the
existing number of electoral districts in Toronto, as will be explained more fully below. Moreover,
we note that it is within the Province of Ontario’s power to draw its own boundaries for provincial

and/or municipal elections.
Part B — Consultation & Public Engagement ﬂ



(b) Submissions that raised concerns that were not accurate
or valid

Other submissions raised concerns that were not accurate or valid, as we explain below.

The preference for the status quo

The Commission received many submissions requesting that the electoral districts be left the
way they are. There were several aspects to these submissions.

Some individuals questioned the need to undertake the redistribution process at all. Some
criticized the cost of the exercise. Some believed that, given the COVID pandemic, the process
should be postponed until 2031. These submissions spoke neither to the obligations under the
Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act, nor the wide population disparities in existing districts
that, if unaddressed, would most certainly be exacerbated over time.

Some did not want any changes which would affect their current electoral district. Even in
instances where a district exceeded the limit of deviation from Quota allowed by the legislation
(+/-25%), the Commission heard arguments that the status quo was reasonable in order to
respect the community of interest or the historical integrity of existing boundaries.

Some contended that any changes would confuse residents and erode voter turnout. The
Commission notes that there is no conclusive empirical evidence that changes to electoral
boundaries in Canada erode civic or political engagement, or undermine public confidence
in elections.

Overall, we heard numerous accounts that our proposal went too far in making many changes
where none were needed. It was suggested that the Commission should add a single riding
where it was most needed but leave others well enough alone.

To address this specific point, we modeled a “status quo” map that adds one district to the most
overpopulated area and leaves unchanged all districts beyond that geographic piece. For the
sake of simplicity, our model adds the district to Halton, Guelph, and Wellington, calculates a
new average population of 115,042 across each of the seven districts in that geographic piece,
and leaves all 115 other districts unchanged.
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To represent the implications visually, the table below covers the current 121 seats, the allocated
122 seats under the “status quo” model, and the 122 final districts. It shows the frequency
distribution of variances based on 2012 and 2022 deviations.

Frequency distribution of existing electoral districts, “Status Quo” model, and

Final Electoral Districts

o o Status Quo Final Electoral
Size of deviation Ex(lzs(t;:zg (I))l:itt:;:ts Model Districts
(2022 Quota) (2022 Quota)
Greater than -25% 1 6 3
-25% to -15% 9 7 2
-15% to -10% 9 9 5
-10% to -2% 27 26 34
-2% to +2% 20 28 21
+2% to +10% 33 24 47
+10% to +15% 19 7 8
+15% to +25% 3 10 2
Greater than +25% 0 5 0
Total number of electoral districts 121 122 122

Comparing the three columns of the table, it is clear that simply adding one electoral district to a
geographic area and leaving the rest of the map unaltered is not an adequate response to
population changes across the province.

Beyond this modeling exercise, to say that district boundaries should be preserved at all costs
would introduce a status quo bias that is beneficial, above all, to elected representatives. In
performing our legislated mandate, we do not consider the interests of incumbents.

The Commission cannot fulfill its obligations under the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act by
a commitment to the preservation of the status quo.

The Commission did however consider historical patterns, as required by the Electoral
Boundaries Readjustment Act. In preparing its proposal, the Commission considered, and
respected where possible, the historical pattern of electoral districts. We were persuaded by
certain public submissions to alter boundary districts to further reflect historical patterns, as will
be outlined below.

The questioning of the reliability of the Census data

As described, the Quota is calculated using data from the 2021 Census of Population in
accordance with the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act.
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In the course of its public hearings, the Commission heard many submissions and anecdotal
claims about the reliability of the Census data especially as regards undercounting of vulnerable
and marginalized populations, and the possibility that this problem was exacerbated during
COVID.

Several submissions regarding Northern Ontario expressed concerns about whether Indigenous
populations were adequately counted.

The Commission also heard submissions stating that recent immigrants, frontline workers and
people living in rooming houses would not be at home or “unwilling to open their door” to Census
takers. We were told that residents of collective dwellings (e.g., retirement homes, assisted
living) were not counted or were undercounted. Comments were also made that data collection
only in the English language compromised the reliability of the data.

Many of these submissions concerned Toronto’s population count, and there were several
references to the City of Toronto’s backgrounder 2021 Census: Population and Dwelling Counts,
which described a slower rate of growth than expected over the preceding decade, an actual
decline in the City’s population between 2020 to 2021 due to losses in both Non-Permanent
Residents and net inter- and intra-provincial migration rates, and a higher-than-expected number
of dwellings deemed unoccupied in the Census count. Many of the submissions referencing this
report claimed that the City’s population was undercounted by 50,000 or more individuals.

Outside of Toronto, one submission suggested that Census population counts in “cottage
country” were exaggerated by the temporary presence of cottagers who had moved from the city
during the pandemic.

While the Commission understands the public’s apprehensions about Census inaccuracies, it is
important to clarify several points.

The Commission is mandated to use the 2021 Census data pursuant to s. 13(1) and (2) of the
Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act.

The Commission noted that Statistics Canada undertakes a postcensal coverage study, with
reporting anticipated two years after the enumeration date. In 2016, net undercoverage (that is, the
difference between undercoverage and overcoverage) was estimated at 2.36% for Canada and
2.76% for Ontario. Further information on the coverage of the 2016 Census, including methods
and results, is available here: Coverage Technical Report, Census of Population, 2016
(statcan.gc.ca). However, the Commission is bound by the provisions of the Electoral Boundaries
Readjustment Act that state that the population counts from the decennial Census must be used
by the Commission, without allowing for a later adjustment.

Further, it is important to state that many of the claims and anecdotal observations submitted on
this matter are based on misconceptions of how the Census is administered.

It should be noted that the Census was conducted in Canada’s official languages, as well as a
number of other languages, including “immigrant and Indigenous languages.” The languages

included:
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https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.toronto.ca%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2022%2F02%2F92e3-City-Planning-2021-Census-Backgrounder-Population-Dwellings-Backgrounder.pdf&data=05%7C01%7Clynne.leitch%40scj-csj.ca%7Cf150315d6d08471e4e0408dac42ba484%7Ccddc1229ac2a4b97b78a0e5cacb5865c%7C0%7C0%7C638037989708253497%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Wyodi8d6hMRhp3J6SFIJNmwsAXYf%2FzqBoDprYzQC5Es%3D&reserved=0
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww12.statcan.gc.ca%2Fcensus-recensement%2F2016%2Fref%2F98-303%2Fchap1-eng.cfm&data=05%7C01%7CLynne.Leitch%40scj-csj.ca%7C0a5ff9f4633143c117dc08dac8d53931%7Ccddc1229ac2a4b97b78a0e5cacb5865c%7C0%7C0%7C638043115379422835%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=nzbbay%2BEuIvaMRDDbiFEynvZU3HCyAmhRnY0T55qxHY%3D&reserved=0
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww12.statcan.gc.ca%2Fcensus-recensement%2F2016%2Fref%2F98-303%2Fchap1-eng.cfm&data=05%7C01%7CLynne.Leitch%40scj-csj.ca%7C0a5ff9f4633143c117dc08dac8d53931%7Ccddc1229ac2a4b97b78a0e5cacb5865c%7C0%7C0%7C638043115379422835%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=nzbbay%2BEuIvaMRDDbiFEynvZU3HCyAmhRnY0T55qxHY%3D&reserved=0
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww12.statcan.gc.ca%2Fcensus-recensement%2F2016%2Fref%2F98-303%2Fchap1-eng.cfm&data=05%7C01%7CLynne.Leitch%40scj-csj.ca%7C0a5ff9f4633143c117dc08dac8d53931%7Ccddc1229ac2a4b97b78a0e5cacb5865c%7C0%7C0%7C638043115379422835%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=nzbbay%2BEuIvaMRDDbiFEynvZU3HCyAmhRnY0T55qxHY%3D&reserved=0

Indigenous languages Immigrant languages

Atikamekw Chinese (simplified)
Northern Quebec Cree Chinese (traditional)
Denesuline (Chipewyan) Arabic

Qji-Cree Punjabi

Tlicho Spanish

Ojibway Vietnamese
Inuktitut (Nunavik) Persian

Plains Cree Italian

Inuktitut (Nunavut) Portuguese
Swampy Cree Russian
Montagnais Korean

Naskapi Urdu

Mohawk

It should also be noted that special protocols were adopted during COVID to ensure data quality.
For example, the protocol with respect to enumerating populations living in collective dwellings
(e.g., hospitals, senior and long-term care homes) relied on administrative data from such facilities
rather than requiring residents to complete the forms themselves.

Details on the protocol for administering the Census, as well as steps taken to ensure data
quality, are reported in Statistics Canada’s Guide to the Census of Population, 2021, Appendix
1.4 — Impact of the COVID-19 pandemic.

As explained in detail in the Guide:

“COVID-19 presented some challenges for conducting the 2021 Census of Population but
despite these, the collection response rate for the country as a whole was a resounding success
at 98.0%, thanks to Canadians who completed the Census in the midst of the third wave of the
pandemic. Additionally, unique challenges were encountered in Northern or remote regions of
the country, such as travel restrictions, border closures, shorter and shifted collection periods,
unavailability of local staff, and wildfires. Ensuring the health and safety of Canadians and our
employees by adapting our collection operations to ensure high quality, trusted Census data
was a high priority for Statistics Canada.”

As noted, the Commission received numerous submissions alleging substantial undercounting
in relation to ridings in the City of Toronto. Some of these submissions asserted that, if not for
undercounting, Scarborough would have a sufficient population count to keep its current six
districts (and Toronto maintain its 25). This assertion is problematic in that it takes no account of
potential undercounting in other parts of the province. The same concern arises with regard to
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the comparable argument that, but for flawed Census data, the population in Northern Ontario
would justify 10 ridings.

The Commission also heard assertions that the Census data should be adjusted by taking into
account factors such as approved housing and transportation projects, future immigration rates,
and even measures of local economic productivity. With respect to the 2021 Census, the
Commission was criticized for “looking in the rear-view mirror” rather than relying on data that
looks to the future. Again, the Commission is bound by subsections 13(1) and (2) to use the
decennial Census.

Nevertheless, we did compare the final redistribution plan against projected growth in
population, based on applying the Ontario Ministry of Finance's Ontario Population Projections
(published June 23, 2021). This helps, as much as possible, to assure that the populations of
electoral districts across the province do not vary substantially over the period of time to the
next Census.

Unnecessary concerns regarding the consequences of redistribution

The Commission heard from numerous individuals who objected to proposed changes that
would, as they suggested, require them to cross electoral district boundaries to do their
shopping, banking, go to school, visit their local community centre or gymnasium, or attend their
place of worship. Some expressed worries that being transferred into another riding would result
in them being sent to a different hospital or doctor for medical services. Some did not want to be
separated from family members in another district. It is important to note that the boundaries of
electoral districts can be crossed at any time and do not impair access to friends and family,
schools, community and shopping centres, health and social services, police or emergency
services, places of worship or other venues one wishes to attend.

The Commission also received submissions asserting that a change in a property’s electoral
district would alter the property’s value and impact its municipal tax rate. Federal electoral
boundaries are not used in the allocation of health and social services, police or emergency
services, or in the setting of property tax rates.

Unnecessary concerns of funding reductions

Particularly within geographic pieces where the Commission proposed a reduction in the
number of districts (Northern Ontario and the City of Toronto), but also in other parts of Ontario,
there were concerns expressed that the loss of a district would result in local losses of federal
funding under the New Horizons for Seniors Program and the Canada Summer Jobs wage
subsidy program.

The amount of federal funding allocated for such programs is not based on the number of
electoral districts in a region, but rather is a function of local population needs as derived from
long-form Census data (e.g., number of unemployed youth). The local funding allocation will
therefore not be impaired by redistribution, and no local organization that meets the eligibility
criteria will be excluded from applying based on a reduction in districts. (See Canada Summer
Jobs wage subsidy and About the New Horizons for Seniors Program).
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(c) Submissions adopted by the Commission

Other submissions were adopted by the Commission and are reflected in this report.

The value of maintaining the established partnerships of municipalities, regions
and counties

While the Commission is not mandated to draw district lines according to municipal, regional or
county boundaries, we were urged repeatedly to “keep municipalities whole” wherever possible.
We found many of these arguments highly compelling and supportive of effective
representation.

Municipal leaders — especially those in smaller municipalities — expressed concerns where the
proposed redistribution plan split their community across districts, creating the additional burden
of having to liaise with multiple elected representatives. For their part, elected representatives
described “synergies” and “alignments” with municipal leaders and other stakeholders as
essential in advancing the needs of the district. One MP noted this is “where the rubber meets
the road” in terms of his capacity to be an effective representative of his district in Ottawa.

Finally, from the perspective of residents of smaller communities, such communities tend to be
fairly good proxies for groups of people who share a common interest and electoral boundaries
should respect the boundaries of their communities.

Based on these submissions, the Commission found it important to consider and recognize the
role of these local building blocks in effective representation. We are mindful that the alignment
of federal boundaries with those of lower-level jurisdictions can help to facilitate more
coordinated action among representatives at different levels in the advocacy, funding and
delivery of complex services, and in major economic development initiatives.

We describe where we have modified our proposed redistribution plan accordingly in our
discussion of our geographic pieces.

The importance of respecting communities of interest and identity

The overwhelming maijority of submissions received by the Commission concerned communities
of interest and communities of identity. These are important factors for the Commission to
consider and weigh; however, the terms “community of interest” and “community of identity” are
neither defined in statute nor case law. Nor is there any precise framework by which to assess
the effectiveness of the act of representation as it relates to such communities.

While the Commission accepts the strong basis in principle for respecting communities of
interest and identity, it is not self-evident in practice what constitutes a “bona fide” community of
interest or community of identity.

In some cases, it seemed to be a highly subjective judgement. For example, at more than one
hearing, the Commission was faced with stark differences of opinion presented by residents of
the same neighbourhood with respect to the community of interest (and district) with which that

neighbourhood was aligned.
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Often, the invocation of communities of interest appeared to be a stand-in for a partisan or other
status quo interest, rather than one rooted in deeper conceptions of community. Though shared
political interests may well have their own community, the Commission did not take partisan or
voting preferences into consideration in drawing its map.

Some constituents expressed a strong sense of identity with their existing district, and a bond of
appreciation for the services provided by their local Member of Parliament. They indicated that
they preferred not to be transferred into a neighbouring district where they were less familiar
with the Member of Parliament and worried they may not enjoy the same level of service.
However, it is worth noting that most of our existing districts, which would be unrecognizable 20
years ago, now appear to residents today as reasonably drawn.

A more important consideration is the distinction drawn between urban, suburban and rural
communities of interest. The Commission heard that issues and perspectives varied significantly
between large urban centres and smaller, remote, rural areas and accepted the assertion that
these realities had to be considered in determining effective representation.

The 2021 demographic data was released after the publication of the Commission’s proposal,
and we had the benefit of that current data in considering communities of interest when
preparing this report.

In addition to public input regarding communities of interest and identity, the Commission relied
on Census data to assess patterns with respect to demographic and socio-economic indicators
(e.g., official languages understood and first spoken, Indigenous, immigrant and visible minority
populations as a percentage of residents, household income, percentage of households renting,
etc.). While such analyses cannot always provide clarity as to how people perceive their
interests and organize themselves collectively, it did help us in considering how groups may be
clustered in such a way as to create natural communities of interest within electoral boundaries.
Wherever possible, the Commission has endeavoured to protect such clusters, particularly in
the case of more marginalized members of our community who may perceive their political
power as being diminished with certain shifts to electoral boundaries.

Notwithstanding our reservations discussed above, the Commission interpreted communities of
interest and identity as broadly as possible and modified the proposed redistribution plan to
reflect these submissions in a number of districts, as set out in our discussion of each
geographic piece.

However, the Commission notes that legislative clarity with respect to criteria to define
communities of interest and identity would be helpful. This is a further issue for Parliament’s
consideration.

The importance of respecting historical patterns

The Commission took a broad view with respect to historical patterns of electoral districts. In
drawing boundaries, we looked not only at their current configuration but were attentive to also
understanding how the lines were drawn in prior readjustments, and how residents may have

related to those changes.
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The Commission also appreciated the attachment that residents expressed to certain district
names that reflect both a sense of history and place.

It would be statutorily unacceptable not to take historical patterns (and communities of interest
and identity) into account. To do so would mean drawing boundaries arbitrarily with population
parity as the only criteria. However, the Commission determined that it would be an error to
prioritize these factors above the more objective and neutral baseline of population equality.

Nevertheless, we have identified several contexts in which the importance attached to historical
patterns (and to communities of interest or identity) seemed paramount, such that greater
deviations from population parity should be accepted to achieve more effective representation.
These circumstances are described in relation to the applicable geographic piece.
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Part C — Effective Representation

of Indigenous Peoples

In preparing our redistribution plan, the Commission considered the location of all First Nations
reserves and communities and sought to ensure that no such community would be arbitrarily
divided by an electoral district boundary.

If an electoral district included a First Nations reserve that had not participated in the Census,
the Commission considered the population data available from the Indian Registration System
as reported by Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada (CIRNAC) in
proposing the boundary for that electoral district.

The Commission received expressions of appreciation for noting the distinctive challenges of
effective representation in Northern Ontario.

However, as was fairly noted, “the perspectives and needs in the “Far North” and as Indigenous
peoples are very different even from those of most of the residents of the other proposed
Northern ridings.” It was also importantly noted that “while the number of people is an important
factor in setting electoral boundaries, so is geography and the accessibility of that geography.”

The Commission received many valuable submissions with respect to the practical difficulties
and inappropriateness of the proposed geographically large district of Kiiwetinoong—
Mushkegowuk and its division of Treaty 9, Treaty 3 and Treaty 5 First Nations. These
submissions will be discussed more fully under the geographic piece for Northern Ontario.

We also heard strong messages about keeping Tribal Councils intact and keeping First Nations
together with municipalities with which they have important relationships. In addition, we were
informed of significant off-reserve Indigenous populations living in those northern towns and
cities that act as “service hubs” for First Nations and as “home base” for many Indigenous
agencies. We have endeavoured to respect these relationships and off-reserve populations in
our report.

The Commission proposed the addition of several Indigenous names for proposed districts. The
Commission received generally positive responses to that aspect of its proposal. Many
appreciated this gesture towards recognizing the vital presence and history of Indigenous
peoples in our province.
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It was suggested that the Commission add additional Indigenous names. As a result, the
Commission requested additional input from Tribal Councils and First Nations as well as Métis
leadership organizations on this concept. Specifically, the Commission wrote to these
organizations requesting feedback on the proposed Indigenous names, and suggestions for any
names that might be appropriately added to other proposed federal ridings.

With the benefit of these submissions and consultations, our redistribution plan has been
improved.

However, the Commission is of the view that more can, and should, be done to address
effective representation of Indigenous peoples. For example, the Commission’s mandate and
the legislated timeline (unlike the mandate of Ontario’s Far North Electoral Boundaries
Commission) did not allow for direct discussions with First Nations prior to the development of
the proposed redistribution plan.

The Commission received recommendations that in recognition of Treaties and the Crown’s
commitment to Nation-to-Nation relationships with First Nations, in-person consultations —
particularly in remote fly-in communities — supported by appropriate interpretation and
translation, be undertaken.

As was stated, Canada has unique and constitutionally protected obligations to First Nations,
and a commitment to reconciliation with them. The Commission urges Parliament to consider
how best to address these obligations in the context of electoral district boundaries.
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Part D — Effective Representation of

Franco-Ontarians

The Commission has taken every step to ensure that the presence and voice of Franco-
Ontarians is not diluted by dividing them in such a way as to reduce their weight by riding.

In determining population counts during the preparation of our proposed redistribution plan, the
Commission used data from the 2021 Census. The 2021 linguistic data had not been released
by Statistics Canada and the Commission instead utilized the available data, namely, from the
2016 Census, in preparing our proposal.

In October 2022, after our proposal was published, the 2021 linguistic data was released by
Statistics Canada. The Commission has utilized the more current data in preparing this report.

The Commission received very helpful submissions from the Assemblée de la francophonie de
I'Ontario," and implemented their recommendations to the extent possible. The submission
contained three recommendations. The first was that the Commission follow the provincial
electoral map for Northern Ontario; the second recommended a better grouping of Francophone
communities; and the third requested that the Commission’s analysis use more inclusive
datasets, such as those used to calculate the Potential demand for federal communications and
services in the minority official language dataset.

Following these submissions, the Commission has based its analysis on more inclusive data.
The tables below show both Mother Tongue and First Official Language Spoken for the ten
districts with the largest Francophone population shares.

" The version of this report tabled in Parliament on February 10, 2023 contained a reference to a
September 25, 2022 submission from the I’Assemblée de la francophonie de I'Ontario that was
subsequently retracted. At the request of 'Assemblée de la francophonie de I'Ontario, all references to
the September 25, 2002 submission has been removed. This is further described in the Clarifications
section in the Addendum (Disposition of Objections) below.
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Existing Districts - Mother Tongue and First Official Language Estimates

Existing Districts Mother Tongue First Official Spoken
(10 Highest Percentage) French % Language French %
Glengarry—Prescott—Russell 54% 56%
Nickel Belt 35% 35%
Orléans 28% 31%
Ottawa—Vanier 24% 27%
Timmins—James Bay 26% 26%
Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing 23% 23%
Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry 17% 17%
Sudbury 17% 17%
Nipissing—Timiskaming 14% 13%
Ottawa South 1% 13%

Final Districts - Mother Tongue and First Official Language Estimates

Final Districts Mother Tongue First Official Spoken
(10 Highest Percentage) French % Language French %
Prescott—Russell—Cumberland 56% 57%
Kapuskasing—Timmins—Mushkegowuk 35% 35%
Manitoulin—Nickel Belt 31% 31%
Orléans 28% 31%
Ottawa—Vanier—Gloucester 23% 27%
Stormont—Dundas—Glengarry 19% 19%
Sudbury 17% 17%
Nipissing—Timiskaming 14% 14%
Ottawa South 1% 13%
Ottawa Centre 9% 10%
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The Commission has, as requested, considered the Potential demand for federal
communications and services in the minority official language dataset. The Commission has
applied this data to ensure that municipalities with demands for Francophone services of over
20% are placed in districts with substantial Francophone populations, implementing the third
recommendation. This is discussed further in our section on Northern Ontario.

In their first recommendations, the Assemblée de la francophonie de I'Ontario requested that
the Commission add two districts in Northern Ontario as was done by the provincial Far North
Electoral Boundaries Commission (FNEBC), which resulted in the addition of a majority
Francophone riding. This request was echoed by other Franco-Ontarians. However, as set out
above, the Commission’s mandate does not allow it to fulfill this request.

We note that the creation of additional districts in consideration of the constitutionally protected
language rights of Franco-Ontarians is an issue to be addressed by Parliament.

We endorse the submissions of the Assemblée de la francophonie de I'Ontario that it is
important that the Commission ensure “that Francophones are grouped together in common
constituencies in order to maintain the representation of our linguistic minorities in Parliament.”

The submission suggested that the Commission explore various changes to better regroup the
Francophone population, especially as concerns the proposed district of Manitoulin—Nickel
Belt. The Commission has done so and regrouped to the extent possible. As a result, in drawing
the final map, the Commission has returned the largely Franco-Ontarian municipalities of West
Nipissing, St.-Charles, French River, and Markstay-Warren to MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT
(with a population that is 31% Francophone), rather than NIPISSING—TIMISKAMING (which is
14% Francophone).

Furthermore, the Commission ensured that the one federal riding where Francophones are in
the majority, Glengarry—Prescott—Russell (renamed PRESCOTT—RUSSELL—
CUMBERLAND), has been preserved.

First Official Language French Estimates

First Official Language French Existing Final
(10 Districts with Highest Percentage)  Districts  Districts
Over 50% 1 1
40% to 50% 0 0
30% to 40% 2 3
20% to 30% 3 1
10% to 20% 4 5
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The Commission has endeavoured to maintain the level of the Francophone population in the
ten federal electoral districts with the largest Franco-Ontarian populations, as shown in the
tables above. This has been done by ensuring that the larger Francophone communities are
grouped together in common constituencies.

The Commission recognized that a Francophone population is a community of interest and has
not moved such a community from a majority Francophone district to a majority Anglophone
district simply to balance population or to comply with a self-imposed limit of deviation from
Quota.

The movement of a Francophone community in North Glengarry for other reasons is addressed
in our discussion of the Eastern Ontario geographic piece.
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Part E — The Geographic Pieces

The Commission is presenting our final report by referencing 15 geographic pieces. For each of
these, we present visual illustrations of the existing, proposed and final electoral districts. We
also provide a description of the most significant changes.

In addition, we have included three tables for each geographic piece, with the districts listed in
alphabetical order.

The first table (A) lists the existing electoral districts as established pursuant to the 2012
redistribution process. The table shows their populations as determined by the 2011 Census,
and their deviations from the provincial Quota established in 2012, followed by their populations
in 2021 and the resulting deviations from the 2022 Quota. The bottom rows present summary
data for those existing districts including, most notably, the average deviation from the Quota
and the range in deviations from the Quota. The range indicates the total magnitude of deviation
from the Quota between the least and most populous districts in a geographic piece. This first
table thus reveals the variation from population equality within a geographic piece as well as the
changes that have arisen since the last redistribution.

The second table (B) lists the proposed electoral districts as set out in our proposed
redistribution plan, their 2021 populations and their deviations from the 2022 Quota. The bottom
row presents summary data for the proposed districts, including the range in deviations from the
2022 Quota.

The third table (C) lists the districts established in our final redistribution plan, their 2021
populations and their deviations from the 2022 Quota. The bottom row presents summary data
for the districts, including the range in deviations from the 2022 Quota.

Detailed maps of the final redistribution plan with legal descriptions can be reviewed online at
redistribution2022.ca via the Map Viewer tool, which allows each user to enter a specific
address and locate the applicable electoral district.

In this section, we first address the two geographical pieces where we concluded that it was
necessary to reduce the number of districts: Northern Ontario and the City of Toronto. The
discussion will then proceed with the rest of the geographic pieces, from east to west.
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The population of Northern Ontario grew by 2.8% (from 831,984 in 2011 to 855,128 in 2021),
while the remainder of Ontario grew by 11.2% in the same period.

The populations and deviations from the Quota for the 10 existing electoral districts in Northern
Ontario are shown in Table 1A. These districts have an average 2021 population of 85,513 — a
figure that is 26.7% below the Quota of 116,590. While Kenora was deemed an “extraordinary
circumstances” district in the 2013 Redistribution Order, there are presently five additional
districts in this region with populations that fall more than 25% below the 2022 Quota.
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Table 1A — Northern Ontario Existing Electoral Districts

Electoral Districts

Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing
Kenora (Extraordinary Circumstance)
Nickel Belt

Nipissing—Timiskaming

Parry Sound—Muskoka

Sault Ste. Marie

Sudbury

Thunder Bay—Rainy River

Thunder Bay—Superior North

Timmins—James Bay

Average

Range (most populous to least
populous)

Average — Excluding Extraordinary
Circumstance

Range — Excluding Extraordinary
Circumstance

pp = percentage points

The initial proposal for the North

Population
- 2011

79,801
55,977
90,962
90,996
91,233
82,052
92,048
82,984
82,827
83,104

83,198

36,071

86,223

12,247

Deviation
from Quota
-2012

-24.87%
-47.30%
-14.36%
-14.33%
-14.10%
-22.75%
-13.34%
-21.87%
-22.02%
-21.76%

-21.67%

33.96 pp

-18.82%

11.53 pp

Population
-2021

80,310
64,261
94,947
89,781
104,494
79,331
95,537
82,357
83,325
80,785

85,513

40,233

87,874

25,163

Deviation
from Quota
- 2022

-31.12%
-44.88%
-18.56%
-22.99%
-10.37%
-31.96%
-18.06%
-29.36%
-28.53%
-30.71%

-26.65%

34.51 pp

-24.63%

21.59 pp

Given these extreme disparities from population equality and the distinctive challenges of
representation in the North, the Commission discussed at great length the meaning of ‘effective
representation’ and the challenges of balancing the considerations set forth under the Electoral

Boundaries Readjustment Act.

The Commission noted that in 2016 the province of Ontario established the Far North Electoral

Boundaries Commission (FNEBC) to make recommendations regarding the creation of at least one,
and no more than two, new provincial electoral districts from the geography of the current provincial
electoral districts of Kenora—Rainy River and Timmins—James Bay.
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As previously discussed, the Commission further noted the distinctions between its own mandate
as set out in the rules prescribed by the federal Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act and the
legislative mandate of the Ontario Far North Electoral Boundaries Commission. Our Commission
is constrained by its mandate and by the smaller number of districts to be created.

The Census population data and the mandate respecting voter parity revealed the potential for a
reduction of two electoral districts in Northern Ontario. Our Commission considered this possibility
but decided to propose a reduction of one district, thus resulting in nine districts in total, including
one “extraordinary circumstances” district. Our Commission acknowledged that most of the eight
non-extraordinary districts in Northern Ontario have significant deviations from the Quota (see
Table 1B). However, we concluded that any further reduction in the number of districts in the
North would imperil the principle of effective representation in this part of the province,
considering its widely dispersed population and communities of interest.

The proposed redistribution plan established one “extraordinary circumstances” district,
Kiiwetinoong—Mushkegowuk, which encompassed and reflected the exceptional nature of the far
North — an isolated and geographically substantial area, in large part not accessible by road, in
which the majority of the population is Indigenous.

The eight other proposed electoral districts in Northern Ontario were what we believed to be of
manageable geographic size, and accessible via the well-established roadway network anchored
by Highways 11 and 17. Their boundaries were redrawn to reduce the large deviations from the
Quota.

As set out in the proposed redistribution plan, where a community of Francophones represented a
substantial percentage of a riding, the Commission endeavoured in its proposal to ensure that
their representation was not diluted or diminished.

In addition to the proposed riding name of Kiiwetinoong—Mushkegowuk, other reconfigured
districts were renamed to reflect the communities comprising them.

The populations and deviations from the Quota for the proposed redistribution plan are shown
below in Table 1B.

Table 1B — Northern Ontario Proposed Electoral Districts

Population - Deviation from
2021 Quota - 2022

Electoral Districts

Cochrane—Timmins—Timiskaming 107,092 -8.15%
Kenora—Thunder Bay—Rainy River 101,097 -13.29%
Kiiwetinoong—Mushkegowuk (Extraordinary Circumstance) 36,325 -68.84%
Manitoulin—Nickel Belt 99,268 -14.86%
Nipissing 99,149 -14.96%
Parry Sound—Muskoka 102,255 -12.30%
Sault Ste. Marie 97,299 -16.55%
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Table 1B — Northern Ontario Proposed Electoral Districts

Electoral Districts

Population — Deviation from

2021
Sudbury 113,618
Thunder Bay—Superior North 99,035
Average 95,015
Range (most populous to least populous) 77,293
Average — Excluding Extraordinary Circumstance 102,352
Range — Excluding Extraordinary Circumstance 16,319

The public feedback in the North

Quota - 2022

-2.55%
-15.06%

-18.51%
66.29 pp

-12.22%
14.00 pp

This proposal for Northern Ontario generated considerable public interest, input and criticism.
There were submissions related to several topics; however, there was an especially high volume
of submissions urging the Commission to maintain 10 ridings in this region. This included
resolutions from dozens of municipalities, political representatives, various organizations

operating in the North, and the general public.

There were repeated assertions that districts in rural Newfoundland & Labrador, Nova Scotia,
Prince Edward Island, New Brunswick and Saskatchewan have smaller populations than Northern
Ontario’s districts and yet their districts have been maintained. The reason for this is that the

quota in these provinces is significantly less than Ontario’s Quota, as the table below indicates.

Provincial Quotas - 2022 Redistribution

Province

Alberta

British Columbia

Manitoba

New Brunswick
Newfoundland and Labrador
Nova Scotia

Ontario

Prince Edward Island
Quebec

Saskatchewan

Population Quota

115,206
116,300
95,868
77,561
72,936
88,126
116,590
38,583
110,413
80,893
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If, as elected representatives asserted, Northern Ontario should be represented by more elected
representatives, Ontario would have to be assigned more seats, a differential Quota would have to
be applied to northern regions of the province, or “guaranteed” districts within specified geographies
would have to be identified in legislation. All of these alternatives are in the hands of Parliament.

The Commission noted that these recommendations have been previously considered. For example,
see the Chief Electoral Officer's 2005 Report, Enhancing the Values of Redistribution, tabled to the
House of Commons.

The Commission also noted that some municipalities passed a resolution to petition the federal
government to introduce legislation guaranteeing a minimum number of ridings for Northern Ontario.

During public consultations, the Commission was asked to explain its reasoning for not maintaining
ten constituencies in the North, despite the option to do so. Some submissions noted the 2011-12
Commission’s assertion that 10 districts were required to deliver effective representation in Northern
Ontario. While we address the challenge of maintaining effective representation in another section of
this report, we do note here that circumstances are not perfectly similar between 2012 and 2022.

As previously described, the population growth between Northern Ontario and the remainder of
Ontario is starkly different: 2.8% compared to 11.2%, respectively. This mismatch in population
growth, and the addition of only one seat to all of Ontario, has led to all districts in Northern Ontario
falling further below the Quota. Indeed, if 10 districts were maintained in Northern Ontario, the
average district population would be just 85,513, or 73% of the Quota (whereas in 2012 it was 78%
of the Quota).

Continued gaps in population growth between Northern Ontario and the rest of the province will only
make this disparity more acute. The historical record bears this out. The 1987-88 Commission
established 11 districts in Northern Ontario; however, the subsequent Commission in 2001-02
reduced this to 10. The ability of the 2011-12 Commission to maintain 10 seats was facilitated by
legislation (The Fair Representation Act, 2011) which increased the number of districts in some
provinces. That legislative change gave Ontario 15 additional seats, whereas Ontario has only been
allocated one additional seat in the current redistribution. Halting the further decline of the number of
seats in the North will likely require legislative action.

The Commission considered a variety of alternative maps for the North, and reviewed proposals that
would maintain 10 seats in this region by deducting one from elsewhere in the province.
(Interestingly, we received and reviewed corollary proposals with respect to the City of Toronto that
aimed to preserve 25 seats there, while reducing one from elsewhere in the province). In the
Commission’s view, this would not be consistent with the broader and principal goal of assuring
population equality between constituencies, while ensuring effective representation.

Redrawing of Northern Ontario

Many submissions applauded our efforts to increase the representation and the voting power of
northern First Nations. However, concerns were expressed because of the significant
challenges of managing a district of the proposed size of Kiiwetinoong—Mushkegowuk.
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The proposed new district was described as daunting in size and breadth, imposing multiple
logistical difficulties. Among them is the fact that the fly-in communities of such a vast riding would
not be accessible from one central hub, as flights to the Northwest must go through Thunder Bay
and Sioux Lookout, flights to the Northeast must go through Timmins, and Thunder Bay and
Timmins are a day’s drive apart with no direct flights connecting them. While it was generally seen
as a positive development to create a district that was maijority or substantially Indigenous to give
a strong voice and focus to Indigenous perspectives, the Commission agrees the size and
navigation challenges make this proposal unworkable.

In addition, it became clear that the proposed district of Kiiwetinoong—Mushkegowuk
inappropriately divided the Anishinaabe Nation in Treaty #3. The Commission had failed to
observe the Tribal Council lines that separate the northern and southern halves of Treaty #3.

The submissions from Indigenous people were very valuable. As the Commission noted
previously, establishing within the federal redistribution process an opportunity for formal
consultations with Indigenous communities at multiple stages of the process would be desirable.

The Commission also received many valuable submissions from the Franco-Ontarian community.
Some submissions expressed concerns that the removal of a district from Northern Ontario would
jeopardize the long-term survival of the French language and minority official language rights in
this region.

The problem of slow population growth in the North is one confronting Franco-Ontarians and other
population groups in the region. As discussed, it is this overall pattern of slow growth relative to
the rest of the province that necessitates removing one seat from this region. Our Commission
has nevertheless drawn district boundaries in a way that does not fragment the Franco-Ontarian
community or reduce Francophone density within constituencies.

In response to the public submissions, and in consideration of the issues discussed above, the
Commission significantly redrew the northern part of the province with an east-west division that
retains largely intact the two-district configuration in the far northwestern and northeastern
segments (KENORA—KIIWETINOONG and KAPUSKASING—TIMMINS—MUSHKEGOWUK).
This final redistribution plan creates districts of more manageable geographic size, an important
factor under the legislation. It better respects transportation networks, especially flight networks to
remote fly-in communities. It better aligns the communities within Tribal Councils. This plan also
protects Franco-Ontarian communities of interest. And, as much as possible, it aligns the electoral
boundaries with Northern Ontario district boundaries (which are important lower-level governance
structures with respect to service provision in this region). Finally, while it was not possible in this
plan to create a district with a majority Indigenous population, the two geographically large
districts referenced above each have significant northern Indigenous populations, which helps to
ensure that Indigenous interests are not diluted and creates the potential for the election of
Indigenous candidates.
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The “extraordinary circumstances” in the North

The Commission initially proposed just one “extraordinary circumstances” district, Kiiwetinoong—
Mushkegowuk, a vast land mass with a population of just 36,325 (-68.8% below the provincial
Quota). This proposal far exceeded population deviations previously established in Ontario (for
example, the existing “exceptional circumstances” district of Kenora has a deviation of -44.9%).
And it would possibly be the largest interprovincial deviation across the country (the largest in the
2013 federal redistribution being the district of Labrador, with a deviation of -63.6%). For reasons
discussed below, this proposal is not maintained in the final plan, and the Commission views
having three “extraordinary circumstance” districts with more manageable geographic size and
populations with less variance from the Quota to be an improvement.

The Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act provides that we must follow these rules:

* The population of each electoral district “shall, as close as reasonably possible,
correspond to the electoral quota for the province.”

*  The Commission may deviate from adherence to the Quota, where necessary or
desirable, “to respect the community of interest or community of identity in or the historical
pattern of an electoral district;” or “to maintain a manageable geographical size for
districts in sparsely populated, rural or northern regions” of a province.

*  Where the Commission deviates from the Quota, for any of the reasons above, it must
make every effort to ensure a variance of less than +/- 25% from the Quota.

¢ The Commission may deviate more than +/- 25% from the Quota where it finds
extraordinary circumstances.

While the legislation permits deviations within +/- 25% from Quota, it is clear that representation
by population is to be the primary consideration in the Commission’s work, with leeway for
divergence based on communities of interest and identity as well as cultural and geographical
factors. Deviations beyond +/- 25%, while also permitted, must be justified as extraordinary cases.

The Commission received suggestions pertaining especially, though not exclusively, to the North,
that it should allow variances greater than +/- 25% from Quota in many districts. However, only in
the three northwestern districts —- KENORA—KIWETINOONG (population 61,962), THUNDER
BAY—SUPERIOR NORTH (population 86,147), and THUNDER BAY—RAINY RIVER (population
82,357) — have we identified “extraordinary circumstances” to justify such deviations.

This merits examination of the features that make these districts extraordinary.

Our assessment relates first to geographic size. These are among the geographically largest
districts in the province, covering respectively 258,813, 132,054 and 32,688 square kilometres
(see Final Electoral Districts Table in the Summary).

While there are others of somewhat comparable size (KAPUSKASING—TIMMINS—
MUSHKEGOWUK, MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT, and SAULT STE. MARIE—ALGOMA),
additional features, together with their large land base, make these three districts extraordinary. In
particular, their social and physical geography (along the Manitoba border, the international
border, or the north shore of Lake Superior) constrain the directions in which the boundaries of

these districts can be adjusted.
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Another distinctive feature is the sparsity of population, distance from urban centres, and lack of
navigable year-round road networks in these districts. Transportation challenges are particularly
acute in KENORA—KIIWETINOONG and THUNDER BAY—SUPERIOR NORTH, which each
have many fly-in communities. While the northeastern district of KAPUSKASING—TIMMINS—
MUSHKEGOWUK also includes fly-in communities, there is sufficient population in the
municipalities along the Highway 11 corridor that this district can be drawn without exceeding
-25% from the Quota.

Where our proposal did attempt, in the context of these constraints, to add population by shifting
boundaries, we learned that such changes were effectively unworkable given the sizable
Indigenous populations, climate and transportation challenges, service networks, and communities
of interest that would be disrupted. In short, the Commission concluded that effective
representation would be impaired without three “extraordinary circumstance” districts.

As a result, the Commission found that “extraordinary circumstances” existed in three districts
justifying deviations from the Quota of -46.9%, -26.1%, and -29.4% in KENORA—KIIWETINOONG
(the original “extraordinary circumstance” district), THUNDER BAY—SUPERIOR NORTH, and
THUNDER BAY—RAINY RIVER, respectively.

The final plan for the North

In Northwestern Ontario, the Commission has made several changes to the proposed districts.

The proposed district of Kenora—Rainy River—Thunder Bay drew substantial criticism for joining
Kenora and Thunder Bay in a single district. Several submissions referenced a Northern Policy
Institute study that showed Thunder Bay and Kenora to be separate economic spheres. It was also
pointed out that the travel time would be substantial: a Member of Parliament would need to travel
over 1,000 km to drive the Highway 11 and Highway 17 circuit from Thunder Bay to Rainy River, to
Kenora, and back to Thunder Bay. Further, as previously noted, the Anishinaabe of Grand Treaty
#3 sent an invaluable submission indicating that the proposed boundaries had ignored well
established Tribal Council groupings.

The Commission found all of these arguments persuasive, and set out to establish three
northwestern districts based on this feedback.

THUNDER BAY—RAINY RIVER has been returned to the boundaries of the existing district.
Several municipal councils in the region adopted resolutions requesting this. In the City of Thunder
Bay, the boundary was returned to Highway 11 and Harbour Expressway, respecting the old
boundary of the amalgamated City of Fort William. The Municipality of Oliver Paipoonge (including
the community of Kakabeka Falls) has been returned to the THUNDER BAY—RAINY RIVER
district. This municipality was opposed to their municipality being split between two districts.

With KENORA—KIIWETINOONG, the Commission has largely restored the existing district of
Kenora, a shift that respects the strong connection between the Municipalities of Kenora and Sioux
Lookout and includes communities such as Dryden, Machin, Pickle Lake, Red Lake, Ear Falls,
Sioux Narrows-Nestor Falls and Ignace, which are the nine municipalities working together as the
Kenora District Municipal Association, which has a longstanding history of collaboration and
advocacy in the region. This redrawing also respects the District Social Service Boards and the

Northwestern Health Unit.
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However, adjustments have been made in the area occupied by the First Nations aligning with the
Matawa First Nations Management Tribal Council. These First Nations are now in THUNDER
BAY—SUPERIOR NORTH. This will be further discussed below.

The final district of THUNDER BAY—SUPERIOR NORTH is similar to the existing district of the
same name. As discussed above, adjustments have been made to restore the well-established
boundary along Highway 11 and the Harbour Expressway.

The First Nations of the Matawa First Nations Management Tribal Council have also been moved
into THUNDER BAY—SUPERIOR NORTH. This allows the entire Tribal Council to be in the
same district and has the added benefit of keeping these First Nations communities connected to
established transportation networks, as flights to these communities depart from Thunder Bay.
This is important as the members of these First Nations access many services within the District
of Thunder Bay, and the Tribal Council office is located in the City of Thunder Bay.

THUNDER BAY—RAINY RIVER, THUNDER BAY—SUPERIOR NORTH and KENORA—
KIIWETINOONG respectively have deviations of -29.4%, -26.1% and -46.9%. As discussed
above, there are “extraordinary circumstances” justifying these variances.

The Commission was satisfied that to maintain effective representation in THUNDER BAY—
RAINY RIVER, the existing alignment had to be maintained and it was necessary and desirable to
permit the “extraordinary circumstances” this drawing created.

Similarly, the large geographic size and the sparse population of THUNDER BAY—SUPERIOR
NORTH and KENORA—KIIWETINOONG was the basis for our conclusion that it was necessary
and desirable in relation to these districts.

The Cree communities of the James Bay coast and Peawanuck have been reunited with Timmins
in the district of KAPUSKASING—TIMMINS—MUSHKEGOWUK. The district’s western boundary
has been drawn to include Winisk Indian Reserve No. 90, matching the provincial electoral
boundaries. This allows the Weenusk First Nation in Peawanuck to be in the same districts as
their reserve lands.

The Commission was advised that the James Bay Cree are connected to Timmins and Cochrane.
It was noted that there is a vital link between the James Bay coastal communities and the City of
Timmins for health care, transportation, education and economic development. The Mayor of
Timmins reported that Timmins has established a Relationship Agreement with the Mushkegowuk
Council. Flights to these northeastern communities depart from Timmins.

This district also includes the Matachewan First Nation, Brunswick House, Chapleau Ojibway,
Chapleau Cree First Nation and the Township of Chapleau. These First Nations are all members
of the Wabun Tribal Council and the Mushkegowuk Council, which are mostly based out of
KAPUSKASING—TIMMINS—MUSHKEGOWUK. It was also noted that Timmins is the closest
major centre to each of these communities.
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The Highway 11 corridor between Hearst and Smooth Rock Falls has also been added to
KAPUSKASING—TIMMINS—MUSHKEGOWUK. The Commission noted there was support for
including Hearst in the same district as Timmins and Cochrane. The joining of these communities
with the cities and communities of the existing district of Timmins—James Bay has made for a
district with strong Franco-Ontarian influence: 35% of this district is Francophone, based on
estimates using the 2021 Census data.

The cities of the “Tri-Towns” area have been moved into NIPISSING—TIMISKAMING. While the
Commission did receive submissions indicating that these communities would prefer the status
quo, the population numbers simply did not support this. The final redistribution plan reflects the
submission that the whole of the Municipality of Temagami, Temiskaming Shores and North Bay
should be within the same district. The southern portions of NIPISSING—TIMISKAMING have
been returned to the existing boundaries.

The district of MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT has been substantially altered from the proposal,
particularly based on feedback from the Franco-Ontarian community.

To identify boundaries that will protect effective representation for Franco-Ontarians,
notwithstanding the reduction of one district in the North, the Commission has drawn on Census
data on First Official Language Spoken as well as data on the Potential demand for federal
communications and services in the minority official language to largely regroup the northern
Franco-Ontarian community into two districts which now have substantial Franco-Ontarian
populations, KAPUSKASING—TIMMINS—MUSHKEGOWUK (35% Francophone) and
MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT (31% Francophone), plus two others that maintain strong Franco-
Ontarian influence, SUDBURY (17% Francophone) and NIPISSING—TIMISKAMING (14%
Francophone).

These four districts include all the municipalities in Northern Ontario that have a Potential demand
for federal communications and services in the minority official language of over 20%, with the
exception of Wawa, Dubreuilville, and Greenstone. These three communities are part of the
districts that they are geographically connected to: SAULT STE. MARIE—ALGOMA for Wawa
and Dubreuilville, and THUNDER BAY—SUPERIOR NORTH for Greenstone.

It was correctly pointed out that the proposed boundaries between Nickel Belt and Nipissing
divided the Francophone communities existing in West Nipissing, Markstay-Warren, St.-Charles,
French River, and the City of Sudbury.

These communities, which along with Killarney, work together under the umbrella of the Sudbury-
East Municipal Association on projects and community issues, have been restored in the district
of MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT. This has created a second district in Northern Ontario with a
very strong Franco-Ontarian influence: 31% of this district is Francophone.

The community of Gogama and the Mattagami First Nation have been placed in MANITOULIN—
NICKEL BELT. This decision was made in consideration of submissions from the Gogama
Chamber of Commerce, residents, and the Member of Parliament, who all stressed the alignment
of their community’s interests with Nickel Belt, rather than Timmins.
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The Commission received support for the proposed boundary changes for the district of
SUDBURY which brought the district closer to the footprint of the City of Greater Sudbury,
providing for continuity of service and better reflected communities of interest. It was observed
that the proposed district consolidates the urban portions of the City of Greater Sudbury. The
Commission was also advised that the proposed boundary changes accurately accounted for the
natural boundaries that make up Sudbury such as highways, roadways, rivers and lakes.

The only modifications to SUDBURY’s proposed boundary is the inclusion of the community of
Skead. This was in response to submissions made by individuals and elected municipal
representatives that suggested that SUDBURY should contain all the neighbourhoods within the
former City of Nickel Centre.

The district of SAULT STE. MARIE—ALGOMA has been largely drawn to match the City of Sault
Ste. Marie and the upper-tier municipal District of Algoma. In light of this fact, the name has been
changed to SAULT STE. MARIE—ALGOMA.

The boundary with KAPUSKASING—TIMMINS—MUSHKEGOWUK has been drawn around the
Missanabie Cree First Nation’s reserves, keeping these lands in the same district as their band
office in Sault Ste. Marie.

The territories of the Sagamok Anishnawbek First Nation have also been included in SAULT STE.
MARIE—ALGOMA, allowing them to be linked with most of the other First Nations within
Mamaweswen, The North Shore Tribal Council.

PARRY SOUND—MUSKOKA has been mostly returned to its existing boundaries. The Township
of Machar and the Village of South River had been moved to the district of Nipissing in the
proposal. The Commission has moved these municipalities back into PARRY SOUND—
MUSKOKA based on submissions received from the Village of South River and its residents.

One additional small change in the PARRY SOUND—MUSKOKA proposed boundary is being
maintained. At the very southern tip of the district, a small change has been made to the existing
boundaries to coincide with updated Census subdivision boundaries for the Township of Georgian
Bay, affecting the area around Green Island and Canary Island.

The names, populations and deviations from the Quota for Northern Ontario’s final districts are
shown in Table 1C.
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Table 1C — Northern Ontario Final Electoral Districts

Population — Deviation from

Electoral Districts 2021 Quota - 2022

Kapuskasing—Timmins—Mushkegowuk 93,948 -19.42%
Kenora—Kiiwetinoong (Extraordinary Circumstance) 61,962 -46.85%
Manitoulin—Nickel Belt 99,827 -14.38%
Nipissing—Timiskaming 98,237 -15.74%
Parry Sound—Muskoka 104,504 -10.37%
Sault Ste. Marie—Algoma 113,772 -2.42%
Sudbury 114,384 -1.89%
Thunder Bay—Rainy River (Extraordinary Circumstance) 82,357 -29.36%
Thunder Bay—Superior North (Extraordinary Circumstance) 86,147 -26.11%
Average 95,015 -18.50%
Range (most populous to least populous) 52,422 44.96 pp
Average — Excluding Extraordinary Circumstance 104,112 -10.70%
Range — Excluding Extraordinary Circumstance 20,436 17.53 pp

pp = percentage points
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City of Toronto -
Existing Districts

Labels show deviation from the 2022 Quota.

Report of the Federal Electoral Boundaries A
Commission for the Province of Ontario

For more detailed maps, please
consult the maps in the appendix
or the Online Map Viewer.
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Commission for the Province of Ontario
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or the Online Map Viewer.
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City of Toronto -

Final Districts

Labels show deviation from the 2022 Quota.

Report of the Federal Electoral Boundaries
Commission for the Province of Ontario

For more detailed maps, please
consult the maps in the appendix
or the Online Map Viewer.

The population of Toronto grew by 6.9%, from 2,615,060 in 2011 to 2,794,356 in 2021. The
remainder of Ontario grew by 11.7% in the same period.

The existing 25 electoral districts in Toronto would have an average 2021 population of 111,774
— a figure that falls 4.1% below the Quota of 116,590. Furthermore, as indicated by the range
of deviations relative to the 2022 Quota (40.3 percentage points), there are substantial
disparities in the population size of districts across the City of Toronto. The populations and
deviations from the Quota for the existing electoral districts are shown in Table 2A.
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Table 2A - City of Toronto Existing Electoral Districts

Electoral Districts

Beaches—East York
Davenport

Don Valley East

Don Valley North

Don Valley West
Eglinton—Lawrence
Etobicoke Centre
Etobicoke—Lakeshore
Etobicoke North

Humber River—Black Creek
Parkdale—High Park
Scarborough—Agincourt
Scarborough Centre
Scarborough—Guildwood
Scarborough North
Scarborough—Rouge Park
Scarborough Southwest
Spadina—Fort York
Toronto Centre
Toronto—Danforth
Toronto—St. Paul's
University—Rosedale
Willowdale

York Centre

York South—Weston

Average

Range (most populous to least
populous)

pp = percentage points

Population
- 2011

107,084
102,360

93,007
103,073

99,820
113,150
114,910
115,437
117,601
108,198
105,103
104,499
108,826
101,914
101,080
102,646
106,733

82,480

93,971
104,017
103,983

98,605
109,680
100,277
116,606

104,602
35,121
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Deviation

from Quota

-2012
+0.82%
-3.63%
-12.43%
-2.96%
-6.02%
+6.53%
+8.19%
+8.68%
+10.72%
+1.87%
-1.05%
-1.61%
+2.46%
-4.05%
-4.83%
-3.36%
+0.49%
-22.35%
-11.53%
-2.07%
-2.10%
-7.16%
+3.26%
-5.59%
+9.78%

-1.52%
33.07 pp

Population
-2021

109,359
105,946

95,039
113,663
101,959
115,832
118,483
141,751
116,003
111,593
106,750
104,423
113,104
103,449

94,717
102,254
111,994
136,213
119,901
105,472
116,953
106,216
118,218
108,307
116,757

111,774
47,034

Deviation

from Quota

-

- 2022
-6.20%
-9.13%
-18.48%
-2.51%
-12.55%
-0.65%
+1.62%
+21.58%
-0.50%
-4.29%
-8.44%
-10.44%
-2.99%
-11.27%
-18.76%
-12.30%
-3.94%
+16.83%
+2.84%
-9.54%
+0.31%
-8.90%
+1.40%
-7.10%
+0.14%

-4.13%
40.34 pp

<



The Commission noted that this overrepresentation in Toronto has emerged due to uneven
population growth between Toronto and surrounding areas, which is expected to continue or
increase in the future.

The Commission heard several submissions opposing the reduction of the number of districts in
Toronto. A large share of these submissions argued that unique features of Toronto — namely
its highly diverse population, its economic centrality, and its rapid growth — necessitated
maintaining the current number of constituencies. In the Commission’s view, these arguments
apply with equal or greater weight to constituencies surrounding Toronto, which are on average
faster-growing, similarly diverse, and economically dynamic.

As a result, the Commission concluded that the districts in Toronto be reduced by one.

This reduction, together with the obligation to address the wide population disparities of
electoral districts within the City of Toronto, has required shifting many boundaries.

In the proposal, the most significant changes fell in the eastern portion of the City of Toronto, in
the historical City of Scarborough. Here, deviations below the Quota were most pronounced.
This area, historically described as lying to the east of Victoria Park Avenue, was reduced from
six districts to five. This change affected the entire city as district boundaries were generally
shifted eastward to generate greater population equality. Boundaries were also shifted to fix the
excessively large deviations in Spadina—Fort York and Etobicoke—Lakeshore.

Several district names were changed to better describe their locations or reflect the
neighbourhoods and communities that comprise these proposed reconfigured districts.

With 24 proposed districts, the average population in each proposed district was 116,432. The
maximum deviation from the Quota was 6%. The populations and deviations from the Quota in
the proposed redistribution plan are shown in Table 2B.

Table 2B - City of Toronto Proposed Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from

Electoral Districts Quota — 2022
Bayview—Finch 110,908 -4.87%
Black Creek 117,740 +0.99%
Davenport 116,728 +0.12%
Don Valley East 115,456 -0.97%
Don Valley North 113,537 -2.62%
Don Valley West 114,229 -2.03%
Eglinton—Lawrence 116,139 -0.39%
Etobicoke Centre 120,157 +3.06%
Etobicoke Lakeshore 114,714 -1.61%
Etobicoke North 121,107 +3.87%
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Table 2B - City of Toronto Proposed Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from

Electoral Districts Quota — 2022
Humber 122,220 +4.83%
Scarborough Centre 115,260 -1.14%
Scarborough—Guildwood 118,754 +1.86%
Scarborough Northwest 109,568 -6.02%
Scarborough—Rouge Park 111,713 -4.18%
Scarborough Southwest 121,947 +4.59%
Spadina—Harbourfront 119,497 +2.49%
St. Clair—Mount Pleasant 119,935 +2.87%
Taiaiako’n—High Park 119,421 +2.43%
The Beaches—East York 111,805 -4.10%
Toronto Centre 121,703 +4.39%
Toronto—Danforth 112,119 -3.83%
University—Rosedale 117,119 +0.45%
York Centre 112,580 -3.44%
Average 116,432 -0.14%
Range (most populous to least 12,652 10.85 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points

The Commission’s proposed redistribution plan for Toronto’s districts was widely criticized by
elected officials, civic organizations, and the general public.

Focusing on Scarborough, several submitters noted that Scarborough has a very high share of
immigrants and visible minorities. This is a fact borne out in the recent 2021 Census data. As
such, it was argued that it was especially inappropriate to eliminate a Scarborough district.

It was also pointed out that Scarborough has a unique identity. The old municipal boundary on
Victoria Park Avenue is a very important landmark to the residents of Scarborough. It was
argued that it was inappropriate to move areas of Scarborough into districts where the maijority
of the population is drawn from districts in the historical boundaries of North York.

It was further noted that many residents of Scarborough feel they have a history of being
underrepresented by various levels of government. The Commission received many
submissions about the forced municipal amalgamation in 1998 which Scarboroughians
overwhelmingly voted against in a referendum; the lack of subway service; and the relatively
poorer state of Scarborough’s hospitals. In short, the Commission’s redistribution plan was seen
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as another act against a part of Toronto which feels it has suffered a long series of setbacks and
disappointments from governments of all levels.

The Commission also received submissions criticizing its proposed plan in the remainder of
Toronto. It was frequently commented that the boundary changes were unwarranted and
excessive in parts of the City where the existing district’'s deviations were already close to the
Quota. It was further pointed out that the proposed districts split up several long-established
neighbourhoods.

Based on this criticism, the Commission has significantly reconfigured its plan for Toronto.
Instead of eliminating a district in Scarborough, the commission is merging the existing district of
Don Valley East into Don Valley North, Don Valley West (which is being renamed DON VALLEY
SOUTH), and Scarborough Centre (renamed SCARBOROUGH CENTRE—DON VALLEY
EAST). We note that Don Valley East was also substantially below the Quota.

There are two main advantages to this new approach.

First, it allows the Commission to maintain six districts that are mostly based in Scarborough.
While the final districts of SCARBOROUGH CENTRE—DON VALLEY EAST and
SCARBOROUGH—AGINCOURT both cross over Victoria Park Avenue, the majority of
residents of these districts are still in the former City of Scarborough. In SCARBOROUGH
CENTRE—DON VALLEY EAST, 61,400 of its residents live east of Victoria Park Avenue,
making up 55% of the district. In SCARBOROUGH—AGINCOURT, 104,400 of the residents live
east of Victoria Park Avenue, making up 84% of the district.

Secondly, the cascading effects of eliminating a district are constrained to the eastern portion of
the City. In the proposal, a district in the far eastern edge of the City was eliminated, and the
majority of Toronto’s districts were shifted eastward in compensation. In the final boundaries,
Don Valley East is being merged into neighbouring districts with large negative deviations from
the Quota. This constrains the major changes to those districts in the eastern half of the City
and allows the remainder of the City to remain very close to the existing boundaries. In fact,
five? of Toronto’s 24 final districts have been returned to their existing boundaries.

The other districts have received minor changes that do not substantially change their layout or
overall configuration.

Many proposed names have also been changed back to their existing names, representing the
fact that in our final redistribution plan, we have imposed only minor changes in these districts.

In developing the plan for the final boundaries, the Commission discussed at length the issue of
Victoria Park Avenue and the former City of Scarborough. The idea of using Victoria Park
Avenue from Toronto’s northern boundary to Lake Ontario was considered. In this layout,
Scarborough could receive either five or six districts. The Commission did not feel that either
option was reasonable.

2 This document was updated on February 24, 2023, correcting an error with respect to the sentence noted above.
We confirm that “five” of Toronto’s final districts have been returned to their existing boundaries.
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Scarborough’s population is 629,941. In a five district Scarborough scenario, the average
deviation from the Quota would be +8%. While this is within 10% from the Quota, this would
have the unfair impact of eliminating a district exclusively in Scarborough. By moving the
boundaries of two Scarborough-based districts across Victoria Park Avenue, the loss of a
district is shared between Scarborough and the rest of Toronto.

In a six Scarborough district scenario, the Scarborough districts would have an average
deviation of -10% from the Quota. This would unfairly reduce representation in the remainder of
Toronto. This would also have the unfavourable effect of forcing large scale changes to the
remainder of Toronto’s districts.

The Commission has thus concluded that it is necessary to cross Victoria Park Avenue.

In developing its final plan for Toronto as a whole, the Commission endeavours to use major
geographical features such as railroads, rivers, ravines, and major roads.

The Commission received some submissions suggesting that ravines and rivers should not be
used as boundaries in order to keep parks, ecological areas, and protected areas in the same
district. However, the Commission noted that rivers and ravines are clearly discernible
boundaries between neighbourhoods. The Humber River in particular has been a major
boundary for Toronto’s former municipalities, municipal wards, and electoral districts. Further, in
terms of protecting ecologically fragile areas, it seems advantageous that residents of two
districts would identify with such features, rather than just one.

The Commission relies on the City of Toronto’s 158 official neighbourhoods and communities
(Neighbourhoods & Communities — City of Toronto) in drawing the final boundaries (hereafter
referred to as official neighbourhoods, and indicated in parentheses by their official number).
We follow official neighbourhood boundaries, and keep neighbourhoods and communities
whole, where possible.

The Commission has also maintained the existing district boundaries where possible.

In SCARBOROUGH—GUILDWOOD—ROUGE PARK, the final plan restores a district that
resembles the existing district. Similar to the existing district, the final district spans over
Highway 401 and covers the eastern extremity of the City of Toronto. Given that the existing
district had a deviation of -12.3% and its two neighbouring districts had deviations of -18.8% and
-11.3%, the existing district could not be restored exactly. Starting in the North, the western
boundary has been drawn along Rouge River, the power line running north of the Morningside
Heights neighbourhood, and down Morningside Avenue.

South of Highway 401, the boundary follows Highland Creek to the GO Transit rail line. South of
the GO Transit rail line, the boundary deviates from the official neighbourhood boundaries
based on a joint written submission from the Guildwood Village Community Association and the
Cliffcrest Scarborough Village Southwest Residents Association. This submission gave clearly
laid-out details showing how the City’s official neighbourhood, Census tracts, and proposed
electoral districts do not properly account for the local street network and topography, which
includes an escarpment that divides these communities in half. The final boundaries have been
drawn to reflect the escarpment and local travel patterns explained by these two neighbourhood

associations.
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SCARBOROUGH SOUTHWEST’s eastern boundaries have been drawn to reflect the above-
referenced submission and also to keep Scarborough Village whole. The remainder of the
district matches the existing and proposed boundaries.

Scarborough—Guildwood’s eastern and western boundaries have both been shifted towards
the west from the proposed and existing boundaries. These shifts were done to reflect
population equality and to draw boundaries on clear, straight, easily-explained features. As the
new boundaries no longer include the Guildwood Village, the district has been renamed
SCARBOROUGH—WOBURN.

In SCARBOROUGH NORTH, the eastern boundary has been drawn as described above. The
western boundary has been restored on Midland Avenue, matching its location in the existing
boundaries. Several submitters urged the Commission to reconsider the proposed boundary on
McCowan Road. Submissions to this effect were received from many individuals, community
groups, and elected representatives.

In SCARBOROUGH—AGINCOURT, the eastern boundary was restored to the existing district
boundary on Midland Avenue, as described above. The western boundary was moved to
Highway 404. While the Commission acknowledges that many submitters would prefer the
boundary on Victoria Park Avenue, the infeasibility of this has been discussed above. The
Commission has chosen Highway 404 because it is a clear, discernible boundary. As previously
noted, this extends the district into North York. However, this district remains primarily based in
Scarborough as 84% of the residents live east of Victoria Park Avenue.

The name of this district has been returned to the existing name of SCARBOROUGH—
AGINCOURT. Many submissions discussed the important identity and long history of Agincourt,
going back to its founding in 1858. The Commission appreciates the importance of this historic
identity and agrees that Agincourt should remain as an electoral district and also as a name.

SCARBOROUGH CENTRE—DON VALLEY EAST’s boundaries also extend over Victoria Park
Avenue to include parts of North York. With 55% of this district still residing in the former City of
Scarborough, this makes for a Scarborough-majority district.

The Commission had initially deliberated on drawing the western boundary on the Don Valley
Parkway (similar to SCARBOROUGH—AGINCOURT). However, the boundary has been drawn
on the East Don River. Based on public submissions from the residents of Wynford Drive and
comments from elected officials, it was recognized that the official neighbourhood of
Flemingdon Park (44) is better placed in DON VALLEY SOUTH. Using the East Don River as a
boundary also keeps the official neighbourhoods of Victoria Village (43), Parkwoods-O’Connor
Hills (149), and Fenside-Parkwoods (150) whole.

The proposed southern boundary for Scarborough Centre and The Beaches—East York was
drawn on Eglinton Avenue. However, the Commission was encouraged to return the boundary
to Sunrise Avenue, as in the existing districts. This was based on concerns surrounding
development (spurred by the new LRT line) on both sides of Eglinton Avenue. In the final plan,
the Commission has chosen to return the southern boundary to Sunrise Avenue.
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The districts of BEACHES—EAST YORK and TORONTO—DANFORTH have been returned to
their existing boundaries, with one small exception. In the southwestern corner of TORONTO—
DANFORTH, the boundary has been shifted to the Gardiner Expressway to simplify the
boundary.

The proposal had shifted the boundary between these two districts to Glebemount Avenue and
Hillingdon Avenue. Submissions were mixed on this idea. The Commission ultimately decided
that keeping the boundary on Coxwell Avenue is the preferred option as this matches the
historical configuration and also represents a simple, easily-explained boundary.

The proposed district of The Beaches—East York was extended to Eglinton Avenue and also
included the eastern portions of the official neighbourhood of Flemingdon Park (44). As
discussed above, the final boundaries of BEACHES—EAST YORK have been returned to
match the existing boundary.

In the proposal, the Commission had also changed the name of the existing district to The
Beaches—East York. This was done on the recommendation of the Geographical Names Board
of Canada, which has the official name listed as “The Beaches.” The Commission has heard
from several people associated with all the main political parties that district name changes
force a burdensome administrative hassle on the party’s infrastructure, staff, and volunteers.
The Commission recognizes this and has restored the existing name of BEACHES—EAST
YORK (as we have done in other districts).

DON VALLEY NORTH’s boundary has been considerably redrawn compared to both the
existing and proposed districts. As previously described, the eastern boundary was shifted from
Victoria Park Avenue to Highway 404. The majority of the western boundary has been returned
to the existing boundary of Bayview Avenue. The major change to this district is the expansion
to include the official neighbourhood of St. Andrew-Windfields (40). This change was made as a
result of the merger of Don Valley East into its neighbouring districts.

The Commission recognizes that it is preferable to keep the district entirely north of Highway
401. The Commission also acknowledges that this is a significant change from the proposed or
existing boundaries and that the public has no opportunity to submit feedback on this change.
However, the Commission sees no other option. In adding this area to DON VALLEY NORTH,
the Commission has respected the official neighbourhoods. The entirety of St. Andrew-
Windfields (40), including the segment north of Old York Mills Road, has been incorporated into
DON VALLEY NORTH.

DON VALLEY SOUTH has also seen considerable changes since the proposal. This is in
account of the merger of Don Valley East into neighbouring districts. The Commission was also
notified by the submissions that it made several errors in this part of Toronto.

As part of the merger of Don Valley East into neighbouring districts, DON VALLEY SOUTH’s
eastern boundary has been placed on the East Don River. This allows the official
neighbourhoods of Flemingdon Park (44) and Banbury-Don Mills (42) to remain whole.
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The northern boundary has been moved from Highway 401 to York Mills Road and Old York
Mills Road. The Commission recognizes that Highway 401 is a preferable boundary. However, it
is impossible to keep the boundary on Highway 401 while respecting the principle of population
equality and limiting changes to neighbouring districts. The Commission is comfortable with the
boundary on York Mills Road and Old York Mills Road as this is a major artery and also
matches the official neighbourhood boundaries.

The Commission’s proposed boundary through the community of Leaside was heavily criticized.
Leaside had been split between the proposed districts of Don Valley West and St. Clai—Mount
Pleasant. The Commission received dozens of submissions from members of the public urging
the Commission to make Leaside whole. The Commission found these arguments persuasive.
Leaside has been reunited in its entirety in the district of DON VALLEY SOUTH.

The western border matches the existing district of Don Valley West’s boundary with one major
modification. South of Eglinton Avenue, the final boundary will follow Bayview Avenue instead of
Mount Pleasant Road. This respects a well-researched submission from the South Eglinton
Davisville Residents' Association requesting that the community of Davisville remain whole.

In the extreme south of DON VALLEY SOUTH, the boundary has been extended to the
Bayview-Bloor interchange. This incorporates the southern portion of the official neighbourhood
of Leaside-Bennington (56) which was previously in University—Rosedale.

UNIVERSITY—ROSEDALE has received considerable changes since the proposal and the
existing boundaries. The southern boundary has been moved from Dundas Street to Queen
Street. Submissions informed the Commission that Queen Street was preferable to Dundas
Street for two reasons. First, Queen Street is the dividing line between high-density condo
towers and lower- to medium-density residential units. Second, and more importantly, Dundas
Street runs through the centre of downtown Chinatown. Placing the boundary on Queen Street
allows Chinatown to remain whole.

The eastern boundary of UNIVERSITY—ROSEDALE will remain on Yonge Street, as it was in
the proposal. The Commission feels that this is an improvement over the existing boundary as it
follows a simple, straight line that matches the official neighbourhood boundaries. This also
places the Chinese community in between Bay Street and Yonge Street, which was previously
in Toronto Centre, into UNIVERSITY—ROSEDALE along with the rest of Chinatown.

In the areas around Deer Park and Moore Park, the Commission has made some changes from
the proposal. The Commission received submissions about splitting both of these communities.
In order to make these communities whole, achieve population parity, and make clear, easily
understood boundaries, it was decided to draw the northern boundary along the CP rail line.

The Commission’s final boundaries for TORONTO—ST. PAUL’S resemble those of the existing
district, with some changes. The boundaries for this district had been considerably altered in the
proposal, and it had also been renamed to St. Clai—Mount Pleasant. Both the proposed
boundaries and proposed name were ill-received by the public.
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In the final plan, the name TORONTO—ST. PAUL’S matches that of the existing district. The
Commission was informed in several submissions (from the MP, the residents of Christie
Gardens Retirement Residence, and others) that there is a strong identity going back several
decades around this name.

However, several changes to the district’s borders have been made as a result of changes to
neighbouring districts and the goal of achieving population parity. While the Commission has not
followed the exact letter of the many submissions requesting a return to the status quo, we have
attempted to comply with the spirit of these submissions in respecting the history, community,
and identity of this district.

The Commission received two submissions from neighbourhood associations concerning this
district. The first submission was from the South Eglinton Davisville Residents' Association. This
association supported the proposed boundaries as it keeps the Davisville neighbourhood whole. A
few submissions from individuals in the neighbourhood echoed this sentiment. This
neighbourhood was wholly in TORONTO—ST. PAUL’S after the 2003 redistribution, but was split
up after the 2013 redistribution. The Commission has placed TORONTO—ST. PAUL’S eastern
boundary on Bayview Avenue, keeping all of Davisville in TORONTO—ST. PAUL’S.

The Commission also received several submissions concerning Deer Park, including from the
Deer Park Residents Group. The proposed boundaries for St. Clai—Mount Pleasant had split
Deer Park in half. The Commission agrees that Deer Park should be kept whole and has thus
moved the southern boundary for TORONTO—ST. PAUL’S to the CP railway track.

The CP railway track forms the entirety of TORONTO—ST. PAUL'’S southern boundary. As
previously discussed, this means that Moore Park is being moved into TORONTO—ST. PAUL’S.

The small area in between Broadway Avenue and Eglinton Avenue and in between Yonge Street
and Mount Pleasant Road was moved to Don Valley West in the proposal. However, due to other
changes to the neighbouring districts, the Commission has had to put this area back into
TORONTO—ST. PAUL’S. The Commission notes that placing this in DON VALLEY SOUTH
would better reflect the official neighbourhood boundaries and make for a cleaner, straight
boundary. However, this boundary has been returned to its existing configuration based on the
need to maintain population equality.

For the western boundary of TORONTO—ST. PAUL'’S, the boundary has been shifted back to the
existing district boundary on Ossington Avenue and Winona Drive. The section north of Holland
Park Avenue and Rogers Road was moved to Vaughan Road. The reason for using a slightly
modified version of the existing boundary was to respect population equality. With the changes to
the neighbouring districts, the proposed boundary was no longer feasible. The western boundary
takes a diagonal on Vaughan Road in order to protect the integrity of Little Jamaica along Eglinton
Avenue from Marlee Avenue to Dufferin Street.

EGLINTON—LAWRENCE has been returned to its existing boundaries. Several submitters had
requested that the Commission do this. The Commission felt that this was a reasonable request,
given that the existing district had a deviation of only -0.7% from the Quota.
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The final plan for TORONTO CENTRE matches the proposed district. This represents minor
changes to the existing districts. The western and northern boundary has been moved to Yonge
Street and Bloor Street. This simplifies the boundaries by placing them on major streets, and
matches the official neighbourhood boundaries. In the south, the boundary has been shifted to the
Gardiner Expressway. This was positively received by submitters, who appreciated that the

St. Lawrence Market neighbourhood and the Distillery District were made whole. The Gardiner
Expressway also makes for a clear boundary.

Spadina—Fort York grew by 53,733 people between the 2011 and 2021 Census, giving it a
deviation from the Quota of +16.8%. This is the second largest population growth in Ontario. This
necessitated large changes from the existing boundaries. The northern boundary has been shifted
from Dundas Street to Queen Street. This allows downtown Chinatown to remain whole in
UNIVERSITY—ROSEDALE.

In the proposal, Liberty Village was moved from Spadina—Fort York to Taiaiako'’n—High Park.
Submissions were evenly split on this issue. In the end, the Commission decided to move this
boundary to match the official neighbourhood on Atlantic Avenue. The Commission has also
opted to retain the proposed name of SPADINA—HARBOURFRONT for this district.

DAVENPORT has received minor changes since the proposal. The portions of the existing district
south of Queen Street have been returned to DAVENPORT. This keeps the official
neighbourhood of Little Portugal (84) whole. The eastern boundary with TORONTO—ST. PAUL'S
has been moved to the existing boundary, with a slight modification north of Rogers Road and
Holland Park Avenue. This boundary has been moved to Vaughan Road in the interests of
promoting population equality.

In the proposal, Parkdale—High Park’s name was changed to Taiaiako’n—High Park. This was
done in a spirit of reconciliation in recognition of the Haudenosaunee village and burial mounds on
the site of High Park. While commenters generally appreciated and approved of using an
Indigenous name, several people felt that removing “Parkdale” from the name was inappropriate.
The Commission was told that Parkdale had a strong identity and history. As was suggested by
many submitters, the Commission has decided to change the name to TAIAIAKO’'N—
PARKDALE—HIGH PARK.

As for TAIAIAKO'N—PARKDALE—HIGH PARK'’s boundaries, the Commission received mixed
feedback on the proposed boundary changes in both the southeast and in the north.

In the southeast, submissions were mixed on the appropriateness of moving Liberty Village into
the proposed district of Taiaiako’'n—High Park. The Commission has decided to place the
boundary on Atlantic Avenue, representing a compromise between the existing boundary and the
proposed boundary. Atlantic Avenue also has the benefit of matching the official neighbourhood
boundaries. It also keeps Little Tibet whole inside TAIAIAKO’'N—PARKDALE—HIGH PARK.

The proposed district of Taiaiako’n—High Park’s northern boundary was also unpopular. The
Commission was told that St. Clair Avenue was a poor choice. Some submitters suggested that
the boundary be returned to the railway tracks, where the existing boundary was placed. The
Commission ultimately decided to use the high-tension powerline along Lavender Creek, as was
argued by other submitters, allowing the Tibetan community to remain whole.
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The proposed elimination of York South—Weston and the creation of Humber proved to be
unpopular. The proposed district of Humber crossed the Humber River and incorporated portions
of the existing districts of Etobicoke Centre and York South—Weston. Some submitters from the
Etobicoke side supported this new district. It was seen as adding representation to Etobicoke, as
Etobicoke was receiving an extra half seat. It was also pointed out that historically districts have
crossed the Humber River.

However, submitters from the existing district of York South—Weston were highly critical of this
decision. It was pointed out that the Humber River is a major boundary with very different
communities on both sides of it. The western side of the river (the portions in the former City of
Etobicoke) is much more affluent, while the portions on the eastern side of the Humber River have
a much higher share of visible minorities, immigrants, renters, and lower average income.

Given that the final plan for the City of Toronto allows the Commission to keep many of the
existing districts, a district largely resembling the existing district of York South—Weston has been
restored. This district will be named YORK SOUTH—WESTON—ETOBICOKE as a portion of the
boundary still crosses the Humber River. The Commission has chosen to keep the official
neighbourhood of Humber Heights-Westmount (8) in this district in the interests of population
equality.

The existing district of Etobicoke—Lakeshore has a deviation from the Quota of +21.6%,
necessitating changes in the area. In the proposal, the Commission opted to draw the boundary
on Dundas Street and Bloor Street. While the boundary on Dundas Street was well-received, the
boundary on Bloor Street was not. Submitters urged the Commission to keep the boundary on
Dundas Street through the entirety of the district.

There were three concerns with the boundary on Bloor Street. First, the Kingsway Business
Improvement Area is centred on Bloor Street. The Commission was encouraged not to split the
Kingsway Business Improvement Area in half. The Commission was also informed that the official
neighbourhood of Kingsway South (15) (between Dundas Street and Bloor Street) would be better
suited in ETOBICOKE—LAKESHORE. Finally, the neighbourhood of high-rise condo towers
around Mabelle Avenue would also be better suited in ETOBICOKE—LAKESHORE.

The Commission is unable to put both the Mabelle Avenue neighbourhoods and the Kingsway
area into ETOBICOKE—LAKESHORE, as this would give the district an unreasonably high
deviation from the Quota. The Commission has returned the official neighbourhood of Kingsway
South (15) to ETOBICOKE—LAKESHORE. However, west of Mimico Creek, the Commission has
opted to use the CP rail line as the boundary, leaving the Mabelle Avenue neighbourhoods and
the other high-rise developments along Dundas Street in ETOBICOKE CENTRE.

In the proposal, the Commission had opted to drop the em dash (“—") from the name of Etobicoke
Lakeshore. This was done because the em dash generally denotes when multiple cities,
neighbourhoods, and locations are appended to district names. The em dash is generally not
used when a name gives directional context. However, based on the feedback from political
parties, the Commission recognizes that name changes can impose a burdensome task on
political parties' infrastructure, staff, and volunteers. It was also pointed out that the term
“Lakeshore” is not merely providing directional context, but refers to literal places in this district,
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such as Lakeshore Village. Thus, the Commission has opted to return the em dash and restore
the existing name of ETOBICOKE—LAKESHORE.

For ETOBICOKE CENTRE, many of the areas that had been moved to the proposed district of
Humber have been returned to ETOBICOKE CENTRE. The southern and eastern boundaries
were modified as described above.

The northern boundary of the proposed district was on Highway 401. This received much support.
However, in response to the other changes in this area, this boundary had to be moved south.
The boundary was drawn on Dixon Road, Kipling Avenue, and The Westway. This configuration
was chosen because it allows the official neighbourhood of Kingsview Village-The Westway (6) to
remain whole, within ETOBICOKE NORTH.

ETOBICOKE NORTH'’s southern boundary was drawn as described above, allowing all the official
neighbourhood of Kingsview Village-The Westway (6) to be added to the district. The Commission
notes that much of this neighbourhood was in the existing district of Etobicoke North.

ETOBICOKE NORTH'’s eastern boundaries were returned to its existing boundary on the Humber
River. This allows the Commission to restore the existing boundaries for HUMBER RIVER—
BLACK CREEK, YORK CENTRE, and WILLOWDALE. In all three of these districts, the
Commission had been informed that the proposal had inappropriately separated neighbourhoods
and communities.

In HUMBER RIVER—BLACK CREEK, it was requested that the western boundary be returned to
the Humber River so that the neighbourhoods of Humberlea, Humbermede and Humber Summit
could be returned to the district. The Commission was also told of the importance of keeping the
Jane and Finch neighbourhoods together in HUMBER RIVER—BLACK CREEK, as it had been in
the existing and proposed districts.

In YORK CENTRE, the Commission heard that it was important to keep Downsview in a single
district. The Commission was also urged to restore the boundary on Grandravine Drive.
Downsview had been one of the main neighbourhoods in YORK CENTRE for several
redistribution cycles, and the Commission was told that it was inappropriate to split up this
community.

It was also stated that Yonge Street was a poor boundary between the proposed district of York
Centre and Bayview—Finch, as Yonge Street splits up the Willowdale Business Improvement
Area and the Willowdale neighbourhoods. There were also submissions encouraging the
Commission to restore the name of Willowdale.

The Commission accepts all these submissions related to the districts north of Highway 401.
These issues were resolved by restoring the existing boundaries and names for HUMBER
RIVER—BLACK CREEK, YORK CENTRE, and WILLOWDALE.

The names, populations and deviations from the Quota for the City of Toronto’s final districts are
shown in Table 2C.
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Table 2C - City of Toronto Final Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from

Electoral Districts Quota — 2022
Beaches—East York 109,359 -6.20%
Davenport 125,048 +7.25%
Don Valley North 111,122 -4.69%
Don Valley South 121,147 +3.91%
Eglinton—Lawrence 115,832 -0.65%
Etobicoke Centre 125,606 +7.73%
Etobicoke—Lakeshore 120,956 +3.74%
Etobicoke North 116,886 +0.25%
Humber River—Black Creek 111,593 -4.29%
Scarborough—Agincourt 123,969 +6.33%
Scarborough Centre—Don Valley East 111,377 -4.47%
Scarborough—Guildwood—Rouge Park 114,100 -2.14%
Scarborough North 116,177 -0.35%
Scarborough Southwest 123,232 +5.70%
Scarborough—Woburn 110,589 -5.15%
Spadina—Harbourfront 105,739 -9.31%
Taiaiako’'n—Parkdale—High Park 117,873 +1.10%
Toronto Centre 121,703 +4.39%
Toronto—Danforth 105,472 -9.54%
Toronto—St. Paul's 125,438 +7.59%
University—Rosedale 123,244 +5.71%
Willowdale 118,218 +1.40%
York Centre 108,307 -7.10%
York South—Weston—Etobicoke 111,369 -4.48%
Average 116,432 -0.14%
Range (most populous to least 20,134 17.27 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points
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The population of Eastern Ontario grew by 7.3%, from 624,416 in 2011 to 669,976 in 2021. The
remainder of Ontario grew by 10.8% in the same period.

The existing six electoral districts in Eastern Ontario would have an average 2021 population of
111,663 and an average deviation of -4.2% from the Quota. The absolute range between the
least and most populous districts would be 18.9 percentage points.
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The populations and deviations from the Quota for the existing electoral districts are shown in Table 3A.

Table 3A — Eastern Ontario Existing Electoral Districts

Population Deviation Population Deviation

Electoral Districts - 2011 from Quota - 2021 from Quota
-2012 - 2022
Glengarry—Prescott—Russell 106,240 +0.02% 116,463 -0.11%
Kingston and the Islands 116,996 +10.15% 126,106 +8.16%
Lanark—Frontenac—Kingston 98,424 -7.33% 111,424 -4.43%
Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands 99,306 -6.50% 104,070 -10.74%
and Rideau Lakes
Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke 102,537 -3.46% 107,420 -7.87%
Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry 100,913 -4.99% 104,493 -10.38%
Average 104,069 -2.02% 111,663 -4.23%
Range (most populous to least 18,572 17.48 pp 22,036 18.90 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points

In the proposed redistribution plan, changes to boundaries in this geographic piece resulted from
the goal of achieving population equality. The Commission endeavoured to maintain districts of
manageable size and respect communities of interest. The populations and deviations from the
Quota for the proposed districts are shown in Table 3B.

Table 3B — Eastern Ontario Proposed Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from

Electoral Districts Quota - 2022
Algonquin—Renfrew—Pembroke 116,900 +0.27%
Gananoque—Brockville—Prescott 113,266 -2.85%
Kingston and the Islands 126,106 +8.16%
Lanark—Frontenac 109,784 -5.84%
Prescott—Russell 111,163 -4.65%
Stormont—Dundas—Glengarry 114,637 -1.68%
Average 115,309 -1.10%
Range (most populous to least 16,322 14.00 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points
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Several changes have been made to the proposed boundaries in response to submissions. The
Commission received many submissions about the portions of Kingston north of Highway 401, the
splitting of several counties, and the transfer of the Township of North Glengarry from Glengarry—
Prescott—Russell to Stormont—Dundas—Glengarry.

With respect to Kingston and The Islands, there were many submissions that the parts of Kingston
north of Highway 401 should be included in that district to preserve their community of interest and
to enhance their representation.

The Commission concluded that this should be implemented. All of the City of Kingston is now in
the final district of KINGSTON AND THE ISLANDS, along with the Township of Frontenac Islands.
This has given the district a deviation from the Quota of +15.3%, the highest in the province.

The Commission determined that this is necessary based on geographical circumstances. There
are limitations on where this district can be divided considering that the southern part of the district
consists of islands. Further, there was an overwhelming number of independent submissions to
maintain the municipal boundary as the district boundary, where the anticipated growth is relatively
modest. The Commission observes that it may not be reasonably possible to maintain these
boundaries in the future.

The Commission also received submissions from residents in the Township of South Frontenac.
Some residents requested that they be placed in KINGSTON AND THE ISLANDS. However, the
Commission concluded that the resulting deviation from the Quota would be unreasonably large.
Other submissions, including one from the Township itself, suggested that the Township of South
Frontenac should be maintained with the rest of Frontenac County in Lanark—Frontenac. The
Commission found these arguments persuasive as such a change preserves effective
representation. LANARK—FRONTENAC has been restored to its existing boundaries, with the
exception of the areas that were within the City of Kingston.

The district of Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands and Rideau Lakes has been returned to its
existing boundary. The name has been changed to LEEDS—GRENVILLE—THOUSAND
ISLANDS—RIDEAU LAKES, as recommended by the Geographic Names Board of Canada,
allowing for the same name to be used in English and French.

The proposed redistribution plan had split the ten townships which make up the United Counties of
Leeds and Grenville across the proposed districts of Lanark—Frontenac and Gananoque—
Brockville—Prescott.

The Commission received requests to keep these ten townships together, where numerous
economic, social and historical ties exist. The Commission concluded that this request was
reasonable and would preserve the existing effective representation of the lower-tier municipalities.
Implementing this request also permitted the Township of Elizabethtown-Kitley to remain whole, as
requested, for the same purpose and permitted the municipalities of Rideau Lakes, Westport and
Merrickville-Wolford to remain within this district. Similarly, the municipalities of Brockville,
Gananoque and Prescott have also been returned to this district.

The Commission implemented the widely supported request to maintain Rideau Lakes in the

district name.
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ALGONQUIN—RENFREW—PEMBROKE (formerly Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke) has been
returned to its former boundaries. In the proposal, the Commission had removed the Township of
Greater Madawaska, separating it from the rest of Renfrew County. We heard compelling
submissions that this division compromised effective representation and would disrupt coherent
communication with elected representatives and service delivery across Renfrew County. Greater
Madawaska has thus been returned to ALGONQUIN—RENFREW—PEMBROKE and the
southeastern boundary for this district has been moved back to the existing boundary on the
Arnprior-Ottawa municipal border.

The name of this district has been changed from Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke to
ALGONQUIN—RENFREW—PEMBROKE, representing the fact that only a very small portion of
Nipissing is in this district. The new name also recognizes the importance of the Algonquin
people’s history and presence in this region.

In the most eastern portion of Ontario, the Commission made small but notable changes to
boundaries. In doing so, we took careful consideration of the impact of boundary changes for the
significant Franco-Ontarian population of this part of the province.

The Commission received submissions to add Cumberland to the name of Prescott—Russell,
recognizing that the district extends into the City of Ottawa and includes the former historic
township of Cumberland. The Commission agreed with these submissions and has renamed the
district PRESCOTT—RUSSELL—CUMBERLAND. There has been a minor change to the western
boundary of the proposed district. This simplifies the border by aligning it to Highway 417 and the
Ottawa-Russell municipal limits.

In the proposed redistribution plan, the Township of North Glengarry was moved from the existing
district of Glengarry—Prescott—Russell to the proposed district of Stormont—Dundas—Glengarry,
lying immediately south. This change is maintained in the final districts of PRESCOTT—
RUSSELL—CUMBERLAND and STORMONT—DUNDAS—GLENGARRY.

There was considerable support from municipal leaders for this change. The Township of North
Glengarry engaged its community regarding the proposed redistribution. The Township posted
information on social media and in local newspapers and conducted a survey in French and
English. The reported survey results showed overwhelming support for this change, which resulted
in the Township being aligned with its upper-tier municipality. In addition, this realignment was also
strongly supported by a submission from the Glengarry Federation of Agriculture.

However, there were a few expressions of concern by the Francophone community in the
Township of North Glengarry (which itself is 35% First Official Language French, according to the
2021 Census). One submission noted that, under the proposed redistribution plan, the Township
would be moving to a more Anglophone district. (In fact, this Township would shift from a district
where presently 56% of the population identifies as First Official Language French to a district that
would be 19% First Official Language French, as per Tables: Existing and Final Districts — Mother
Tongue and First Official Language Estimates on pages 27 and 28). It was asserted that, for
Franco-Ontarians in North Glengarry, there was little alignment of interests with the upper-tier
municipality (the United Counties of Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry) and that the continued
association with the majority Francophone district to the north would better ensure that
“Francophone issues remain at the forefront of priorities within the riding and the regional
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municipality.” As evidence for this assertion, the Commission was informed that the United
Counties of Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry did not translate their website into French, and that an
issue around resources for French and English schools had brought North Glengarry into conflict
with the other lower-tier municipalities.

In reviewing this issue, the Commission weighed whether it would be more advantageous to
Franco-Ontarian interests to place this community with the majority Francophone population in
PRESCOTT—RUSSELL—CUMBERLAND than with the minority Francophone population in
STORMONT—DUNDAS—GLENGARRY, and whether any such benefit outweighed the interest in
restoring the territorial integrity of the United Counties.

Among the municipalities in STORMONT—DUNDAS—GLENGARRY, North Glengarry has the
largest Francophone population (35%); however, there are several others (South Glengarry at
26%, North Stormont at 26%, Cornwall at 19%) that ensure substantial weight of Franco-Ontarian
interests in the riding. The Commission noted that there is a strong record of the existing minority
Francophone district (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry) having elected Francophone MPs.

The Commission also noted that the issue of French language services within their community was
a key expression of concern by those opposing the North Glengarry change. As we have already
indicated, Franco-Ontarians continue to exert their rights to such services notwithstanding the
change in electoral boundaries.

The Commission concluded, given all of these circumstances, that it was reasonable to implement
the proposed change in relation to the Township of North Glengarry.

The names, populations and deviations from the Quota for Eastern Ontario’s final districts are
shown in Table 3C.

Table 3C — Eastern Ontario Final Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from

Electoral Districts Quota - 2022
Algonquin—Renfrew—Pembroke 107,420 -7.87%
Kingston and the Islands 134,415 +15.29%
Lanark—Frontenac 103,120 -11.55%
Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands— 104,075 -10.73%
Rideau Lakes

Prescott—Russell—Cumberland 109,125 -6.40%
Stormont—Dundas—Glengarry 114,637 -1.68%
Average 112,132 -3.82%
Range (most populous to least 31,295 26.84 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points
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The population of the Ottawa geographic piece grew by 15.4%, from 872,783 in 2011 to
1,006,769 in 2021. The remainder of Ontario grew by 10.3% in the same period.
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The existing eight electoral districts in the Ottawa geographic piece would have an average 2021
population of 125,846 and an average deviation of 7.9% from the Quota. The absolute range
between the least and most populous districts would be 19.7 percentage points. The populations
and deviations from the Quota for the existing electoral districts are shown in Table 4A.

Table 4A — Ottawa Existing Electoral Districts

Population Deviation Population Deviation

Electoral Districts -2011 from Quota -2021 from Quota

-2012 - 2022
Carleton 89,522 -15.72% 131,375 +12.68%
Kanata—Carleton 100,846 -5.05% 116,651 +0.05%
Nepean 104,775 -1.35% 132,769 +13.88%
Orléans 119,247 +12.27% 139,309 +19.49%
Ottawa Centre 113,619 +6.97% 126,360 +8.38%
Ottawa South 121,894 +14.76% 125,090 +7.29%
Ottawa West—Nepean 111,881 +5.34% 116,409 -0.16%
Ottawa—Vanier 110,999 +4.51% 118,806 +1.90%
Average 109,098 +2.72% 125,846 +7.94%
Range (most populous to least 32,372 30.48 pp 22,900 19.65 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points

When the proposed redistribution plan was prepared, significant redrawing was required, given
the large deviations from the Quota in the suburban area comprised of the existing districts of
Carleton, Nepean, and Orléans. The Commission noted that these three districts are
underrepresented with populations that are, respectively, 12.7%, 13.9% and 19.5% above the
Quota. The proposed boundary changes brought these districts closer to the Quota. The
populations and deviations from the Quota are shown in Table 4B.
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Table 4B — Ottawa Proposed Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota — 2022
Carleton 119,737 +2.70%
Kanata 121,458 +4.18%
Nepean 122,229 +4.84%
Orléans 126,662 +8.64%
Ottawa Centre 118,950 +2.02%
Ottawa South 125,075 +7.28%
Ottawa—Vanier 127,255 +9.15%
Ottawa West—Nepean 123,533 +5.96%
Average 123,112 +5.60%
Range (most populous to least 8,305 7.13 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points

The most notable change in the proposed redistribution plan concerned the district of Orléans,
where an adjustment to the southern boundary pushed it up towards the Ottawa River, bringing
its population much closer to parity with surrounding districts.

Population growth in the existing districts of Nepean and Carleton necessitated further
boundary changes that in turn impacted the existing district of Kanata—Carleton. The
Commission proposed shifting the boundaries of the proposed district of Kanata to the east to
address these disparities.

The Commission endeavoured to respect the interests of the Francophone community by
ensuring that their representation in the proposed districts of Orléans (31% Francophone),
Ottawa—Vanier (27% Francophone) and Ottawa South (13% Francophone) was maintained.

Many submissions reflected support for the proposed boundaries of Kanata while many also
asked that their communities be retained in Kanata.

Many submissions in this geographic piece focused on the distinctions between effective
representation of urban and rural interests.

In particular, submissions were made regarding the fact that in the proposed redistribution plan
West Carleton was divided into three ridings (two of which were large rural districts that
extended well over 100 km outside of Ottawa’s municipal limits). The Commission noted that
West Carleton no longer officially exists as a township, having been amalgamated with Ottawa

in 2001.
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Many of these submissions requested that West Carleton be added back to the existing district
of Kanata—Carleton. However, the Commission also received many submissions supporting
the new boundaries for the proposed district of Kanata.

As a compromise solution, the Commission has added the West Carleton communities to the
final district of CARLETON, allowing West Carleton to at least be maintained in a district
entirely based in Ottawa. This aligns much of Ottawa’s rural neighbourhoods into a single
district.

Two other changes have been made to CARLETON. First, the proposed boundary on 9t Line
Road has been shifted to the Boundary Road and Highway 417, as was suggested by
residents in the area. This simplifies the boundary and better aligns the district with the
municipal boundaries.

Secondly, the suburban neighbourhood of Findlay Creek has been moved to OTTAWA SOUTH.
The Commission received submissions requesting that Findlay Creek be part of the suburban
OTTAWA SOUTH district as opposed to the more rural district of CARLETON. The Commission
recognized the value of creating a district within the rural boundaries of the City of Ottawa and
maintaining the suburban districts created by our proposal.

The transfer of Findlay Creek into OTTAWA SOUTH precipitated some domino effects on
Ottawa’s proposed urban districts. The neighbourhoods of Carleton Heights and Riverside Park
were moved into OTTAWA CENTRE. The Commission felt it was appropriate to move these
communities into OTTAWA CENTRE, based on submissions explaining the importance of
keeping the Rideau River communities together. Heron Park also had to be placed into
OTTAWA CENTRE, in order to bring OTTAWA SOUTH’s deviation from the Quota to
acceptable limits.

These shifts also allowed the Commission to move Glabar Park and Carlingwood into OTTAWA
WEST—NEPEAN, as was suggested in the public consultations. Carlington will also remain in
OTTAWA WEST—NEPEAN, as it was in the proposal. Several submissions supported this,
especially noticing the improvement of placing the neighbourhood entirely within a single district.

The Commission also received several requests to allow the community of Blackburn Hamlet to
remain in ORLEANS. The Commission concluded that it was not necessary or desirable to allow
the deviation from Quota for this district to move as high as 18%. ORLEANS remains
unchanged from the proposed redistribution plan.

However, the Commission agreed with the alternative suggestion that the district in which
Blackburn Hamlet has been located be renamed OTTAWA—VANIER—GLOUCESTER.

The Commission also received multiple submissions about the community of Bells Corners. The
submissions were split as to whether Bells Corners was better in KANATA or NEPEAN. As
such, the Commission opted to leave it in KANATA as it had decided in the proposal. Given the
generally supportive comments for the proposed boundaries of these two districts, the KANATA
and NEPEAN final boundaries will remain unchanged from the proposal.
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The names, populations and deviations from the Quota for Ottawa’s final districts are shown in
Table 4C.

Table 4C — Ottawa Final Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota - 2022
Carleton 124,416 +6.71%
Kanata 121,458 +4.18%
Nepean 122,229 +4.84%
Orléans 126,662 +8.64%
Ottawa Centre 126,560 +8.55%
Ottawa South 126,791 +8.75%
Ottawa—Vanier—Gloucester 127,255 +9.15%
Ottawa West—Nepean 128,592 +10.29%
Average 125,495 +7.64%
Range (most populous to least 7,134 6.11 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points
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The population of Central East Ontario grew by 9%, from 535,322 in 2011 to 583,287 in 2021.
The remainder of Ontario grew by 10.8% in the same period.

The existing five electoral districts in Central East Ontario would have an average 2021
population of 116,657 and an average deviation of 0.1% from the Quota. The absolute range
between the least and most populous districts would be 21.3 percentage points. The populations
and deviations from the Quota for the existing electoral districts are shown in Table 5A.
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Table 5A — Central East Ontario Existing Electoral Districts

Population Deviation Population Deviation

Electoral Districts -2011 from Quota -2021 from Quota

- 2012 - 2022
Bay of Quinte 109,488 +3.08% 116,016 -0.49%
Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes—Brock 110,217 +3.77% 122,401 +4.98%
Hastings—Lennox and Addington 92,513 -12.90% 100,636 -13.68%
Northumberland—Peterborough South 107,840 +1.53% 118,756 +1.86%
Peterborough—Kawartha 115,264 +8.52% 125,478 +7.62%
Average 107,064 +0.80% 116,657 +0.06%
Range (most populous to least 22,751 21.42 pp 24,842 21.30 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points

In preparing the proposed redistribution plan for this geographic piece, the Commission noted
that the existing electoral boundaries were problematic, particularly for the existing district of
Hastings—Lennox and Addington, which had a deviation from the Quota of -13.7%.

As a result, the Commission shifted boundaries to balance the population of the districts across
this geographic piece. The proposed populations and deviations from the Quota are shown in
Table 5B.

Table 5B — Central East Ontario Proposed Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota - 2022
Bay of Quinte 116,016 -0.49%
Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes—Brock 120,254 +3.14%
Hastings—Lennox and Addington— 111,331 -4.51%
Tyendinaga
Northumberland 114,335 -1.93%
Peterborough 121,336 +4.07%
Average 116,654 +0.06%
Range (most populous to least 10,005 8.58 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points
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The Commission proposed shifting the boundaries of the existing district of Peterborough—
Kawartha southward based on submissions received during the initial consultation phases that
stressed the established connection of the Township of Otonabee-South Monaghan with
Peterborough. It was also noted that the Alderville First Nation has territory on both sides of
Rice Lake, so the boundary was shifted further south to ensure all of Alderville First Nation’s
territory would be in the same district. The name PETERBOROUGH was proposed and will be
maintained as the final district name, but its boundaries have been altered from the initial
proposal, as described below.

We heard, over the course of public hearings, that this southward shift was inappropriate. The
Commission was advised that the small portion of the proposed Peterborough district south of
Rice Lake (comprising the hamlet of Roseneath and the main reserve of the Alderville First
Nation) were more appropriately aligned with the district of Northumberland. This suggestion,
which was initiated by the Township of Alnwick/Haldimand and the Alderville First Nation and
supported by several other municipalities within Northumberland County, has been implemented
by the Commission.

Relative to the foregoing change, there was support for dividing Clarington as proposed — that is
maintaining Clarke as part of the Northumberland district (although others suggested that
Clarington, which resulted from the merger of Clarke and Darlington, should not be divided).

The Commission accepted the suggestion that the name should include a reference to “Clarke,”
the Clarke township being the historical Durham County township which is now all of Ward 4 of
Clarington. The name for the district will be NORTHUMBERLAND—CLARKE.

With respect to other proposed changes impacting the Peterborough area, the Commission
received some support for creating a more compact urban riding, while others expressed the
desire for the existing boundaries to remain the same.

Residents from five municipalities within Peterborough County, with support from municipal
officials, indicated a desire to be aligned with the City of Peterborough and ultimately be part of
the PETERBOROUGH district. These are the Municipality of Trent Lakes, the Township of
Havelock-Belmont-Methuen, the Township of Asphodel-Norwood, the Township of Otonabee-
South Monaghan and the Township of North Kawartha.

The Commission was able to implement the request of two townships and the alternative
request of a third township. Ultimately, the Commission concluded that the Township of
Havelock-Belmont-Methuen, the Township of Asphodel-Norwood and the Township of
Otonabee-South Monaghan be included within the PETERBOROUGH district.

The Township of North Kawartha and the Municipality of Trent Lakes are being moved into
HALIBURTON—KAWARTHA LAKES. The Commission was unable to keep Trent Lakes and
North Kawartha in PETERBOROUGH given that the district has a high deviation of 10.1%. It
was decided that North Kawartha and Trent Lakes should go into HALIBURTON—KAWARTHA
LAKES together, as this would create three Peterborough County municipalities within this
district.
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The Township of Cavan Monaghan is also being returned to the district of HALIBURTON—
KAWARTHA LAKES, as it was in the existing districts. This was requested by the Township and
residents. The Commission acknowledges that the proposed boundaries would have been
problematic given that the Township was split into three districts.

Concern was also expressed that the proposed redistribution arbitrarily divided the Municipality
of Highlands East. This municipality noted the value of maintaining political cohesion with
Haliburton County with respect to federal policies affecting its region. The Commission
implemented the suggestion, supported by other municipalities, to maintain the whole of the
Municipality of Highlands East in the district of HALIBURTON—KAWARTHA LAKES.

The Township of Brock has been moved to YORK—DURHAM, aligning it with several other
municipalities within the Regional Municipality of Durham. As a consequence of this, the new
district name will be HALIBURTON—KAWARTHA LAKES.

These changes also resulted in a cascading effect on the HASTINGS—LENNOX AND
ADDINGTON—TYENDINAGA and BAY OF QUINTE districts. The boundary between these
districts was redrawn to divide the City of Quinte West on Highway 401 and the Trent River, in a
similar manner to how Belleville has been historically divided, and to place rural portions of
Quinte West in the riding of HASTINGS—LENNOX AND ADDINGTON—TYENDINAGA. Care
has been taken to not divide the community of Frankford.

The names, populations and deviations from the Quota for Central East Ontario’s final districts
are shown in Table 5C.

Table 5C — Central East Ontario Final Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota - 2022
Bay of Quinte 110,164 -5.51%
Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes 119,150 +2.20%
Hastings—Lennox and Addington— 106,468 -8.68%
Tyendinaga
Northumberland—Clarke 106,574 -8.59%
Peterborough 128,349 +10.09%
Average 114,141 -2.10%
Range (most populous to least 21,881 18.77 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points
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The population of Central Ontario grew by 17.9%, from 625,530 in 2011 to 737,495 in 2021. The
remainder of Ontario grew by 10.3% in the same period.

The existing six electoral districts in Central Ontario have an average 2021 population of
122,916 and fall 5.4% above the Quota. As indicated by the deviation range (38.5 percentage
points), there are substantial disparities in the population size of districts. Simcoe—Grey has
grown especially large, whereas other districts fall reasonably close to the 2022 Quota.
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The populations and deviations from the Quota for the existing electoral districts are shown in
Table 6A.

Table 6A — Central Ontario Existing Electoral Districts

Population Deviation Population Deviation

Electoral Districts -2011 from Quota -2021 from Quota

-2012 -2022
Barrie—Innisfil 101,584 -4.36% 120,378 +3.25%
Barrie—Springwater—Oro-Medonte 97,876 -7.85% 106,871 -8.34%
Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound 106,475 +0.25% 113,348 -2.78%
Simcoe—Grey 116,307 +9.50% 151,784 +30.19%
Simcoe North 108,672 +2.31% 120,656 +3.49%
York—Simcoe 94,616 -10.92% 124,458 +6.75%
Average 104,255 -1.85% 122,916 +5.43%
Range (most populous to least 21,691 20.42 pp 44,913 38.53 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points

A new proposed district, Lake Simcoe—Uxbridge, encompassed a portion of the existing district
of York—Simcoe plus portions of the existing districts of Markham—Stouffville (which is part of
Northern GTA), and Pickering—Uxbridge and Durham (which are part of Eastern GTA).

In addition to this new district in the proposed redistribution plan, boundaries were redrawn to
balance the populations of the other six districts. In particular, the southern boundary of the
existing district of Simcoe—Grey was shifted north, and it was proposed that this district be
renamed Collingwood—Blue Mountains. The growing community of New Tecumseth was
placed in a newly named district, New Tecumseth—Bradford.

The Commission also proposed a small adjustment made between Simcoe North and Barrie—
Springwater—Oro-Medonte, aligning the boundary with the Township of Oro-Medonte’s
municipal limits. The proposed name for this district was Penetanguishene—Couchiching.

The populations and deviations from the Quota for the proposed districts are shown in Table 6B.
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Table 6B — Central Ontario Proposed Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota — 2022
Barrie—Innisfil 120,378 +3.25%
Barrie—Springwater—Oro-Medonte 115,495 -0.94%
Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound 118,588 +1.71%
Collingwood—BIlue Mountains 116,511 -0.07%
Lake Simcoe—Uxbridge 118,867 +1.95%
New Tecumseth—Bradford 118,958 +2.03%
Penetanguishene—Couchiching 112,022 -3.92%
Average 117,260 +0.57%
Range (most populous to least 8,356 717 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points

There were many submissions regarding the Commission’s choice of names for districts in this
geographic piece.

While there was some support for the proposed name Penetanguishene—Couchiching as a
symbol of reconciliation, it was noted that the name did not reference the largest current
Indigenous communities in the district. Further, there were extensive submissions emphasizing
the historic nature of the original name, Simcoe North, which has been used since
Confederation. The Commission concluded that the historic name of SIMCOE NORTH should
be retained for this district.

The Commission received submissions, including a joint submission from two Members of
Parliament from Barrie, urging greater geographic differentiation in the two proposed Barrie
district names. The Commission accepted these practical suggestions and Barrie—Innisfil has
been renamed BARRIE SOUTH—INNISFIL while Barrie—Springwater—Oro-Medonte has been
renamed BARRIE NORTH—SPRINGWATER—ORO-MEDONTE.

The Commission also received submissions, from individuals and many municipal leaders and
elected representatives, in opposition to the name Collingwood—Blue Mountains suggesting
that this name was too narrow and specific to only the northwestern portion of the riding and
does not reflect the makeup of the proposed riding. The Commission agreed with these
submissions and concluded that the existing name, SIMCOE—GREY, should be retained.
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The Commission also received submissions criticizing the proposed new district's name of Lake
Simcoe—Uxbridge. Submitters pointed out that this name is unclear and does not adequately
represent the area captured by this district. The Commission has opted to change this district’s
name to YORK—DURHAM, acknowledging that this district makes up parts of the Regional
Municipalities of York and Durham and that both names have a long history of being used as
district names.

There were also several submissions relating to boundaries. Some of these submissions have
resulted in changes to the proposal.

While there were many submissions to the contrary, significant submissions, including from the
Township itself, supported the inclusion of all the Township of Oro-Medonte within BARRIE
NORTH—SPRINGWATER—ORO-MEDONTE, noting the effectiveness of advocacy with one,
rather than two, Members of Parliament for this smaller municipality.

In addition, comparable submissions, from the Township and residents, were made requesting
that the whole of the Township of Adjala-Tosorontio be included in the proposed Collingwood—
Blue Mountains district (how SIMCOE—GREY) to allow the maintenance of its established,
effective and cohesive fiscal relationship with the upper-tier Simcoe County. The Township of
Mulmur requested that it be placed in DUFFERIN—CALEDON in order to align it with Dufferin
County.

These requests to retain effective representation could be achieved without undue impact on
the principle of voter parity.

For similar reasons, there was a submission from the Municipality and its residents that the
Municipality of Grey Highlands not be included in the proposed Collingwood—Blue Mountains
district (now SIMCOE—GREY) because of its strong relationship with the upper-tier of Grey
County and its eight other lower-tier municipalities, noting the successful collaboration in the
delivery of many services and the momentum for federal and provincial government-supported
initiatives. Retaining this community in the BRUCE—GREY—OWEN SOUND electoral district
would allow for more effective representation, and importantly would not unreasonably
compromise voter parity.

Similarly, the Municipalities of South Bruce and Brockton have been moved to HURON—
BRUCE. This means that BRUCE—GREY—OWEN SOUND has been returned to its existing
boundaries.

In the eastern portion of this geographic piece, changes have also been made to the proposed
district of Lake Simcoe—Uxbridge, which is being renamed YORK—DURHAM. Changes have
been made in order to avoid splitting municipalities, to align municipalities with their upper-tier
municipalities and to improve voter parity.
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In particular, the Township of Brock was moved to this district to alleviate population pressure
on HALIBURTON—KAWARTHA LAKES and also to align it with the Regional Municipality of
Durham. Other changes have been made to match the boundary with Clarington, Oshawa, and
East Gwillimbury’s municipal limits, limiting the number of districts that these cities are split
across.

East Gwillimbury has been moved wholly into the proposed district of New Tecumseth—
Bradford. Since the district now includes the entirety of both the Town of East Gwillimbury and
the Town of Bradford West Gwillimbury (with one small exception south of Green Line), the
Commission decided to rename the district NEW TECUMSETH—GWILLIMBURY.

The names, populations and deviations from the Quota for Central Ontario’s final districts are
shown in Table 6C.

Table 6C — Central Ontario Final Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota — 2022
Barrie North—Springwater—Oro-Medonte 115,495 -0.94%
Barrie South—Innisfil 120,378 +3.25%
Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound 113,348 -2.78%
New Tecumseth—Gwillimbury 120,533 +3.38%
Simcoe—Grey 107,836 -71.51%
Simcoe North 112,022 -3.92%
York—Durham 116,560 -0.03%
Average 115,167 -1.22%
Range (most populous to least 12,697 10.89 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points
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The population of Eastern GTA grew by 14.6%, from 582,132 in 2011 to 667,211 in 2021. The
remainder of Ontario grew by 10.5% in the same period.

The existing five electoral districts in Eastern GTA would have an average 2021 population of
133,442 and an average deviation of 14.5% from the Quota. The absolute range between the
least and most populous districts would be 25.3 percentage points. The populations and
deviations from the Quota for the existing electoral districts are shown in Table 7A.
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Table 7A — Eastern GTA Existing Electoral Districts

Population Deviation Population Deviation

Electoral Districts -2011 from Quota -2021 from Quota

-2012 -2022
Ajax 109,600 +3.19% 126,666 +8.64%
Durham 115,395 +8.64% 150,235 +28.86%
Oshawa 125,771 +18.41% 131,067 +12.42%
Pickering—Uxbridge 109,344 +2.95% 120,742 +3.56%
Whitby 122,022 +14.88% 138,501 +18.79%
Average 116,426 +9.61% 133,442 +14.45%
Range (most populous to least 16,427 15.46 pp 29,493 25.30 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points

In preparing the proposed redistribution plan, the Commission noted that the population growth
over the past decade in the Durham Region necessitated a number of significant boundary
adjustments in this geographic piece. Most notably, a new district (Lake Simcoe—Uxbridge,
renamed YORK—DURHAM) was created out of the northern portions of Durham Region,
combining it with areas in Central Ontario and Northern GTA.

In the proposed redistribution plan, the boundaries of Ajax were unchanged and the
Commission proposed more compact districts for Oshawa and Whitby, with populations much
closer to the Quota.

The area constituting the southern portion of the current district of Durham was renamed
BOWMANVILLE—OSHAWA NORTH. The remainder of Durham was placed in the proposed
new district of Lake Simcoe—Uxbridge (renamed YORK—DURHAM), as was discussed in the
Central Ontario section.

The proposed district of Lake Simcoe—Uxbridge incorporated the northern portions of the
existing districts of Pickering—Uxbridge and Durham. As a result of this change and of
population growth in the City of Whitby (and the community of Brooklin in particular), the
Commission proposed to place Brooklin in the district of PICKERING—BROOKLIN.

The populations and deviations from the Quota for the proposed districts are shown in Table 7B.
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Table 7B — Eastern GTA Proposed Electoral Districts

L Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota - 2022
Ajax 126,666 +8.64%
Bowmanville—Oshawa North 123,036 +5.53%
Oshawa 126,499 +8.50%
Pickering—Brooklin 122,430 +5.01%
Whitby 120,078 +2.99%
Average 123,742 +6.13%
Range (most populous to least 6,588 5.65 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points

Some aspects of the Commission’s proposed redistribution plan received positive comments,
other areas received criticism. Several boundary changes were made as a result of the
public submissions.

The Commission appreciated the submission from the Town of Ajax supporting the
Commission’s proposal to leave the Ajax district unchanged. AJAX will continue to remain
unchanged in the final boundaries.

In a number of submissions made in response to the proposed plan, including from the City of
Whitby and the Chamber of Commerce, the need to “rebalance” Whitby was acknowledged.
Some indicated that it was appropriate to separate Brooklin which, it was asserted, had its own
history and was separated geographically from Whitby. However, the community of Brooklin,
supported by the Town of Whitby, suggested that Brooklin should not become part of the
Pickering district and should remain with Whitby, or at a minimum, be placed with Northern
Oshawa.

The Commission concluded that this request could not be implemented. In 2012, the previous
commission had proposed that Brooklin could no longer be aligned with Whitby, but this
change was not ultimately made. Ten years later it is more apparent that Brooklin cannot
remain in the same district as Whitby if the principle of voting parity is respected.

Various alternative maps were examined and experimented with by the Commission (including
some maps submitted by members of the public). The Commission has decided on this final
configuration because this map does a better job of limiting municipal splits and also separates
the urban and suburban municipalities along Highways 401 and 407 from the rural
municipalities to the north.

Part E — The Geographic Pieces q



The fact that the Commission’s proposal split the City of Oshawa into four districts was a point
of concern for a number of parties. The final OSHAWA district boundaries now mirror the
existing boundaries. The resulting deviations from Quota exceed what the Commission had
endeavoured to achieve; however, the Commission concluded it was reasonable to divide
Oshawa into only two districts thus reducing the risk of diminishing the City’s effective
representation throughout four districts. The Commission also sees the value in retaining the
historical pattern of the electoral district.

BOWMANVILLE—OSHAWA NORTH has also been changed in order to reduce municipal
splits. The western and northern boundary has been moved to Oshawa and Clarington’s
municipal limits. As discussed above in relation to the geographic piece of Central East Ontario,
the Commission did receive submissions on the east-west split of Clarington. Some
submissions argued that it was preferable to place the municipality into a single district, while
others argued that the more rural eastern half of the municipality was better off with
NORTHUMBERLAND—CLARKE. The Commission has opted to maintain this split, as it was in
the existing and proposed districts.

The boundaries for WHITBY have been simplified, as described above. The final district of
WHITBY will constitute the Town of Whitby south of Highway 407.

The names, populations and deviations from the Quota for Eastern GTA’s final districts are
shown in Table 7C.

Table 7C — Eastern GTA Final Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota — 2022
Ajax 126,666 +8.64%
Bowmanville—Oshawa North 128,534 +10.24%
Oshawa 131,067 +12.42%
Pickering—Brooklin 122,430 +5.01%
Whitby 115,257 -1.14%
Average 124,791 +7.03%
Range (most populous to least 15,810 13.56 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points
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The population of Northern GTA grew by 13%, from 965,985 in 2011 to 1,091,756 in 2021. The
remainder of Ontario grew by 10.5% in the same period.

-

Part E — The Geographic Pieces

e -



The existing nine electoral districts in Northern GTA would have an average 2021 population of

121,306 and an average deviation of 4% from the Quota. The range between the least and most
populous districts would be 43.1 percentage points. As shown in Table 8A below, there are wide
population disparities among the electoral districts within this geographic piece.

Table 8A — Northern GTA Existing Electoral Districts

Population
Electoral Districts -2011
Aurora—Oak Ridges—Richmond Hill 106,064
King—Vaughan 109,235
Markham—Stouffville 109,780
Markham—Thornhill 102,221
Markham—Unionville 104,693
Newmarket—Aurora 109,457
Richmond Hill 108,658
Thornhill 110,427
Vaughan—Woodbridge 105,450
Average 107,332
Range (most populous to least 8,206

populous)

pp = percentage points

Deviation
from Quota
-2012

-0.14%
+2.84%
+3.36%

-3.76%

-1.43%
+3.05%
+2.30%
+3.97%

-0.72%

+1.05%
7.73 pp

Population
-2021

118,883
147,695
135,944

97,510
128,308
127,134
114,180
115,292
106,810

121,306
50,185

Deviation
from Quota
-2022

+1.97%
+26.68%
+16.60%
-16.37%
+10.05%
+9.04%
-2.07%
-1.11%
-8.39%

+4.04%
43.05 pp

In its proposed redistribution plan, the Commission noted that significant changes were required
to ensure voter parity as much as reasonably possible. Notably, a new district of Lake Simcoe—
Uxbridge (renamed YORK—DURHAM) was created out of portions of Markham—Stouffville
combined with areas in Eastern GTA and Central Ontario. This allowed the Commission to shift
the remaining boundaries in order to achieve population parity. The proposed populations and

deviations from the Quota are shown in Table 8B.
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Table 8B — Northern GTA Proposed Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota — 2022
Aurora—Oak Ridges—Richmond Hill 114,676 -1.64%
King—Vaughan 116,118 -0.40%
Markham—Stouffville 121,176 +3.93%
Markham—Thornhill 123,400 +5.84%
Markham—Unionville 122,401 +4.98%
Newmarket—Aurora 118,666 +1.78%
Richmond Hill South 118,679 +1.79%
Vaughan—Thornhill 119,771 +2.73%
Vaughan—Woodbridge 115,957 -0.54%
Average 118,983 +2.05%
Range (most populous to least 8,724 7.48 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points

The Commission received many submissions with respect to boundary changes in this
geographic piece.

In Markham, there were many submissions pertaining to the proposed boundaries on

Highway 7, Markham Road, and Main Street North. Many submitters suggested that the
establishments and amenities along these streets are important community gathering spots and,
as such, these streets make poor boundaries. Given other changes, the Commission noted that
reasonable population equality could be achieved by moving boundaries back to Highway 407
and McCowan Road. Final districts reflect this change.

The Commission learned that the proposed boundary for Markham—Stouffville would cut
Markham Village in two and would also cut off the community of Raymerville-Markville East,
which is connected to Markham Village. It was asserted that splitting this community of interest
would disrupt existing relationships, weaken Markham Village’s voice and could potentially play
a role in diminishing the community’s unique identity.

The Commission was asked to preserve the existing boundary of Markham—Stouffville to
protect the asserted community of interest of Markham Village and Raymerville-Markville East,
which does not have a significant impact on voter parity. The Commission found these
arguments persuasive and maintained the boundary of MARKHAM—STOUFFVILLE along
McCowan Road in the west and Highway 407 in the south. However, the boundary on 16t

Avenue has been shifted north to Bur Oak Avenue.
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As such, MARKHAM—UNIONVILLE has largely been returned to its existing boundaries, with
the boundary transfer from 16" Avenue to Bur Oak Avenue being the only exception.

MARKHAM—THORNHILL’s eastern boundary has been shifted eastward to the municipal limit
in response to submissions commenting that the proposed boundary on Markham Road was
inappropriate because it cuts off the Cedarwood and the Rouge River neighbourhoods.

There were also several differing suggestions as to where to place the boundary between
MARKHAM—THORNHILL and VAUGHAN—THORNHILL, with suggestions ranging from
Yonge Street to Highway 404. The Commission decided to restore this boundary to its previous
location on Bayview Avenue.

There were also submissions that Dufferin Street rather than Peter Rupert Avenue, a residential
street, be used to define the boundary between VAUGHAN—THORNHILL and KING—
VAUGHAN. In the interests of not splitting up neighbourhoods, the Commission has acceded to
this request.

The Commission has also shifted a small section of the boundary between these two districts
southward in order to transfer the Sherwood Park neighbourhood into KING—VAUGHAN. This
area had previously been in VAUGHAN—THORNHILL, but submitters told the Commission that
this was a poor alignment because residents were cut off from the remainder of the district by
an industrial zone.

With respect to KING—VAUGHAN, the Commission agreed with submissions to move the
northerly boundary to Highway 9 and Davis Drive. This keeps King Township whole except for
the portion north of Highway 9 and Davis Drive which is close to the community of Bradford.

The Commission also received submissions opposing how the proposed boundaries had
divided the community of Kleinburg in two. The Commission agreed with the suggestion to keep
the community whole in the riding of KING—VAUGHAN. This submission was implemented by
moving the boundary in the southwest to follow Major MacKenzie Drive. This also shifts the
neighbourhood of Park Ridge into KING—VAUGHAN, which was requested by submitters.

To offset the population change caused by unifying the community of Kleinburg, the
Commission opted to move the boundary between KING—VAUGHAN and VAUGHAN—
WOODBRIDGE to Teston Road and close to Pine Valley Drive. It was suggested to the
Commission that it was appropriate to include the Vellore Village neighbourhood in
VAUGHAN—WOODBRIDGE with which it has a strong association and connection. The new
boundary follows the City of Vaughan’s Ward 3 with one exception. The western boundary was
moved westward to the creek in order to avoid splitting the new developments along Pine Valley
Drive.

The boundary for AURORA—OAK RIDGES—RICHMOND HILL west of Yonge Street was
moved northward in part to align with the Aurora-Newmarket municipal boundary.

While it was reported to the Commission that it had been hoped that Town of Aurora could
remain whole as a distinct urban community, if that could not be accomplished, the transition of
the very northwest corner of Aurora into the district of AURORA—OAK RIDGES—RICHMOND

HILL was supported.
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The Commission also moved the proposed northern boundary of NEWMARKET—AURORA to
Green Lane to place the Harvest Hills community with Newmarket, as was asked by multiple
submitters. This matches the existing boundary.

RICHMOND HILL SOUTH has received one small change to the proposed boundaries. The
southern boundary has been returned to the existing boundary on Highway 407. This is part of
the general plan of using Highway 407 instead of Highway 7 as the boundary throughout this
geographic piece, as was suggested by several submitters.

Overall, most of the revisions requested in this geographic piece could be made without
unreasonably infringing on voter parity.

The names, populations and deviations from the Quota for Northern GTA’s final districts are
shown in Table 8C.

Table 8C — Northern GTA Final Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota — 2022
Aurora—Oak Ridges—Richmond Hill 117,750 +0.99%
King—Vaughan 123,226 +5.69%
Markham—Stouffville 120,845 +3.65%
Markham—Thornhill 111,087 -4.72%
Markham—Unionville 116,972 +0.33%
Newmarket—Aurora 117,699 +0.95%
Richmond Hill South 124,748 +7.00%
Vaughan—Thornhill 124,866 +7.10%
Vaughan—Woodbridge 121,705 +4.39%
Average 119,878 +2.82%
Range (most populous to least 13,779 11.82 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points
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The population of Mississauga has remained relatively constant, with population growth of
0.6%, from 713,443 in 2011 to 717,961 in 2021. The remainder of Ontario grew by 11.3% in the

same period.

The existing six electoral districts in Mississauga would have an average 2021 population of
119,660 and an average deviation of 2.6% from the Quota. The absolute range between the
least and most populous districts would be 9.5 percentage points. The populations and
deviations from the Quota for the existing electoral districts are shown in Table 9A.

-
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Table 9A — Mississauga Existing Electoral Districts

Population Deviation Population Deviation

Electoral Districts -2011 from Quota -2021 from Quota

-2012 -2022
Mississauga Centre 118,756 +11.81% 127,377 +9.25%
Mississauga East—Cooksville 121,792 +14.67% 116,346 -0.21%
Mississauga—Erin Mills 117,199 +10.34% 123,371 +5.82%
Mississauga—Lakeshore 118,893 +11.94% 117,095 +0.43%
Mississauga—Malton 118,046 +11.14% 116,908 +0.27%
Mississauga—Streetsville 118,757 +11.81% 116,864 +0.24%
Average 118,907 +11.95% 119,660 +2.63%
Range (most populous to least 4,593 4.33 pp 11,031 9.46 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points

In the proposed redistribution plan, the Commission proposed minor boundary adjustments to
balance the populations of the six existing districts in Mississauga. These six proposed districts
were within the municipal boundaries of the City of Mississauga, and their boundaries aligned with
major roads, the Credit River, and the Canadian Pacific rail line. The populations and deviations
from the Quota for the proposed districts are shown in Table 9B.

Table 9B — Mississauga Proposed Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota - 2022
Mississauga Centre 119,975 +2.90%
Mississauga East—Cooksville 120,196 +3.09%
Mississauga—Erin Mills 119,526 +2.52%
Mississauga Lakeshore 119,936 +2.87%
Mississauga—Malton 119,741 +2.70%
Mississauga—Meadowvale 118,587 +1.71%
Average 119,660 +2.63%
Range (most populous to least 1,609 1.38 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points
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Concern was expressed that the proposed redistribution, to create the proposed district of
Mississauga—Meadowvale, divided the Streetsville community. There were requests to
reconfigure the proposed district so as not to divide Streetsville, which has a significant
community identity and history within the larger City of Mississauga. There were also requests
to include reference to the Streetsville community as part of the district’'s name, as has been
the case since 2003.

There were also submissions to expand the proposed Mississauga—Erin Mills district to
include that segment captured by Highway 407, Britannia Road and Erin Mills Parkway. It was
submitted that the proposed boundaries drew an unnatural boundary through the middle of the
Churchill Meadows neighbourhood. The proposed new boundary drawn at Thomas Street
placed the top third of the Churchill Meadows community in the new riding of Mississauga—
Meadowvale. The Commission was requested to recognize the community interest identified by
the residents of Erin Mills living south of Britannia Road and north of Thomas Street.

The Commission concluded that it was reasonable to implement these submissions, given that
such implementation did not significantly impact voter parity. This encompasses three changes
to the proposed redistribution plan.

Firstly, Streetsville was moved back into Mississauga—Meadowvale. This district’'s name has
been returned to the existing name of MISSISSAUGA—STREETSVILLE.

Secondly, the Churchill Meadow neighbourhood has been returned to MISSISSAUGA—
ERIN MILLS.

Thirdly, MISSISSAUGA CENTRE’s southwestern boundary has been moved to the Credit
River.

All other boundaries in Mississauga are unchanged from the proposal, including those of
MISSISSAUGA—MALTON, MISSISSAUGA EAST—COOKSVILLE and MISSISSAUGA—
LAKESHORE.

In the case of MISSISSAUGA—LAKESHORE, the em dash (“—) is being returned to the
name of the district, as it was in the existing name. The Commission recognizes the
administrative burden that comes with name changes and has decided that the existing name
is preferable.

The names, populations and deviations from the Quota for Mississauga’s final districts are
shown in Table 9C.
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Table 9C — Mississauga Final Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota — 2022
Mississauga Centre 124,084 +6.43%
Mississauga East—Cooksville 120,196 +3.09%
Mississauga—Erin Mills 120,241 +3.13%
Mississauga—Lakeshore 119,936 +2.87%
Mississauga—Malton 119,741 +2.70%
Mississauga—Streetsville 113,763 -2.42%
Average 119,660 +2.63%
Range (most populous to least 10,321 8.85 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points
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Brampton was noted as an area that had seen considerable population growth over the past
decade. The City of Brampton itself, with a current population of 656,480, had grown by 25.3%
since 2011, with density spreading northward into Caledon and Dufferin County. This is the largest
population growth of any Ontario city with a population over 100,000. Taken as a geographic

piece, the population of Brampton, Caledon, and Dufferin grew by 24.8%, from 640,247 in 2011 to
799,318 in 2021. The remainder of Ontario grew by 9.9% in the same period.
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The six existing electoral districts in this geographic piece would have an average 2021 population
of 133,220, which falls 14.3% above the Quota. Brampton West (with 162,353 residents) currently
has the highest population of all districts in the province, while Dufferin—Caledon also falls near
the top. As indicated by the deviation range (49.6 percentage points) relative to the 2022 Quota,
there are substantial disparities in population size between districts, particularly between the
adjacent ridings of Brampton West and Brampton Centre. The populations and deviations from the
Quota for the existing electoral districts are shown in Table 10A.

Table 10A — Brampton, Caledon, and Dufferin Existing Electoral Districts

Population Deviation Population Deviation

Electoral Districts -2011 from Quota -2021 from Quota

-2012 - 2022
Brampton Centre 103,122 -2.91% 104,557 -10.32%
Brampton East 99,712 -6.12% 131,677 +12.94%
Brampton North 111,951 +5.40% 125,141 +7.33%
Brampton South 107,364 +1.08% 132,752 +13.86%
Brampton West 101,757 -4.20% 162,353 +39.25%
Dufferin—Caledon 116,341 +9.53% 142,838 +22.51%
Average 106,708 +0.46% 133,220 +14.26%
Range (most populous to least 16,629 15.65 pp 57,796 49.57 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points

Given its population size and pattern of growth, the Commission concluded that this area required
a new electoral district.

The proposed addition of a seventh district, together with the obligation to address the wide
population disparities described above, required significant boundary reconfigurations, especially
of those districts that lay within the City of Brampton. The populations and deviations from the
Quota for the proposed redistribution plan are shown in Table 10B.

Table 10B — Brampton, Caledon, and Dufferin Proposed Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota — 2022
Brampton Centre 114,422 -1.86%
Brampton—Chinguacousy 113,201 -2.91%
Brampton—Mayfield West 112,994 -3.08%
Brampton North 112,082 -3.87%
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Table 10B — Brampton, Caledon, and Dufferin Proposed Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota — 2022
Brampton Southeast 114,952 -1.40%
Brampton Southwest 110,855 -4.92%
Dufferin—Caledon 119,767 +2.72%
Average 114,039 -2.19%
Range (most populous to least 8,912 7.64 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points

One of the main issues of the submissions respecting the proposed redistribution plan for this
geographic piece related to the riding names proposed by the Commission which reflected
cardinal directions. It was revealed that the existing names and directions were preferred, which
correspond to the road grid instead of the literal directions. The Commission felt it was
appropriate to acknowledge local orientations and the traditional district names were therefore
restored — BRAMPTON EAST, BRAMPTON SOUTH, and BRAMPTON WEST.

It was noted that “Mayfield” in the proposed name Brampton—Mayfield West was not historically
significant nor was that name significant to anyone other than those who lived in that immediate
area. As a result, the Commission has revised the name to BRAMPTON NORTH—CALEDON
as it was suggested this better reflected the location of the district as it straddled the boundary
between the municipalities of Brampton and Caledon.

Concern was expressed regarding the inclusion of “Chinguacousy” which is in use throughout
the City of Brampton and thus would not reference the specific location of the district. As a
result, it was decided that the riding should be named BRAMPTON—CHINGUACOUSY PARK
as suggested, to reflect that the riding now encompasses the 40-hectare Donald M. Gordon
Chinguacousy Park.

The focus of other submissions related to historical patterns and communities of interest.

In the proposed redistribution plan, the historical centre of the City of Brampton was divided,
and the Commission was urged to retain historical Brampton, including Armbro Heights, Peel
Village and Four Corners, within the same district, BRAMPTON CENTRE. Significant
community projects and infrastructure improvements are in progress which would benefit from
cohesive common representation.

Similarly, the Commission was advised of the importance of keeping together the newly
established developments around Mississauga Road and Steeles Avenue, including the Susan
Fennell Sportsplex and the Churchville community in the district of Brampton South; Heart Lake,
Loafer's Lake, and Springdale in Brampton North; and the Cassie Campbell Community Centre
and multiple places of worship in Brampton West. The Commission implemented these
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submissions which respected communities of interest and did not disturb the achievement of
voter parity.

BRAMPTON EAST has been mostly shifted back to its existing position, except in the
northwestern corner. The final western boundary will follow Tobram Road in its entirety, making
for a clear, simple boundary.

The Township of East Garafraxa and the Township of Mulmur sought to join DUFFERIN—
CALEDON which would keep them with all the other municipalities in Dufferin County. Again,
because these additions supported effective representation and did not interfere with voter
parity, the Commission implemented these submissions.

The names, populations and deviations from the Quota for Brampton, Caledon, and Dufferin’s
final districts are shown in Table 10C.

Table 10C — Brampton, Caledon, and Dufferin Final Electoral Districts

Population - Deviation from
Electoral Districts 2021 Quota - 2022
Brampton Centre 109,450 -6.12%
Brampton—Chinguacousy Park 115,568 -0.88%
Brampton East 119,214 +2.25%
Brampton North—Caledon 106,762 -8.43%
Brampton South 113,252 -2.86%
Brampton West 114,260 -2.00%
Dufferin—Caledon 120,812 +3.62%
Average 114,188 -2.06%
Range (most populous to least 14,050 12.05 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points
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The population of Halton, Guelph, and Wellington grew by 18.4%, from 680,234 in 2011 to
805,299 in 2021. The remainder of Ontario grew by 10.2% in the same period.

The six electoral districts in this geographic piece would have an average 2021 population of
134,217 and an average deviation of 15.1% above the Quota. The existing districts of Oakville
North—Burlington, Guelph and Milton are at the highest end for population size across the

province, with populations that are, respectively, 27.7%, 23.3% and 17.5% above the Quota.
The populations and deviations from the Quota for the existing electoral districts are shown in
Table 11A.
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Table 11A — Halton, Guelph, and Wellington Existing Electoral Districts

Population Deviation Population Deviation

Electoral Districts -2011 from Quota -2021 from Quota

-2012 -2022
Burlington 120,569 +13.52% 125,435 +7.59%
Guelph 121,688 +14.57% 143,740 +23.29%
Milton 88,065 -17.09% 136,993 +17.50%
Oakville 119,649 +12.65% 122,322 +4.92%
Oakville North—Burlington 114,378 +7.69% 148,936 +27.74%
Wellington—Halton Hills 115,885 +9.11% 127,873 +9.68%
Average 113,372 +6.74% 134,217 +15.12%
Range (most populous to least 33,623 31.66 pp 26,614 22.82 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points

The Commission proposed a new electoral district to resolve the underrepresentation in this
area, so that it would comprise seven districts with more balanced populations. In this process,
several other changes were made, significantly altering the existing districts. The populations
and deviations from the Quota for the proposed districts are shown in Table 11B.

Table 11B — Halton, Guelph, and Wellington Proposed Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota - 2022
Burlington Lakeshore 116,984 +0.34%
Burlington—Milton West 114,218 -2.03%
Georgetown—Milton East 118,559 +1.69%
Guelph 118,686 +1.80%
Oakville Lakeshore 114,917 -1.43%
Oakville North 113,574 -2.59%
Wellington—Halton 111,155 -4.66%
Average 115,442 -0.98%
Range (most populous to least 7,531 6.46 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points
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While the additional seat was welcomed, there were nevertheless objections where district
boundaries did not align with municipal borders. Some of these concerns are unnecessary. For
example, there is no risk that residents’ property taxes or access to their local hospital will be
impacted as a result of being in a district that crosses into the neighbouring city.

Nevertheless, the Commission appreciates that where municipalities are too populous to be
contained within a single district, it is generally preferable to divide them into larger portions
across a maximum of two ridings, than to distribute small segments among three or four, as the
proposal did in some instances. Several adjustments were thus made so that communities now
hold sufficient weight in their new districts.

Consistent with the motion received from the Town of Oakuville, and widely endorsed in
submissions from residents, we have reorganized the two Oakville districts (Oakville and
Oakville North—Burlington) from their current north-south alignment into eastern and western
halves, creating OAKVILLE EAST and OAKVILLE WEST. Sixteen Mile Creek serves as a clear
natural boundary that divides the Town neatly in half. This solution offers at least two substantial
improvements over the initial proposal: it better respects Oakville’s municipal boundaries with
Burlington (to the west) and Milton (to the north); and it allows for a better blending of differential
north/south population growth across both Oakville districts. A third benefit is that the east-west
alignment produces two districts that are more socioeconomically balanced, thereby avoiding
what one submission referred to as the “gentrifying” of one district over another.

There were also strong objections to the Commission’s initial proposal as it impacted the City of
Burlington, which had been divided across four electoral districts. The adjustment to Oakville
described above allows us to return the district of BURLINGTON to its existing boundaries, thus
keeping the communities of Tyandaga, Brant Hills and Elizabeth Gardens, which had been
severed in the proposal. As the district has returned to its existing boundaries, the name will be
changed back to its original name of BURLINGTON.

The quadrant of the City of Burlington that lies within the existing district of Oakville North—
Burlington now transfers to BURLINGTON NORTH—MILTON WEST. It is important to note that
Burlington comprises 49% of the population of this new district, with Milton comprising 51%.

In light of the population growth in and around Milton, there was general acceptance of the
Commission’s proposal to establish two districts in this area with the Town of Milton divided into
eastern and western halves. However, we have shifted the boundary to Ontario Street, following
advice that this serves as a clearer dividing line.

Given the need to respect reasonable variances from Quota, it was not possible to satisfy
requests to keep the Town of Halton Hills whole within this piece. While Acton will stay in the
district of WELLINGTON—HALTON HILLS NORTH, Georgetown now falls within the district of
MILTON EAST—HALTON HILLS SOUTH.

WELLINGTON—HALTON HILLS NORTH has received some other small changes since the
proposal. The Township of East Garafraxa was moved into DUFFERIN—CALEDON, with the
remainder of Dufferin County. The boundary with BURLINGTON NORTH—MILTON WEST has

been changed to match the municipal limits.
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The Commission has made only modest adjustments to the boundaries concerning GUELPH
and WELLINGTON—HALTON HILLS NORTH. Like Milton, Guelph is another area of high
population growth. Here, and in other areas of the province, we received a few objections to
“‘donut” shaped arrangements where segments from the urban district are shaved off and
transferred to the surrounding rural district to achieve relative population parity. While such
solutions tend not to generate much immediate controversy (perhaps because they stay close to
the status quo), over time they may become less reasonable as suburban populations continue
to grow. If these growth patterns continue, in future it may be preferable to draw a more natural
east-west or north-south split through the City of Guelph.

GUELPH’s new southern boundary will be along Hanlon Parkway, Hanlon’s Creek, and Arkell
Road, with areas south of this line being in WELLINGTON—HALTON HILLS NORTH.

The names, populations and deviations from the Quota for Halton, Guelph, and Wellington’s
final districts are shown in Table 11C.

Table 11C — Halton, Guelph, and Wellington Final Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota — 2022
Burlington 125,435 +7.59%
Burlington North—Milton West 125,575 +7.71%
Guelph 118,498 +1.64%
Milton East—Halton Hills South 116,592 0.00%
Oakville East 108,735 -6.74%
Oakville West 105,024 -9.92%
Wellington—Halton Hills North 105,440 -9.56%
Average 115,043 -1.33%
Range (most populous to least 20,551 17.63 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points
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The population of Hamilton and Niagara grew by 10.1%, from 951,295 in 2011 to 1,047,294 in
2021. The remainder of Ontario grew by 10.7% in the same period.

The existing nine electoral districts in this geographic piece would have an average 2021
population of 116,366, which falls just 0.2% below the Quota. However, the Commission noted
the unacceptably high range of deviation (42.4 percentage points) between the least and most
populous districts. The populations and deviations from the Quota for the existing districts are
shown in Table 12A.
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Table 12A — Hamilton and Niagara Existing Electoral Districts

Population Deviation Population Deviation

Electoral Districts -2011 from Quota -2021 from Quota

- 2012 - 2022
Flamborough—Glanbrook 97,081 -8.60% 125,692 +7.81%
Hamilton Centre 101,932 -4.03% 106,439 -8.71%
Hamilton East—Stoney Creek 107,786 +1.48% 112,028 -3.91%
Hamilton Mountain 103,615 -2.45% 107,629 -7.69%
Hamilton West—Ancaster—Dundas 109,535 +3.13% 117,565 +0.84%
Niagara Centre 105,860 -0.33% 119,809 +2.76%
Niagara Falls 128,357 +20.85% 146,404 +25.57%
Niagara West 86,533 -18.53% 96,946 -16.85%
St. Catharines 110,596 +4.13% 114,782 -1.55%
Average 105,699 -0.48% 116,366 -0.19%
Range (most populous to least 41,824 39.38 pp 49,458 42.42 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points

In preparing the proposed redistribution plan, the Commission noted unreasonable variations in
the population size of the existing districts of Niagara Falls and Niagara West. Significant
adjustments were required to achieve population equality, with resulting impacts on contiguous
areas. The populations and deviations from the Quota for the proposed districts are shown in
Table 12B.

Table 12B — Hamilton and Niagara Proposed Electoral Districts

L Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota - 2022
Flamborough—Glanbrook 114,701 -1.62%
Hamilton Centre 123,520 +5.94%
Hamilton Mountain 115,634 -0.82%
Hamilton—Stoney Creek—Grimsby 121,709 +4.39%
Lakeshore
Hamilton West—Ancaster—Dundas 120,551 +3.40%
Niagara Falls 113,503 -2.65%
Niagara South 112,928 -3.14%
Niagara West 118,158 +1.34%
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Table 12B — Hamilton and Niagara Proposed Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota — 2022
St. Catharines 119,873 +2.82%
Average 117,842 +1.07%
Range (most populous to least 10,592 9.08 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points

There was support for the Commission’s proposal to place Niagara Falls and Niagara-on-the-
Lake together in the same district. It was suggested that this riding be renamed NIAGARA
NORTH. The Commission agreed that this suggested name was a more inclusive descriptor.

The Commission received many submissions to recognize the advocacy, collaboration,
connectivity and synergy of the Welland Canal communities and that Welland, Thorold (which
the Commission had proposed be part of Niagara West), Port Colborne and Fort Erie should be
placed together in NIAGARA SOUTH. It was stated that the importance of the Welland Canal to
the community identity of Thorold, both historically since Confederation and currently, cannot be
underestimated. The Commission concluded that the demonstrated north/south economic
development resulting from the canal communities’ aligned representation should be preserved.
Thus, these suggestions were implemented.

There was a submission from an elected representative to include Fort Erie within the newly
renamed NIAGARA NORTH riding, however such an inclusion created an unreasonably large
deviation from Quota and other submissions supported the placement of Fort Erie with the other
canal communities.

While the Commission received submissions in support of the proposed boundaries for the
district of ST. CATHARINES, it was suggested that the neighbourhood of Western Hill be
returned to the district. However, this would result in an unreasonably large disparity between
the variances of the adjacent districts of ST. CATHARINES and NIAGARA WEST. The proposal
to shift Western Hill into NIAGARA WEST is thus maintained.

The Commission also received submissions to keep Brock University within a single district. The
southern boundary of the ST. CATHARINES district has therefore been adjusted to include all of
the Brock University campus, as it was clear that the orientation of the University was toward
this district and to the City of St. Catharines.

In NIAGARA WEST, several people raised objections to the inclusion of Thorold and Dunnville
into this district. It was argued that Thorold’s industrial and urban nature made it a better fit with
the Welland Canal communities rather than the rural and agricultural communities in NIAGARA
WEST. Arguments were also made that the interests of Dunnville are better aligned with other

communities along the Grand River than with those of NJAGARA WEST, and that the boundary
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between Haldimand County and the Township of Wainfleet should be respected as much as
possible. The Commission found these arguments persuasive and acceded to both requests.

The Commission also accepted the many submissions that portions of the Town of Grimsby not
be divided as proposed. Many of these submissions, including one from the Mayor of Grimsby,
pointed out the strong ties of identity and history between Grimsby and the Niagara region. All of
Grimsby is now retained in the existing district of NIAGARA WEST.

In the Hamilton area, the Commission’s proposal had made minor boundary adjustments to
achieve voter parity. These changes, other than including portions of Grimsby within the
proposed district of Hamilton—Stoney Creek—Grimsby Lakeshore were generally supported.

With the removal of Grimsby, the district is returned to the name HAMILTON EAST—STONEY
CREEK. Given the need to gain more population, the southern boundary of this district is shifted
further south to the powerline. Specifically, the area that lies between the powerline and the
edge of the escarpment, bounded on the west by Glover Road and on the east by Upper
Centennial Parkway is added to HAMILTON EAST—STONEY CREEK. This added area (taken
from the more rural district of Flamborough—Glanbrook) is relatively suburban and urban in
character, and its population demographics are fairly similar to those of HAMILTON EAST—
STONEY CREEK.

While these adjustments respect the Town of Grimsby’s alignment to the Niagara Region rather
than to the City of Hamilton, they in turn create a need to gain additional population for the
district of Flamborough—Glanbrook. To solve this problem, and to respond to a series of
objections to the Commission’s proposal impacting the counties of Brant and Oxford, the
boundaries of the existing district of Flamborough—Glanbrook are extended west to the Brant-
Oxford County Line, encompassing the communities of Paris and St. George. This district is
renamed FLAMBOROUGH—GLANBROOK—BRANT NORTH. The discussion of Paris, St.
George, and the remainder of Brant County is continued in the South Central Ontario section.

The Commission recognizes that this is a relatively significant set of changes to make after the
proposal phase, however these adjustments best respond to the legitimate concerns made in
submissions regarding the Hamilton and Niagara region.

HAMILTON—MOUNTAIN and HAMILTON WEST—ANCASTER—DUNDAS have received no
changes since the proposal. HAMILTON CENTRE has received one modification. The boundary
with HAMILTON EAST—STONEY CREEK on Walter Avenue and Strathearne Avenue has
been moved to Parkdale Avenue, making for a simple, clear boundary.

The resulting deviations are wider than the Commission had originally proposed; however, the
submissions to make the changes described were compelling. The submissions demonstrated
that effective representation required these deviations from absolute voter parity.
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The names, populations and deviations from the Quota for Hamilton and Niagara’s final districts
are shown in Table 12C.

Table 12C — Hamilton and Niagara Final Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota - 2022
Flamborough—Glanbrook—Brant North 103,836 -10.94%
Hamilton Centre 126,188 +8.23%
Hamilton East—Stoney Creek 126,570 +8.56%
Hamilton Mountain 115,634 -0.82%
Hamilton West—Ancaster—Dundas 120,551 +3.40%
Niagara North 113,503 -2.65%
Niagara South 132,396 +13.56%
Niagara West 112,065 -3.88%
St. Catharines 119,977 +2.91%
Average 118,969 +2.04%
Range (most populous to least 28,560 24.50 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points
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The population of South Central Ontario grew by 13.1%, from 857,968 in 2011 to 970,608 in
2021. The remainder of Ontario grew by 10.5% in the same period.

The existing eight electoral districts in South Central Ontario would have an average 2021
population of 121,326 and an average deviation of 4.1% from the Quota. The absolute range
between the least and most populous districts would be 28.3 percentage points. The populations
and deviations from the Quota for the existing electoral districts are shown in Table 13A.
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Table 13A — South Central Ontario Existing Electoral Districts

Population Deviation Population Deviation

Electoral Districts -2011 from Quota -2021 from Quota

- 2012 - 2022
Brantford—Brant 132,443 +24.69% 140,139 +20.20%
Cambridge 111,693 +5.16% 121,301 +4.04%
Haldimand—Norfolk 108,051 +1.73% 116,706 +0.10%
Kitchener Centre 102,433 -3.56% 113,452 -2.69%
Kitchener—Conestoga 93,827 -11.66% 107,134 -8.11%
Kitchener South—Hespeler 97,673 -8.04% 119,851 +2.80%
Oxford 108,656 +2.30% 124,790 +7.03%
Waterloo 103,192 -2.85% 127,235 +9.13%
Average 107,246 +0.97% 121,326 +4.06%
Range (most populous to least 38,616 36.35 pp 33,005 28.31 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points

In preparing the proposed redistribution plan, the Commission noted the significant deviation
from the Quota in the prior redistribution in the existing district of Brantford—Brant. A reduced
geographic size of this district was thus proposed in order to balance populations. This resulted
in several communities in this area being re-assigned to other districts.

Additionally, in the interest of achieving voter parity, a series of boundary changes was
proposed in the districts surrounding Kitchener, Waterloo, and Cambridge. The populations and
deviations from the Quota for the proposed districts are shown in Table 13B.

Table 13B — South Central Ontario Proposed Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota - 2022
Brantford 118,167 +1.35%
Cambridge 122,099 +4.73%
Haldimand—Norfolk—Six Nations 122,813 +5.34%
Kitchener Centre 114,595 -1.71%
Kitchener—Conestoga 114,856 -1.49%
Kitchener South—North Dumfries 114,179 -2.07%
Oxford—Brant 124,844 +7.08%
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Table 13B — South Central Ontario Proposed Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota — 2022
Waterloo 121,436 +4.16%
Average 119,124 +2.17%
Range (most populous to least 10,665 9.15 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points

Public submissions endorsed some aspects of these proposals. However, there were strong
objections to the transfer of several towns into districts that did not align with their county seats.
Fortunately, many of these issues could be addressed by a set of more-or-less reciprocal
population transfers among districts.

The Commission has revised its proposal in order to keep the boundaries of the district of
OXFORD aligned with Oxford County boundaries, thus retaining Tillsonburg in the district as
requested by the County and the Town of Tillsonburg to maintain their advocacy partnership.
The final district of OXFORD will be very similar to the existing district of Oxford, with the
exceptions of the parts located in the County of Brant which have been added to
BRANTFORD—BRANT SOUTH—SIX NATIONS.

The population of the County of Brant and the City of Brantford are too large to be contained in
a single electoral district. The combined populations of Brant and Brantford would have an
unreasonably high deviation of 24% above the Quota, so requests to keep this county whole
could not be accommodated.

The Commission had proposed to split Brantford and Brant into east and west halves, with the
western half (including the communities of Paris, Burford, and Scotland) joining with Oxford
County in Oxford—Brant.

The Commission received much feedback from the communities of Burford and Paris. These
submissions objected to being removed from the City of Brantford, with which they claim to have
strong social and economic ties. They also objected to being added to a district primarily based
on Oxford County with a population centre in Woodstock and Ingersoll. Based on this feedback,
the Commission has significantly altered the proposed plan for Brantford and the County of
Brant.

The Commission has returned Burford to within county lines, restoring it and the remainder of
southwestern Brant County to the district of BRANTFORD—BRANT SOUTH—SIX NATIONS.

However, the population of Paris (at approximately 15,000) is too large to accommodate within

that district. It has been shifted, together with the northern portions of Brant County, into the
district of FLAMBOROUGH—GLANBROOK—BRANT NORTH.
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The town of Paris will carry greater demographic weight within this district, compared to the
Commission’s initial proposal that placed Paris in a district dominated by Oxford County and a
population centred in Woodstock.

This solution is also consistent with a submission received from the Council of the County of
Brant, which suggested that the Commission examine a north-south split and requested that
any split be drawn to match ward boundaries. Wards one, two and three have been placed in
FLAMBOROUGH—GLANBROOK—BRANT NORTH, while Wards four and five are in
BRANTFORD—BRANT SOUTH—SIX NATIONS.

The proposal had shifted the Six Nations of the Grand River and Mississaugas of the Credit
First Nations out of the existing district of Brantford—Brant and into the proposed district of
Haldimand—Norfolk—Six Nations. One oversight in this proposal was that the Woodland
Cultural Centre (established on the site of the former Mohawk Institute Residential School and
serving as a significant cultural heritage centre for the Haudenosaunee people) is situated within
the City of Brantford, some distance from the main reserve. Returning the two First Nations to
the district of BRANTFORD—BRANT SOUTH—SIX NATIONS resolves this error. It also better
reflects the historical alignment of these communities with the City of Brantford, which we were
advised is much stronger than their alignment with Caledonia.

These adjustments facilitate restoring Dunnville to the district of HALDIMAND—NORFOLK,
rather than putting it across the county line in the NIAGARA WEST district. The Commission
had received several submissions about this issue. These modifications return HALDIMAND—
NORFOLK to its existing boundaries.

In the Kitchener, Waterloo and Cambridge areas, the Commission heard support for its proposal
to transfer the Bridgeport area from the district of WATERLOO into KITCHENER CENTRE.

Suggestions were also made to re-join the historically aligned communities of Forest Hills and
Forest Heights, which had been divided in the prior redistribution, as well as to return the
community of Rosenberg to KITCHENER—CONESTOGA. Both these requests could be
satisfied while balancing populations.

The Commission had intended to better unify the various parts of the City of Cambridge;
however, through submissions the Commission learned that keeping each of the distinct
communities of Cambridge whole was a greater priority. In particular, the Commission heard
strong objections to the division of Hespeler. Whereas the proposal endeavoured to reunite
most of Hespeler within Cambridge (effectively dissolving the district of Kitchener South—
Hespeler), the Commission was told that it made no sense to transfer the established urban
portion of Hespeler that lies north of the Mill Pond into the more expansive rural district of
Kitchener—Conestoga. Hearing this message repeatedly both from elected representatives and
residents of North Hespeler, and from rural residents in various parts of Kitchener—Conestoga,
the Commission has heeded this recommendation. To keep Hespeler united, the Commission
has thus maintained the district of KITCHENER SOUTH—HESPELER, which reflects the
Commission's retention of the original name, an issue that was raised by elected

representatives and many residents.
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With Hespeler now fully removed from CAMBRIDGE, the Commission can satisfy the request of
the Township and residents of North Dumfries to be returned to the district, respecting that it is a
key partner community with the City of Cambridge. Whereas the proposal had divided the City
of Cambridge across three districts, this has now been reduced to two. The final district of
CAMBRIDGE is the same as the existing district, with the exception of those areas that were
within the County of Brant, which are transferred to FLAMBOROUGH—GLANBROOK—BRANT
NORTH.

The names, populations and deviations from the Quota for South Central Ontario’s final districts
are shown in Table 13C.

Table 13C — South Central Ontario Final Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota - 2022
Brantford—Brant South—Six Nations 121,511 +4.22%
Cambridge 119,493 +2.49%
Haldimand—Norfolk 116,706 +0.10%
Kitchener Centre 113,404 -2.73%
Kitchener—Conestoga 112,981 -3.10%
Kitchener South—Hespeler 119,851 +2.80%
Oxford 121,781 +4.45%
Waterloo 121,436 +4.16%
Average 118,395 +1.55%
Range (most populous to least 8,800 7.55 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points
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The population of Southwestern Ontario grew by 11.1%, from 782,285 in 2011 to 869,137 in
2021. The remainder of Ontario grew by 10.6% in the same period.

The existing seven electoral districts in this geographic piece would have an average 2021
population of 124,162 and an average deviation of 6.5% from the Quota. The absolute range
between the least and most populous districts would be 24.1 percentage points. The
populations and deviations from the Quota for the existing electoral districts are shown in
Table 14A.
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Table 14A — Southwestern Ontario Existing Electoral Districts

Population Deviation Population Deviation

Electoral Districts -2011 from Quota -2021 from Quota

-2012 -2022
Elgin—Middlesex—London 110,109 +3.67% 126,428 +8.44%
Huron—Bruce 104,842 -1.29% 112,929 -3.14%
Lambton—Kent—Middlesex 105,919 -0.28% 111,242 -4.59%
London—Fanshawe 119,334 +12.35% 127,068 +8.99%
London North Centre 118,079 +11.17% 138,255 +18.58%
London West 119,090 +12.12% 139,305 +19.48%
Perth—Wellington 104,912 -1.23% 113,910 -2.30%
Average 111,755 +5.22% 124,162 +6.49%
Range (most populous to least 14,492 13.64 pp 28,063 24.07 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points

With respect to the proposed redistribution plan for Southwestern Ontario, the Commission
noted that the three existing and largely urban districts within the City of London are
underrepresented with populations that are 9%, 18.6% and 19.5% above the Quota.
Consequently, considerable redrawing was required. The boundaries of these three districts
were reconfigured to better balance populations with adjacent and more rural districts. The
southern part of the City of London and the northern part of the City of St. Thomas were both
included in the proposed district of London South—St. Thomas.

In the more northern part of the City of London, the boundaries of London West and London
Centre (the existing district of London North Centre) were modestly changed. The boundaries of
the existing district of London—Fanshawe are shifted to the east, and this proposed district was
renamed London Northeast.

In the southern portion of this geographic piece, the newly named proposed district of Elgin—
Middlesex—Thames was extended from Kent Bridge Road (County Road 15) in Chatham-Kent
at its western edge, and wrapped around the City of London along the east. This proposed
district comprised portions of the existing districts of Elgin—Middlesex—London and Lambton—
Kent—Middlesex.

In the northern portion of this geographic piece, the proposed districts of Perth—Wellington and
the newly named South Huron Shores (the existing district of Huron—Bruce) had received
minor changes.

Many of these proposed districts were renamed to, in the belief of the Commission, better
describe their locations and reflect their communities of interest. The populations and deviations
from Quota of the proposed districts are shown in Table 14B.
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Table 14B — Southwestern Ontario Proposed Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota — 2022
Elgin—Middlesex—Thames 117,082 +0.42%
London Centre 123,531 +5.95%
London Northeast 123,241 +5.70%
London South—St. Thomas 120,208 +3.10%
London West 121,199 +3.95%
Perth—Wellington 117,974 +1.19%
South Huron Shores 118,316 +1.48%
Average 120,222 +3.11%
Range (most populous to least 6,449 5.53 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points

The Commission received many submissions concerning this geographic piece from residents,
municipalities, counties, agricultural associations, the Western Ontario Wardens’ Caucus, and
elected representatives. There were two major themes across these submissions.

First, the Commission was urged to restore three primarily urban districts in London, as
opposed to the two urban districts and two urban-rural mixed districts contemplated in the
proposal.

Secondly, many submissions suggested that municipalities and counties should be maintained
whole within a single electoral district to preserve their effective and cohesive representation.
These submissions were made by municipal leaders and supported by individuals, business
organizations, and not-for-profit entities, such as the Western Ontario Wardens’ Caucus and
various agricultural federations.

For the final districts, the Commission has generated a new map that meets these goals.
London will receive three compact urban districts that are similar in layout to the existing
districts. Rural districts in both Southwestern Ontario and Southernmost Ontario have been
drawn to largely match county boundaries (as was generally done across all of rural Ontario).

The proposed districts of London South—St. Thomas and Elgin—Middlesex—Thames received
much criticism for their division of municipalities, the division of Elgin County, and the joining of
the City of St. Thomas with urban portions of London.

The County of Elgin, an upper-tier municipality, expressed concern that under the proposed
redistribution plan, two of its seven constituent municipalities, namely the Municipality of Central
Elgin and the Township of Southwold, were split between two federal districts. The County
made a persuasive case, supported by submissions from the Township of Southwold and the
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Municipality of Central Elgin. There was further support for this reconfiguration from the Town of
Aylmer with its shared local identity with these communities, from the Municipality of
Dutton/Dunwich with its partnership through Elgin County with the City of St. Thomas, and from
the Municipality of Bayham which coordinates efforts with Elgin County and the City of St.
Thomas.

The Commission also heard that St. Thomas'’s interests are aligned with the more rural
character of Elgin County and not the City of London.

The Commission recognized that placing the whole of the County of Elgin in one district along
with the City of St. Thomas respected communities of interest and preserved relationships
fostering effective representation.

The final district of ELGIN—ST. THOMAS—LONDON SOUTH encompasses the entirety of the
County of Elgin, the City of St. Thomas, and the portions of the City of London south of
Southdale Road, Exeter Road, and Highway 401. This represents the less urban areas within
the City of London’s boundaries, including the community of Lambeth. This portion of London
was part of the existing district of Elgin—Middlesex—London, providing for historical continuity.

The Commission heard similar arguments from municipalities within the County of Middlesex.
The County of Middlesex and its residents expressed concern that under the proposed
redistribution plan the County was divided into five districts creating issues of engagement with,
and access to, elected representatives and diluting rural influence. One of the eight local
municipalities within the County, the Municipality of Thames Centre, was divided among four
districts in the proposal.

The final district of MIDDLESEX—LONDON has been created in response to these concerns.
This district encompasses the entirety of the County of Middlesex, including the whole of the
Municipality of Thames Centre and the other seven municipalities within the County.

The final district of MIDDLESEX—LONDON also includes a portion of the City of London north
of Fanshawe Park Road. While the Commission endeavoured to keep the urban areas of
London in three distinctly urban districts, it was impossible to meet this goal in full. Middlesex
County has a population of approximately 78,000, which would have a deviation of -33%. At the
same time, the three existing urban London districts had a population of 404,628, giving the
three districts an average deviation of 16% above Quota. By shifting some of urban London into
MIDDLESEX—LONDON, the Commission was able to achieve a deviation of -0.8% for
MIDDLESEX—LONDON and an average of 5% for the three London districts.

As noted above, with respect to districts in the City of London, the Commission received several

complaints focused on the creation of mixed urban-rural districts which, it was argued, would
diminish representation of both urban and rural voters.
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The three existing urban districts in London have largely been restored, with changes to bring
them as close as reasonably possible to the Quota while respecting neighbourhoods and
community boundaries. However, as discussed above, certain parts of London needed to be
moved into MIDDLESEX—LONDON. The Commission has drawn the northern boundary for
London’s three urban districts at Fanshawe Park Road. Approximately 37,000 residents of
London have been moved into MIDDLESEX—LONDON, giving the residents considerable
demographic weight.

In addition to the northern area discussed above, LONDON WEST’s southeastern boundary has
been drawn on Wharncliffe Road, keeping Wortley Village in LONDON CENTRE. There were
different submissions on exactly where the Commission should draw this boundary. We heard
many submissions about the importance of Wortley Village, Manor Park, and Berkshire Village.
Ultimately, the Commission chose to draw it on Wharncliffe Road because it is a clear boundary
that avoids splitting any of these neighbourhoods.

LONDON CENTRE's northern boundary has been placed on Fanshawe Park Road, as
previously discussed. The eastern and western boundaries have been put back to Highbury
Avenue and Wonderland Road, as they were in the existing boundaries. This has ensured that
the Old East Village has remained wholly within this district, as was requested by several
submitters. A large portion of LONDON CENTRE’s southern boundary has been moved
southward, bringing the neighbourhood of Wortley Village into the district.

The proposed district of London Northeast has been re-drawn to a district that closely
resembles the existing district of London—Fanshawe, with the only exception being the
previously discussed section north of Fanshawe Park Road. In light of this, the Commission has
chosen to restore the existing name of LONDON—FANSHAWE. The Commission received
several submissions requesting the preservation of this name, noting that this has been a
district name for decades.

The City of Stratford supported the proposed boundaries for the riding of PERTH—
WELLINGTON and observed that it was of vital importance that the City of Stratford, the County
of Perth and the Town of St. Marys be in the same district given their long history of integration
and cooperation and their social and economic intertwinement. There was also support for the
retention of Municipality of North Perth and northern Wellington County in the same district.

One change has been made to the proposed district of PERTH—WELLINGTON. The Township
of Howick has been moved into South Huron Shores (renamed HURON—BRUCE). PERTH—
WELLINGTON’s boundaries now match the existing district boundaries.

In relation to the proposed district of South Huron Shores, the Commission received criticism for
ignoring county limits, and also for its proposed name on the basis that such a name was not
descriptive of the whole district. The Commission found these submissions reasonable and
reverted to the original district name HURON—BRUCE.
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HURON—BRUCE has been returned to its existing boundaries. By returning to its existing
boundaries, the municipalities of Huron County have been united. The southern boundary has
been shifted northward to the Huron County limit and the Township of Howick has been
returned to the district.

The County of Huron, along with the Municipality of Central Huron, the Township of North Huron
and the Municipality of Morris-Turnberry supported the request of the Township of Howick to be
realigned with the County given its common concerns, partnerships and shared services with all
of the other lower-tier municipalities in the County.

The Municipalities of Brockton and South Bruce also opposed its proposed alignment with
Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound and sought to remain in what has been named the HURON—
BRUCE district. This aligns them with several other municipalities in Bruce County. The
Commission implemented this request focused on preserving that community’s representational
relationships.

The names, populations and deviations from the Quota for Southwestern Ontario’s final districts
are shown in Table 14C.

Table 14C — Southwestern Ontario Final Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota - 2022
Elgin—St. Thomas—London South 112,448 -3.55%
Huron—Bruce 112,929 -3.14%
London Centre 126,597 +8.58%
London—Fanshawe 126,286 +8.32%
London West 114,374 -1.90%
Middlesex—London 115,610 -0.84%
Perth—Wellington 113,929 -2.28%
Average 117,453 +0.74%
Range (most populous to least 14,149 12.13 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points
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The population of the southernmost part of Ontario grew by 6.1%, from 573,137 in 2011 to
608,347 in 2021. The remainder of Ontario grew by 10.9% in the same period.

The existing five electoral districts in this geographic piece would have an average 2021
population of 121,669 and an average deviation of 4.4% above the Quota. As indicated by the
deviation range (23.7 percentage points), there are substantial disparities in the population size
of districts. The populations and deviations from the Quota for the existing electoral districts are
shown in Table 15A.
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Table 15A — Southernmost Ontario Existing Electoral Districts

Population Deviation Population Deviation

Electoral Districts -2011 from Quota -2021 from Quota

-2012 -2022
Chatham-Kent—Leamington 111,866 +5.32% 113,654 -2.52%
Essex 120,477 +13.43% 134,656 +15.50%
Sarnia—Lambton 106,293 +0.07% 107,077 -8.16%
Windsor—Tecumseh 115,528 +8.77% 122,798 +5.32%
Windsor West 118,973 +12.01% 130,162 +11.64%
Average 114,627 +7.92% 121,669 +4.36%
Range (most populous to least 14,184 13.36 pp 27,579 23.66 pp
populous)

pp = percentage points

In the proposed redistribution plan for Southernmost Ontario, the Commission aimed to reduce
the significant population disparities among districts. This necessitated shifting the boundary of
the existing district of Essex westward to reduce its population size. The community of Kingsville
was incorporated into the proposed district of Chatham-Kent—Leamington—Kingsville. The
communities of Wallaceburg and Dresden and the Walpole Island First Nation were added to the
proposed district of Sarnia—Lambton—Bkejwanong. The boundaries of the proposed districts of
Windsor West and Windsor—Tecumseh were adjusted to balance population equality. The
populations and deviations from the Quota for the proposed districts are shown in Table 15B.

Table 15B — Southernmost Ontario Proposed Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota — 2022
Chatham-Kent—Leamington—Kingsville 128,045 +9.83%
Essex 120,132 +3.04%
Sarnia—Lambton—Bkejwanong 127,200 +9.10%
Windsor—Tecumseh 122,533 +5.10%
Windsor West 126,695 +8.67%
Average 124,921 +7.15%
Range (most populous to least 7,913 6.79 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points
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The Municipality of Chatham-Kent, a single tier municipality, expressed concern that it was
being split from two into three districts. In this final plan, the Commission has reconfigured the
boundaries so that the Municipality of Chatham-Kent is within one district. Leamington and
Pelee Island have also been placed in this district, as they were in the existing boundaries. This
reinforces effective representation of these communities. The name of this district has been
returned to the existing name of CHATHAM-KENT—LEAMINGTON.

With respect to the Windsor districts, there were many submissions requesting that communities
of interest be preserved and that historical patterns be respected. The Commission found these
submissions persuasive and has revised the redistribution plan accordingly.

WINDSOR WEST has been returned to its existing boundaries. The Commission received
submissions that the proposed southwestern boundary on Huron Church Road and the E.C.
Row Expressway was not optimal because it needlessly cut off part of the city. The eastern
boundary is also returned to its original boundary, based on submissions suggesting that the
Walkerville neighbourhood should be returned to WINDSOR—TECUMSEH.

The boundary for WINDSOR—TECUMSEH has also been changed to include all of the Town of
Tecumseh, as it was in the existing boundary. The eastern boundary is also pushed eastward to
the Puce River; this satisfies the interests of population equality and is a clear and distinct
boundary.

ESSEX has been re-configured based on these changes. This reconfiguration facilitates the
Town of Kingsville remaining within the ESSEX district, pursuant to many submissions including
from the Town of Kingsville itself. The eastern portion of the Municipality of Lakeshore has been
moved into the district. The district of ESSEX has been drawn to match Essex County as much
as possible, but with a population of approximately 193,000, this could not be fully achieved.

The district of SARNIA—LAMBTON—BKEJWANONG has received significant change. It has
been re-drawn to match Lambton County, as was suggested in several submissions. This is
generally consistent with the Commission’s approach in rural Ontario to maintain the
cohesiveness of upper-tier municipalities and to preserve effective representation.

The Commission also received multiple submissions about the negative impact on effective
representation with the proposed division of the Township of Dawn-Euphemia. This included a
submission from the municipality itself. Under the final boundaries, Dawn-Euphemia has been
maintained wholly within SARNIA—LAMBTON—BKEJWANONG.

Walpole Island First Nation and Chippewas of Kettle and Stony Point First Nation remain
together in this new district, along with Aamjiwnaang First Nation. The Commission notes that
the Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Chippewas of Kettle and Stony Point First Nation are both
members of the Southern First Nations Secretariat Tribal Council.

The Commission notes that the deviations from the Quota in this geographic piece are
especially high. The Commission has concluded that geographic considerations and the need
for effective representation warrants these deviations. The relatively fewer choices for boundary
options on a peninsula, combined with the desire to keep lower-tier and upper-tier municipalities
together, makes this plan reasonable. However, this will need to be re-assessed in the future,

as the population in this geographic piece shifts.
Part E — The Geographic Pieces q



The names, populations and deviations from the Quota for Southernmost Ontario’s final districts
are shown in Table 15C.

Table 15C — Southernmost Ontario Final Electoral Districts

Population - 2021 Deviation from
Electoral Districts Quota - 2022
Chatham-Kent—Leamington 134,226 +15.13%
Essex 131,691 +12.95%
Sarnia—Lambton—Bkejwanong 128,154 +9.92%
Windsor—Tecumseh 131,097 +12.44%
Windsor West 130,162 +11.64%
Average 131,066 +12.42%
Range (most populous to least 6,072 5.21 pp

populous)

pp = percentage points
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Summary

The Commission’s final redistribution plan reflects the following:

Final Electoral Districts

Population — Deviation from Area (km?)

Electoral Districts 2021 Quota — 2022

Ajax 126,666 +8.64% 67
Algonquin—Renfrew—Pembroke 107,420 -7.87% 11,475
Aurora—Oak Ridges—Richmond Hill 117,750 +0.99% 96
Barrie North—Springwater—Oro-Medonte 115,495 -0.94% 1,156
Barrie South—Innisfil 120,378 +3.25% 331
Bay of Quinte 110,164 -5.51% 1,441
Beaches—East York 109,359 -6.20% 17
Bowmanville—Oshawa North 128,534 +10.24% 393
Brampton Centre 109,450 -6.12% 30
Brampton—Chinguacousy Park 115,568 -0.88% 37
Brampton East 119,214 +2.25% 81
Brampton North—Caledon 106,762 -8.43% 152
Brampton South 113,252 -2.86% 55
Brampton West 114,260 -2.00% 38
Brantford—Brant South—Six Nations 121,511 +4.22% 899
Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound 113,348 -2.78% 6,125
Burlington 125,435 +7.59% 76
Burlington North—Milton West 125,575 +7.71% 377
Cambridge 119,493 +2.49% 257
Carleton 124,416 +6.71% 1,881
Chatham-Kent—Leamington 134,226 +15.13% 2,790
Davenport 125,048 +7.25% 15
Don Valley North 111,122 -4.69% 27
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Final Electoral Districts

Population — Deviation from Area (km?)
Electoral Districts 2021 Quota — 2022
Don Valley South 121,147 +3.91% 33
Dufferin—Caledon 120,812 +3.62% 2,059
Eglinton—Lawrence 115,832 -0.65% 23
Elgin—St. Thomas—London South 112,448 -3.55% 2,060
Essex 131,691 +12.95% 1,255
Etobicoke Centre 125,606 +7.73% 38
Etobicoke—Lakeshore 120,956 +3.74% 36
Etobicoke North 116,886 +0.25% 49
Flamborough—Glanbrook—Brant North 103,836 -10.94% 1,099
Guelph 118,498 +1.64% 65
Haldimand—Norfolk 116,706 +0.10% 2,862
Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes 119,150 +2.20% 9,063
Hamilton Centre 126,188 +8.23% 43
Hamilton East—Stoney Creek 126,570 +8.56% 71
Hamilton Mountain 115,634 -0.82% 38
Hamilton West—Ancaster—Dundas 120,551 +3.40% 101
Hastings—Lennox and Addington— 106,468 -8.68% 8,589
Tyendinaga
Humber River—Black Creek 111,593 -4.29% 31
Huron—Bruce 112,929 -3.14% 5,624
Kanata 121,458 +4.18% 213
Kapuskasing—Timmins—Mushkegowuk 93,948 -19.42% 269,356
Kenora—Kiiwetinoong 61,962 -46.85% 258,813
Kingston and the Islands 134,415 +15.29% 629
King—Vaughan 123,226 +5.69% 417
Kitchener Centre 113,404 -2.73% 49
Kitchener—Conestoga 112,981 -3.10% 903
Kitchener South—Hespeler 119,851 +2.80% 106
Lanark—Frontenac 103,120 -11.55% 6,202
Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands— 104,075 -10.73% 3,372
Rideau Lakes
London Centre 126,597 +8.58% 50
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Final Electoral Districts

Electoral Districts

London—Fanshawe

London West
Manitoulin—Nickel Belt
Markham—Stouffville
Markham—Thornhill
Markham—Unionville
Middlesex—London

Milton East—Halton Hills South
Mississauga Centre
Mississauga East—Cooksville
Mississauga—Erin Mills
Mississauga—Lakeshore
Mississauga—Malton
Mississauga—Streetsville
Nepean

Newmarket—Aurora

New Tecumseth—Gwillimbury
Niagara North

Niagara South

Niagara West
Nipissing—Timiskaming
Northumberland—Clarke
Oakville East

Oakville West

Orléans

Oshawa

Ottawa Centre

Ottawa South
Ottawa—Vanier—Gloucester
Ottawa West—Nepean
Oxford

Population —

2021

126,286
114,374

99,827
120,845
111,087
116,972
115,610
116,592
124,084
120,196
120,241
119,936
119,741
113,763
122,229
117,699
120,533
113,503
132,396
112,065

98,237
106,574
108,735
105,024
126,662
131,067
126,560
126,791
127,255
128,592
121,781

Deviation from

Quota — 2022

+8.32%
-1.90%
-14.38%
+3.65%
-4.72%
+0.33%
-0.84%
0.00%
+6.43%
+3.09%
+3.13%
+2.87%
+2.70%
-2.42%
+4.84%
+0.95%
+3.38%
-2.65%
+13.56%
-3.88%
-15.74%
-8.59%
-6.74%
-9.92%
+8.64%
+12.42%
+8.55%
+8.75%
+9.15%
+10.29%
+4.45%

Summary

Area (km?)

108
63
32,640
79

59

82
2,941
244
23

31

32

61
101
46

81

54
768
344
453
1,002
16,793
2,212
72

68

62

61

36

97

55

44
2,046

-
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Final Electoral Districts

Population — Deviation from Area (km?)

Electoral Districts 2021 Quota — 2022

Parry Sound—Muskoka 104,504 -10.37% 12,551
Perth—Wellington 113,929 -2.28% 3,586
Peterborough 128,349 +10.09% 1,908
Pickering—Brooklin 122,430 +5.01% 291
Prescott—Russell—Cumberland 109,125 -6.40% 2,341
Richmond Hill South 124,748 +7.00% 44
Sarnia—Lambton—Bkejwanong 128,154 +9.92% 3,020
Sault Ste. Marie—Algoma 113,772 -2.42% 40,066
Scarborough—Agincourt 123,969 +6.33% 27
Scarborough Centre—Don Valley East 111,377 -4.47% 30
Scarborough—Guildwood—Rouge Park 114,100 -2.14% 60
Scarborough North 116,177 -0.35% 35
Scarborough Southwest 123,232 +5.70% 30
Scarborough—Woburn 110,589 -5.15% 24
Simcoe—Grey 107,836 -7.51% 1,591
Simcoe North 112,022 -3.92% 1,587
Spadina—Harbourfront 105,739 -9.31% 11
St. Catharines 119,977 +2.91% 63
Stormont—Dundas—Glengarry 114,637 -1.68% 3,320
Sudbury 114,384 -1.89% 924
Taiaiako'n—Parkdale—High Park 117,873 +1.10% 18
Thunder Bay—Rainy River 82,357 -29.36% 32,688
Thunder Bay—Superior North 86,147 -26.11% 132,054
Toronto Centre 121,703 +4.39% 6
Toronto—Danforth 105,472 -9.54% 20
Toronto—St. Paul's 125,438 +7.59% 16
University—Rosedale 123,244 +5.71% 13
Vaughan—Thornhill 124,866 +7.10% 67
Vaughan—Woodbridge 121,705 +4.39% 88
Waterloo 121,436 +4.16% 64
Wellington—Halton Hills North 105,440 -9.56% 1,372
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Final Electoral Districts

Population — Deviation from Area (km?)

Electoral Districts 2021 Quota — 2022

Whitby 115,257 -1.14% 88
Willowdale 118,218 +1.40% 20
Windsor—Tecumseh 131,097 +12.44% 220
Windsor West 130,162 +11.64% 79
York Centre 108,307 -7.10% 35
York—Durham 116,560 -0.03% 1,823
York South—Weston—Etobicoke 111,369 -4.48% 24

*The land area figures mentioned in the table and elsewhere in the report are preliminary calculations and will be
reviewed and certified after the proclamation of the Representation Order.

This plan and the accompanying report will be presented to the Chief Electoral Officer of Canada to be
transmitted to the Speaker of the House of Commons for consideration.

After Parliament has considered the report in accordance with the provisions of the Electoral
Boundaries Readjustment Act, it is returned to the Commission with any objections, the minutes, and
evidence of the House of Commons committee. Once the objections have been addressed, a certified
copy of our report shall be returned by the Chief Electoral Officer to the Speaker.

Once the Chief Electoral Officer of Canada has received the final reports of all Commissions, a
representation order is prepared describing and naming the electoral districts established by all
Commissions.

The Governor in Council announces the new boundaries in a proclamation published in the
Canada Gazette.

New boundaries can first be used in an election if at least seven months have passed between the
date that the representation order was proclaimed and the date that Parliament is dissolved for a
general election.

Respectfully submitted and dated at our respective locations, in the Province of Ontario,
this 8th day of February 2023.

j—m»—ﬂ C Tk

The Honourable Justice Lynne C. Leitch, Chair

Df. Karen Bird, Member

ol

Dr\P\et_eriLoewen, Member

Federal Electoral Boundaries Commission for the Province of Ontario
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APPENDIX — Maps, Boundaries

and Names of Electoral Districts

There shall be in the Province of Ontario one hundred and twenty-two (122) electoral districts,
named and described as follows, each of which shall return one member. In the following
descriptions:

” W ”

(a) references to “roads,” “electric power transmission lines,
signify their centre lines unless otherwise described;

water features” and “railways”

(b) any reference to a “township” signifies a township that has its own local administration;
(c) any reference to a “geographic township” signifies a township without local administration;

(d) all cities, municipalities, towns, villages, Indian reserves and First Nations territories lying
within the perimeter of the electoral district are included unless otherwise described;

(e) wherever a word or expression is used to denote a territorial division, such word or
expression shall indicate the territorial division as it existed or was delimited on the first day of
January 2021;

(f) the translation of the terms “street,” “avenue,” and “boulevard” follows Treasury Board
standards; the translation of all other public thoroughfare designations is based on commonly
used terms but has no official recognition; and

(9) all coordinates are in reference to the North American Datum of 1983 (NAD 83).

The population figure of each electoral district is derived from the 2021 decennial census.
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Ajax

(Population: 126,666)
(Map 9)

Consists of the Town of Ajax.

Algonquin—Renfrew—Pembroke

(Population: 107,420)
(Maps 2 and 4)

Consists of:
(a) the City of Pembroke;
(b) the towns of Arnprior, Deep River, Laurentian Hills, Petawawa and Renfrew;

(c) the townships of Admaston/Bromley; Bonnechere Valley; Brudenell, Lyndoch and Raglan;
Greater Madawaska; Head, Clara and Maria; Horton; Killaloe, Hagarty and Richards; Laurentian
Valley; Madawaska Valley; McNab/Braeside; North Algona Wilberforce; South Algonquin; and
Whitewater Region;

(d) that part of the Unorganized Area of Nipissing (South Part) lying easterly of a line described
as follows: commencing at the intersection of the southerly limit of said unorganized area and
the northerly limit of Nightingale Geographic Township; thence easterly along said limit and the
northerly limit of Airy Geographic Township to the westerly limit of Preston Geographic
Township; thence northerly along said limit and the westerly limit of the Geographic Township of
Dickson to the southerly limit of Anglin Geographic Township; thence westerly and northerly
along the southerly and westerly limits of said geographic township to the northerly limit of
Freswick Geographic Township; thence westerly along said limit to the westerly limit of Lister
Geographic Township; thence northerly and easterly along the westerly and northerly limits of
said geographic township to the westerly limit of Deacon Geographic Township; thence
northerly along said limit to the northerly limit of said unorganized area; and

(e) the Pikwakanagan Indian Reserve (formerly known as Golden Lake Indian Reserve No. 39).
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Aurora—Oak Ridges—Richmond Hill

(Population: 117,750)
(Map 21)

Consists of:

(@) that part of the City of Richmond Hill lying northerly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the easterly limit of said city and Elgin Mills Road East;
thence westerly along said road and Elgin Mills Road West to the westerly limit of said city
(Bathurst Street); and

(b) that part of the Town of Aurora lying southerly and westerly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the easterly limit of said town and Wellington Street East;
thence westerly along said street to Yonge Street; thence northerly along said street to the
northerly limit of said town.

Barrie North—Springwater—Oro-Medonte

(Population: 115,495)
(Maps 3 and 5)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Barrie lying northerly of a line described as follows: commencing at
the intersection of the westerly limit of said city and Dunlop Street West; thence easterly along
said street to Tiffin Street; thence easterly along said street and its northeasterly production to
the easterly limit of said city (Kempenfelt Bay); and

(b) the townships of Oro-Medonte and Springwater.

Barrie South—Innisfil

(Population: 120,378)
(Maps 3 and 5)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Barrie lying southerly of a line described as follows: commencing at
the intersection of the westerly limit of said city and Dunlop Street West; thence easterly along
said street to Tiffin Street; thence easterly along said street and its northeasterly production to
the easterly limit of said city (Kempenfelt Bay); and

(b) the Town of Innisfil.
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Bay of Quinte

(Population: 110,164)
(Maps 4 and 6)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Belleville lying southerly of Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier
Freeway);

(b) that part of the City of Quinte West lying southwesterly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the northeasterly limit of said city (Wallbridge-Loyalist Road)
and Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway); thence southwesterly along said highway to the
Trent River; thence generally northerly along said river to the southwesterly production of
Harrington Road; thence northeasterly along said production and Harrington Road to McMullen
Road; thence northwesterly and southwesterly along said road to Collins Lane; thence
northwesterly along said lane and Collins Road to Frankford Road; thence northeasterly along
said road to Flyboy Road; thence northwesterly along said road to Fish and Game Club Road,;
thence southwesterly along said road and its production to the Trent River (west of Bata Island);
thence generally northeasterly and generally southwesterly along said river to a point at
approximate latitude 44°14'54"N and longitude 77°38'23"W; thence northwesterly in a straight
line to the northwesterly limit of said city; and

(c) the County of Prince Edward.

Beaches—East York

(Population: 109,359)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Sunrise Avenue and Victoria Park Avenue; thence generally southerly along Victoria Park
Avenue to Queen Street East; thence westerly along said street to Nursewood Road; thence
southerly along said road and its southerly production to the southerly limit of said city (Lake
Ontario); thence generally southwesterly along said limit to approximate latitude 43°38'54"N and
longitude 79°18'51"W; thence northerly in a straight line to the mouth of Ashbridges Bay; thence
generally northwesterly along said bay to its northerly shoreline at approximate latitude
43°39'43"N and longitude 79°18'55"W; thence northeasterly in a straight line to the intersection
of Lake Shore Boulevard East and Coxwell Avenue; thence northerly along said avenue to
Coxwell Boulevard; thence generally northeasterly along said boulevard and its production to
Taylor Massey Creek; thence generally westerly along said creek to the Don River East Branch;
thence generally northeasterly along said river to the westerly production of Sunrise Avenue;
thence easterly along said production and Sunrise Avenue to the point of commencement.
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Bowmanville—Oshawa North

(Population: 128,534)
(Map 9)

Consists of:

(@) that part of the City of Oshawa lying northerly of Taunton Road West and Taunton Road
East; and

(b) that part of the Municipality of Clarington lying westerly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the northerly limit of said municipality and a point on Regional
Road 20 at approximate latitude 44°03'33"N and longitude 78°41'20"W; thence southerly along
said road to Concession Road 10; thence easterly along said road to Darlington-Clarke
Townline Road; thence generally southeasterly along said road and its intermittent productions
to Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Highway of Heroes); thence easterly along said
highway to Cobbledick Road; thence southeasterly along said road and its southeasterly
production to the southerly limit of said municipality (Lake Ontario).

Brampton Centre

(Population: 109,450)
(Map 16)

Consists of that part of the City of Brampton described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of Bovaird Drive East and Highway 410; thence southeasterly along said highway to
Etobicoke Creek; thence generally westerly along said creek to Steeles Avenue East; thence
southwesterly along said avenue and Steeles Avenue West to McLaughlin Road South; thence
northwesterly along said road and McLaughlin Road North to the Canadian National Railway;
thence westerly along said railway to Chinguacousy Road; thence northwesterly along said road
to Bovaird Drive West; thence northeasterly along said drive and Bovaird Drive East to the point
of commencement.

Brampton—Chinguacousy Park

(Population: 115,568)
(Map 16)

Consists of that part of the City of Brampton described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of Sandalwood Parkway East and Torbram Road; thence southeasterly along said
road to the southeasterly limit of said city; thence generally southerly along said limit to Highway
410; thence generally northwesterly along said highway to Bovaird Drive East; thence
northeasterly along said drive to Dixie Road; thence northwesterly along said road to
Sandalwood Parkway East; thence northeasterly along said parkway to the point of
commencement.
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Brampton East

(Population: 119,214)
(Map 16)

Consists of that part of the City of Brampton lying northeasterly of Torbram Road.

Brampton North—Caledon

(Population: 106,762)
(Map 16)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Brampton described as follows: commencing at the intersection of the
northwesterly limit of said city (Mayfield Road) and Torbram Road; thence southeasterly along
said road to Sandalwood Parkway East; thence southwesterly along said parkway to Dixie
Road; thence southeasterly along said road to Bovaird Drive East; thence southwesterly along
said drive to Hurontario Street; thence northwesterly along said street to Wanless Drive; thence
southwesterly along said drive to the former Orangeville-Brampton Railway; thence
northwesterly along said railway to the northwesterly limit of said city (Mayfield Road); thence
generally northeasterly along said limit to the point of commencement; and

(b) that part of the Town of Caledon lying southeasterly and southwesterly of a line described as
follows: commencing at the intersection of the southwesterly limit of said town (Winston
Churchill Boulevard) and King Street; thence generally northeasterly along said street to The
Gore Road; thence southeasterly along said road to the southeasterly limit of said town
(Mayfield Road).

Brampton South

(Population: 113,252)
(Map 16)

Consists of that part of the City of Brampton described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of Highway 410 and the southeasterly limit of said city; thence southwesterly and
northwesterly along the southeasterly and southwesterly limits of said city to Bovaird Drive
West; thence northeasterly along said drive to Mississauga Road; thence southeasterly along
said road to Williams Parkway; thence northeasterly and generally northerly along said parkway
to Chinguacousy Road; thence southeasterly along said road to the Canadian National Railway;
thence easterly along said railway to McLaughlin Road North; thence southeasterly along said
road and McLaughlin Road South to Steeles Avenue West; thence northeasterly along said
avenue and Steeles Avenue East to Etobicoke Creek; thence generally easterly along said
creek to Highway 410; thence southeasterly along said highway to the point of commencement.
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Brampton West

(Population: 114,260)
(Map 16)

Consists of that part of the City of Brampton described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of Hurontario Street and Bovaird Drive West; thence southwesterly along said drive
to Chinguacousy Road; thence southeasterly along said road to Williams Parkway; thence
generally southerly and southwesterly along said parkway to Mississauga Road; thence
northwesterly along said road to Bovaird Drive West; thence southwesterly along said drive to
the southwesterly limit of said city; thence northwesterly and northeasterly along the
southwesterly and northwesterly limits of said city to the former Orangeville-Brampton Railway;
thence southeasterly along said railway to Wanless Drive; thence northeasterly along said drive
to Hurontario Street; thence southeasterly along said street to the point of commencement.

Brantford—Brant South—Six Nations

(Population: 121,511)
(Maps 3 and 7)

Consists of:
(a) the City of Brantford;

(b) that part of the County of Brant lying southerly of a line described as follows: commencing at
the intersection of the northerly limit of said county (Governors Road) and Puttown Road;
thence southerly along said road to King Edward Street; thence easterly along said street to
Bishopsgate Road; thence generally southerly along said road to Bethel Road; thence easterly
along said road and its easterly production to the westerly limit of the City of Brantford; thence
generally northeasterly, easterly and generally southeasterly along the westerly, northerly and
easterly limits of said city to Powerline Road; thence easterly along said road to the
northeasterly limit of the County of Brant; and

(c) the Indian reserves of New Credit No. 40A and Six Nations No. 40.

Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound

(Population: 113,348)
(Map 2)

Consists of:
(a) the City of Owen Sound;

(b) the towns of Hanover and South Bruce Peninsula;
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(c) the municipalities of Arran-Elderslie, Grey Highlands, Meaford, Northern Bruce Peninsula
and West Grey;

(d) the townships of Chatsworth, Georgian Bluffs and Southgate; and

(e) the Indian reserves of Chief’'s Point No. 28, Neyaashiinigmiing No. 27, and Saugeen No. 29.

Burlington

(Population: 125,435)
(Map 12)

Consists of that part of the City of Burlington lying southeasterly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the southwesterly limit of said city (Kerns Road) and Dundas
Street; thence northeasterly along said street to Highway 407; thence southerly along said
highway to Guelph Line; thence southeasterly along said line to Upper Middle Road; thence
northeasterly along said road to Walkers Line; thence southeasterly along said line to Queen
Elizabeth Way (Highway 403); thence northeasterly along Queen Elizabeth Way to the
northeasterly limit of said city (Burloak Drive).

Burlington North—Milton West

(Population: 125,575)
(Map 12)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Burlington lying northwesterly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the southwesterly limit of said city (Kerns Road) and Dundas
Street; thence northeasterly along said street to Highway 407; thence southerly along said
highway to Guelph Line; thence southeasterly along said line to Upper Middle Road; thence
northeasterly along said road to Walkers Line; thence southeasterly along said line to Queen
Elizabeth Way (Highway 403); thence northeasterly along Queen Elizabeth Way to the
northeasterly limit of said city (Burloak Drive); and

(b) that part of the Town of Milton lying southwesterly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the southeasterly limit of said town (Lower Base Line West)
and Regional Road 25; thence northwesterly along said road, Ontario Street South and Ontario
Street North to Steeles Avenue East; thence southwesterly along said avenue to Martin Street;
thence northwesterly along said street and Regional Road 25 to the northerly limit of said town
(5 Side Road).
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Cambridge

(Population: 119,493)
(Maps 3 and 8)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Cambridge lying southerly of Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier
Freeway); and

(b) the Township of North Dumfries.

Carleton

(Population: 124,416)
(Map 15)

Consists of that part of the City of Ottawa described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Hawthorne Road and Hunt Club Road; thence northeasterly along Hunt Club Road to
Highway 417 (Trans-Canada Highway); thence generally easterly along said highway to the
easterly limit of said city; thence generally southwesterly, northwesterly and generally
northeasterly along the easterly, southerly, westerly and northerly limits of said city to the
northeasterly production of Berry Side Road; thence southwesterly along said production, Berry
Side Road and its southwesterly production, Constance Lake Road, Murphy Side Road and its
southwesterly production and Holland Hill Road to Carp Road; thence southeasterly along said
road to Craig’s Side Road; thence southwesterly along said road, Donald B. Munro Drive and
Vaughan Side Road to Highway 417 (Trans-Canada Highway); thence easterly and
southeasterly along said highway to Highway 7 (Trans-Canada Highway); thence generally
southerly along said highway to Hazeldean Road; thence northeasterly along said road to Terry
Fox Drive; thence generally southeasterly along said drive and northeasterly along Hope Side
Road to Old Richmond Road; thence northerly along said road to West Hunt Club Road; thence
northeasterly along said road to Highway 416 (Veterans Memorial Highway); thence generally
southeasterly along said highway to Barnsdale Road; thence northeasterly along said road to
the Rideau River (westerly of Long Island); thence generally northerly along said river (westerly
of Nicolls Island) to Hunt Club Road; thence easterly along said road to Riverside Drive; thence
southeasterly along said drive and Limebank Road to Leitrim Road; thence northeasterly along
said road to Bowesville Road; thence southeasterly along said road to Earl Armstrong Road;
thence northeasterly along said road to High Road; thence southeasterly along said road to
Albion Road; thence southeasterly along said road to Rideau Road; thence northeasterly along
said road to Bank Street; thence northwesterly along said street to Blais Road; thence
northeasterly along said road to Hawthorne Road; thence northwesterly along said road to the
point of commencement.
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Chatham-Kent—Leamington

(Population: 134,226)
(Map 3)

Consists of:
(a) the municipalities of Chatham-Kent and Leamington;
(b) the Township of Pelee; and

(c) the Indian Reserve of Moravian No. 47.

Davenport

(Population: 125,048)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Eglinton Avenue West and the northwesterly production of Vaughan Road; thence generally
southeasterly along said production and Vaughan Road to Winona Drive; thence generally
southerly along said drive to Davenport Road; thence westerly along said road to Ossington
Avenue; thence southerly along said avenue to Queen Street West; thence westerly along said
street to Dovercourt Road; thence southerly along said road and its southerly production to the
GO Transit rail line; thence generally northwesterly along said rail line and the Canadian Pacific
railway to Eglinton Avenue West; thence generally easterly along said avenue to the point of
commencement.

Don Valley North

(Population: 111,122)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of the northerly limit of said city (Steeles Avenue East) and Highway 404; thence generally
southerly along said highway to Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Ontario 401
Express); thence westerly along said highway to the Don River East Branch; thence generally
southeasterly along said river to York Mills Road; thence westerly along said road to Old York
Mills Road; thence generally westerly along said road to Yonge Street; thence northerly along
said street to Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Ontario 401 Express); thence
northeasterly along said highway to Bayview Avenue; thence northerly along said avenue to the
northerly limit of said city; thence easterly along said limit to the point of commencement.
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Don Valley South

(Population: 121,147)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of York Mills Road and the Don River East Branch; thence generally southeasterly and
southwesterly along said river to the Don River; thence generally southwesterly along said river
to the Don Valley Parkway ramp (to Bayview Avenue); thence southwesterly along said ramp to
Bayview Avenue; thence northerly along said avenue to the Beltline trail at approximate latitude
43°40'51"N and longitude 79°22'06"W; thence generally northerly and northwesterly along said
trail to Moore Avenue; thence easterly along said avenue to Bayview Avenue; thence northerly
along said avenue to Eglinton Avenue East; thence westerly along said avenue to Mount
Pleasant Road; thence northerly along said road to Broadway Avenue; thence westerly along
said avenue to Yonge Street; thence northerly along said street to Old York Mills Road; thence
generally easterly along said road to York Mills Road; thence easterly along said road to the
point of commencement.

Dufferin—Caledon

(Population: 120,812)
(Map 3)

Consists of:
(a) the towns of Grand Valley, Mono, Orangeville and Shelburne;

(b) that part of the Town of Caledon lying northwesterly and northeasterly of a line described as
follows: commencing at the intersection of the southwesterly limit of said town and King Street;

thence generally northeasterly along said street to The Gore Road; thence southeasterly along

said road to the southeasterly limit of said town; and

(c) the townships of Amaranth, East Garafraxa, Melancthon and Mulmur.

Eglinton—Lawrence

(Population: 115,832)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Ontario 401 Express) and Yonge Street; thence
southerly along said street to Eglinton Avenue West; thence westerly along said avenue to the
GO Transit rail line; thence northerly along said rail line to Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier
Freeway, Ontario 401 Express); thence easterly and northeasterly along said highway to the
point of commencement.
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Elgin—St. Thomas—London South

(Population: 112,448)
(Maps 3 and 14)

Consists of:
(a@) the City of St. Thomas;

(b) that part of the City of London lying southerly of a line described as follows: commencing at
the intersection of the easterly limit of said city and Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway);
thence westerly along said highway to Exeter Road; thence westerly along said road to White
Oak Road; thence northerly along said road to Southdale Road East; thence westerly along said
road and Southdale Road West to Westdel Bourne; thence southerly along Westdel Bourne to
Dingman Creek; thence generally westerly along said creek to the westerly limit of said city;

(c) the Town of Aylmer,;
(d) the municipalities of Bayham, Central Elgin, Dutton/Dunwich and West Elgin; and

(e) the townships of Malahide and Southwold.

Essex
(Population: 131,691)
(Map 3)

Consists of:

(a) the towns of Amherstburg, Essex, LaSalle and Kingsville; and

(b) that part of the Town of Lakeshore lying southerly and easterly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the westerly limit of said town and Highway 401 (Macdonald-
Cartier Freeway); thence easterly along said highway to the Puce River; thence generally
northerly along said river to Lake St. Clair; thence northerly in a straight line to the northerly limit
of said town.

Etobicoke Centre

(Population: 125,606)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Ontario 401 Express) and Dixon Road; thence
easterly along said road to Kipling Avenue; thence southeasterly along said avenue to The
Westway; thence generally northeasterly and northerly along The Westway to Royal York Road;
thence southerly along said road to Eglinton Avenue West; thence easterly along said avenue to
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the Humber River; thence generally southerly and easterly along said river to Dundas Street
West; thence southwesterly along said street to Islington Avenue; thence southeasterly along
said avenue to Mimico Creek; thence southeasterly along said creek to the Canadian Pacific
Railway; thence southwesterly along said railway to the westerly limit of said city (shoreline of
Etobicoke Creek); thence generally northerly, northwesterly, northeasterly and northwesterly
along said limit to Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Ontario 401 Express); thence
generally northeasterly along said highway to the point of commencement.

Etobicoke—Lakeshore

(Population: 120,956)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Dundas Street West and the Humber River; thence generally southeasterly along said river
and its southeasterly production to the southerly limit of said city (Lake Ontario); thence
generally southwesterly and generally northwesterly along the southerly and westerly limits of
said city to the Canadian Pacific Railway; thence generally northeasterly along said railway to
Mimico Creek; thence northwesterly along said creek to Islington Avenue; thence northwesterly
along said avenue to Dundas Street West; thence northeasterly along said street to the point of
commencement.

Etobicoke North

(Population: 116,886)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of the northerly limit of said city and the Humber River; thence generally southeasterly and
generally southerly along said river to Saint Phillips Road; thence generally southerly along said
road and Royal York Road to The Westway; thence generally southerly and southwesterly along
The Westway to Kipling Avenue; thence northwesterly along said avenue to Dixon Road; thence
westerly along said road to Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Ontario 401 Express);
thence generally southwesterly along said highway to the westerly limit of said city; thence
northwesterly and easterly along the westerly and northerly limits of said city to the point of
commencement.
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Flamborough—Glanbrook—Brant North

(Population: 103,836)
(Maps 7 and 13)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Hamilton described as follows: commencing at the intersection of the
easterly limit of said city on the Niagara Escarpment; thence generally westerly along said
escarpment to the Upper Centennial Parkway; thence generally southerly along said parkway
and Regional Road 56 to an electric power transmission line situated southerly of Dalgleish
Trail; thence westerly and southwesterly along said electric power transmission line to Trinity
Road South; thence generally northerly along said road, Highway 52 South and Highway 52
North to the Canadian National Railway; thence generally northeasterly along said railway to
Highway 403 (Alexander Graham Bell Parkway); thence northeasterly along said highway to the
northeasterly limit of said city (Highway 6); thence northwesterly, generally northeasterly,
northwesterly, generally southwesterly, generally southeasterly and generally northerly along
the northerly, westerly, southerly and easterly limits of said city to the point of commencement;
and

(b) that part of the County of Brant lying northeasterly and northwesterly of a line described as
follows: commencing at the intersection of the northwesterly limit of said county and Puttown
Road; thence southerly along said road to King Edward Street; thence easterly along said street
to Bishopsgate Road; thence generally southerly along said road to Bethel Road; thence
easterly along said road and its easterly production to the westerly limit of the City of Brantford;
thence generally northeasterly, easterly, and generally southeasterly along the northwesterly
and northeasterly limits of said city to Powerline Road; thence easterly along said road to the
northeasterly limit of said county.

Guelph

(Population: 118,498)
(Map 11)

Consists of that part of the City of Guelph lying northwesterly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the southwesterly limit of said city and College Avenue West;
thence northeasterly along said avenue to Hanlon Parkway; thence southeasterly along said
parkway to Hanlon’s Creek; thence generally northeasterly and northwesterly along said creek
to Edinburgh Road South; thence northeasterly along said road to Gordon Street; thence
southeasterly along said street to Arkell Road; thence northeasterly along said road to the
northeasterly limit of said city (Victoria Road South).
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Haldimand—Norfolk

(Population: 116,706)
(Map 3)

Consists of the cities of Haldimand County and Norfolk County.

Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes

(Population: 119,150)
(Map 4)

Consists of:
(a) the City of Kawartha Lakes;
(b) the municipalities of Dysart et al and Highlands East;

(c) the Municipality of Trent Lakes, excepting the islands of the Curve Lake Indian Reserve
No. 35A; and

(d) the townships of Algonquin Highlands, Cavan Monaghan, North Kawartha and Minden Hills.

Hamilton Centre

(Population: 126,188)
(Map 13)

Consists of that part of the City of Hamilton described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of the northerly limit of said city and Highway 403 (Alexander Graham Bell
Parkway); thence generally southerly and southwesterly along said highway to an electric power
transmission line situated westerly of Chateau Court; thence southerly along said transmission
line to the Niagara Escarpment; thence generally easterly, southerly and northeasterly along
said escarpment to Red Hill Valley Parkway; thence generally northerly along said parkway to
King Street East; thence northwesterly along said street to Parkdale Avenue South; thence
northerly along said avenue and Parkdale Avenue North to Burlington Street East (Nikola Tesla
Boulevard); thence westerly along said street to Strathearne Avenue; thence northerly along
said avenue to Pier 24 Gateway; thence generally northeasterly along said gateway to the
northeasterly shoreline of Hamilton Harbour; thence generally northwesterly along said
shoreline to the northerly limit of said city; thence southwesterly, northwesterly and generally
southwesterly along said limit to the point of commencement.
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Hamilton East—Stoney Creek

(Population: 126,570)
(Map 13)

Consists of that part of the City of Hamilton described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of the easterly limit of said city and the Niagara Escarpment; thence generally
westerly along said escarpment to Upper Centennial Parkway; thence generally southerly along
said parkway and Regional Road 56 to an electric power transmission line situated southerly of
Dalgleish Trail; thence westerly along said electric power transmission line to Glover Road;
thence northerly along said road and its northerly production to Anchor Road; thence generally
northerly along said road, Arbour Road, its intermittent production and its northeasterly
production to the Niagara Escarpment; thence generally northeasterly along said escarpment to
Red Hill Valley Parkway; thence northerly along said parkway to King Street East; thence
northwesterly along said street to Parkdale Avenue South; thence northerly along said avenue
and Parkdale Avenue North to Burlington Street East (Nikola Tesla Boulevard); thence westerly
along said street to Strathearne Avenue; thence northerly along said avenue to Pier 24
Gateway; thence generally northeasterly along said gateway to the northeasterly shoreline of
Hamilton Harbour; thence generally northwesterly along said shoreline to the northerly limit of
said city; thence generally southeasterly, easterly and southerly along the northerly and easterly
limits of said city to the point of commencement.

Hamilton Mountain

(Population: 115,634)
(Map 13)

Consists of that part of the City of Hamilton described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of James Mountain Road and the Niagara Escarpment; thence southerly along said
road and West 5th Street to Lincoln M. Alexander Parkway; thence westerly along said parkway
to Garth Street; thence generally southerly along said street to an electric power transmission
line; thence easterly along said transmission line to Glover Road; thence northerly along said
road and its northerly production to Anchor Road; thence generally northerly along said road,
Arbour Road, its intermittent production and its northeasterly production to the Niagara
Escarpment; thence generally northerly and westerly along said escarpment to the point of
commencement.

Hamilton West—Ancaster—Dundas

(Population: 120,551)
(Map 13)

Consists of that part of the City of Hamilton described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of Highway 403 (Alexander Graham Bell Parkway) and the Canadian National
Railway; thence generally southerly and generally southwesterly along said highway to an
electric power transmission line situated westerly of Chateau Court; thence southerly along said
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transmission line to the Niagara Escarpment; thence generally easterly along said escarpment
to James Mountain Road; thence generally southerly along said road and West 5th Street to
Lincoln M. Alexander Parkway; thence westerly along said parkway to Garth Street; thence
generally southerly along said street to an electric power transmission line; thence westerly and
southwesterly along said transmission line to Trinity Road South; thence generally northerly
along said road, Highway 52 South and Highway 52 North to the Canadian National Railway;
thence generally northeasterly and easterly along said railway to the point of commencement.

Hastings—Lennox and Addington—Tyendinaga

(Population: 106,468)
(Maps 4 and 6)

Consists of:
(a) that part of the City of Belleville lying northerly of Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway);

(b) that part of the City of Quinte West lying northeasterly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the northeasterly limit of said city (Wallbridge-Loyalist Road)
and Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway); thence southwesterly along said highway to the
Trent River; thence generally northerly along said river to the southwesterly production of
Harrington Road; thence northeasterly along said production and Harrington Road to McMullen
Road; thence northwesterly and southwesterly along said road to Collins Lane; thence
northwesterly along said lane and Collins Road to Frankford Road; thence northeasterly along
said road to Flyboy Road; thence northwesterly along said road to Fish and Game Club Road;
thence southwesterly along said road and its production to the Trent River (west of Bata Island);
thence generally northeasterly and generally southwesterly along said river to a point at
approximate latitude 44°14'54"N and longitude 77°38'23"W; thence northwesterly in a straight
line to the northwesterly limit of said city;

(c) the towns of Bancroft, Deseronto and Greater Napanee;
(d) the municipalities of Centre Hastings, Hastings Highlands, Marmora and Lake and Tweed,;

(e) the townships of Addington Highlands, Carlow/Mayo, Faraday, Limerick, Loyalist, Madoc,
Stirling-Rawdon, Stone Mills, Tudor and Cashel, Tyendinaga and Wollaston; and

(f) the Tyendinaga Mohawk Territory Indian Reserve.
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Humber River—Black Creek

(Population: 111,593)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of the northerly limit of said city and Keele Street; thence southerly along said street to
Grandravine Drive; thence westerly along said drive to Black Creek; thence generally
southeasterly along said creek to Sheppard Avenue West; thence westerly along said avenue to
Jane Street; thence southerly along said street to Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway,
Ontario 401 Express); thence westerly along said highway to the Humber River; thence
generally northerly and generally northwesterly along said river to the northerly limit of said city;
thence easterly along said limit to the point of commencement.

Huron—Bruce

(Population: 112,929)
(Map 3)

Consists of:
(a) the towns of Goderich and Saugeen Shores;

(b) the municipalities of Bluewater, Brockton, Central Huron, Huron East, Kincardine, Morris-
Turnberry, South Bruce and South Huron; and

(c) the townships of Ashfield-Colborne-Wawanosh, Howick, Huron-Kinloss and North Huron.

Kanata

(Population: 121,458)
(Map 15)

Consists of that part of the City of Ottawa described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Davidson’s Side Road and Carling Avenue; thence generally northeasterly and easterly along
said avenue to Moodie Drive; thence southerly along said drive to Highway 417 (Trans-Canada
Highway, Queensway); thence northeasterly along said highway to Highway 416 (Veterans
Memorial Highway); thence southeasterly along said highway to West Hunt Club Road; thence
southwesterly along said road to Old Richmond Road; thence southerly along said road to Hope
Side Road; thence southwesterly along said road and generally northwesterly along Terry Fox
Drive to Hazeldean Road; thence southwesterly along said road to Highway 7 (Trans-Canada
Highway); thence northerly along said highway to Highway 417 (Trans-Canada Highway);
thence generally northwesterly along said highway to Vaughan Side Road; thence northeasterly
along said road, Donald B. Munro Drive and Craig’s Side Road to Carp Road; thence
northwesterly along said road to Holland Hill Road; thence northeasterly along Holland Hill Road
and its northeasterly production, Murphy Side Road, Constance Lake Road and its northeasterly
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production, Berry Side Road and its northeasterly production to the interprovincial boundary
between Ontario and Quebec; thence southeasterly along said boundary to a point at
approximate latitude 45°23'15"N and longitude 75°52'04"W; thence southerly in a straight line to
the northwesterly endpoint of Davidson’s Side Road; thence southeasterly along said road to
the point of commencement.

Kapuskasing—Timmins—Mushkegowuk

(Population: 93,948)
(Map 1)

Consists of:
(@) the City of Timmins;

(b) the towns of Cochrane, Hearst, Iroquois Falls, Kapuskasing, Kirkland Lake, Moosonee and
Smooth Rock Falls;

(c) the townships of Black River-Matheson, Chapleau, Fauquier-Strickland, Gauthier, Larder
Lake, Matachewan, Mattice-Val C6té, McGarry, Moonbeam, Opasatika and Val Rita-Harty;

(d) the unorganized areas of Cochrane (South East Part), Cochrane (South West Part) and
Timiskaming (East Part);

(e) that part of the Unorganized Area of Algoma (North Part) lying easterly of a line described as
follows: commencing at the intersection of the easterly limit of said unorganized area and a
point at approximate latitude 48°26'59"N and longitude 84°00'53"W; thence northerly in a
straight line to the northerly limit of said unorganized area at approximate latitude 49°26'57"N
and longitude 84°00'52"W;

(f) that part of the Unorganized Area of Cochrane (North Part) lying easterly of a line described
as follows: commencing at the southerly limit of said unorganized area at a point at approximate
latitude 49°42'31"N and longitude 84°41'09"W; thence northerly in a straight line to the
Kenogami River at approximate latitude 50°13'33"N and longitude 84°41'20"W; thence generally
northerly along said river to the northerly limit of said unorganized area;

(9) that part of the Unorganized Area of Kenora lying easterly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the southerly limit of said unorganized area and a point at
approximate latitude 51°31'11"N and longitude 86°32'53"W; thence northerly in a straight line to
latitude 54°00'00"N; thence west to the Winisk River; thence generally northerly along said river
to the southerly boundary of the Winisk Indian Reserve No. 90; thence southwesterly,
northwesterly and northeasterly along the southeasterly, southwesterly and northwesterly
boundaries of said Indian reserve to the Winisk River; thence generally northerly and easterly
along said river to a point at approximate latitude 54°44'38"N and longitude 86°33'01"W; thence
northerly in a straight line to the northerly limit of said unorganized area at approximate latitude
55°48'23"N and longitude 86°32'44"W;
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(h) that part of the Unorganized Area of Sudbury (North Part) lying northerly and westerly of a
line described as follows: commencing at the southerly limit of said unorganized area at a point
at approximate latitude 47°14'09"N and longitude 82°36'11"W; thence northerly in a straight line
to a point at latitude 48°05'52"N and longitude 82°36'02"W; thence easterly in a straight line to
the easterly limit of said unorganized area at approximate latitude 48°06'14"N and longitude
81°51'25"W, excluding the Missanabie Cree First Nation Indian Reserve;

(/) that part of the Unorganized Area of Timiskaming (West Part) lying northerly and westerly of
a line described as follows: commencing at the southerly limit of said unorganized area at a
point at approximate latitude 47°19'13"N and longitude 80°23'54"W; thence northerly in a
straight line passing along the westerly limit of the Township of James to a point at latitude
47°56'30"N and longitude 80°24'22"W; thence easterly in a straight line to the westerly limit of
the Township of Chamberlain; thence easterly along the northerly limit of said township to the
easterly limit of said township; thence easterly in a straight line to the westerly limit of the
Township of Larder Lake; thence easterly along the southerly limit of said township and its
easterly production to the easterly limit of said unorganized area;

(/) the Indian reserves of Abitibi No. 70, Attawapiskat No. 91A, Chapleau No. 74A and No. 75,
Chapleau Cree Fox Lake, Constance Lake No. 92, Duck Lake No. 76B, Factory Island No. 1,
Flying Post No. 73, Fort Albany (Part) No. 67, Matachewan No. 72, Moose Factory No. 68, and
New Post No. 69A; and

(k) the Indian Settlement of Peawanuck.

Kenora—Kiiwetinoong

(Population: 61,962)
(Map 1)

Consists of:

(a) the cities of Dryden and Kenora;

(b) the municipalities of Red Lake and Sioux Lookout;

(c) the townships of Ear Falls, Ignace, Machin, Pickle Lake and Sioux Narrows-Nestor Falls;

(d) that part of the Unorganized Area of Kenora lying westerly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the southerly limit of said unorganized area and longitude
89°00'00"W; thence north to latitude 53°00'00"N; thence east to the westerly boundary of the
Webequie Indian Reserve; thence generally northerly, easterly and southerly along the westerly,
northerly and easterly boundaries of said Indian reserve to latitude 53°00'00"N; thence east to a
point at longitude 86°33'08"W; thence northerly in a straight line to a point at latitude 54°00'00"N
and longitude 86°33'09"W; thence westerly along said latitude to the Winisk River at
approximate longitude 87°04'51"W; thence generally northerly along said river to the southerly
boundary of the Winisk Indian Reserve No. 90; thence southwesterly, northwesterly and
northeasterly along the southeasterly, southwesterly and northwesterly boundaries of said
Indian reserve to the Winisk River; thence generally northerly and easterly along said river to a
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point at approximate latitude 54°44'38"N and longitude 86°33'01"W; thence northerly in a
straight line to the northerly limit of said unorganized area at approximate latitude 55°48'23"N
and longitude 86°32'44"W;

(e) that part of the Unorganized Area Thunder Bay lying northerly and westerly of a line
described as follows: commencing at a point on the northerly limit of said unorganized area at
approximate latitude 51°08'01"N and longitude 90°10'01"W; thence southerly in a straight line to
a point at latitude 50°03'49"N and longitude 90°10'12"W; thence westerly in a straight line to the
westerly limit of said unorganized area at approximate latitude 50°03'46"N and longitude
90°57'58"W;

(f) the Indian reserves of Bearskin Lake, Cat Lake No. 63C, Deer Lake, Eagle Lake No. 27,
English River No. 21, Fort Severn No. 89, Kasabonika Lake, Kee-Way-Win, Kenora No. 38B,
Kingfisher Lake No. 1, Kitchenuhmaykoosib Aaki No. 84, Lac Seul No. 28, Lake of the Woods
No. 37, Muskrat Dam Lake, North Spirit Lake, Northwest Angle No. 33B, Ojibway Nation of
Saugeen (Savant Lake), Osnaburgh No. 63A, Osnaburgh No. 63B, Pikangikum No. 14, Poplar
Hill, Rat Portage No. 38A, Sabaskong Bay No. 35D, Sachigo Lake No. 1, Sandy Lake No. 88,
Shoal Lake No. 34B2 and 39A, Slate Falls Nation, The Dalles No. 38C, Wabaseemoong,
Wabauskang No. 21, Wabigoon Lake No. 27, Wapekeka No. 2, Wawakapewin, Weagamow
Lake No. 87, Whitefish Bay No. 32A, Whitefish Bay No. 33A, Whitefish Bay No. 34A and
Wunnumin No. 1; and

(g) that part of Shoal Lake Indian Reserve No. 40 lying easterly of the interprovincial boundary
between Ontario and Manitoba.

Kingston and the Islands

(Population: 134,415)
(Map 4)

Consists of:
(a) the City of Kingston; and

(b) the Township of Frontenac Islands.

King—Vaughan

(Population: 123,226)
(Map 21)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Vaughan described as follows: commencing at the intersection of the
westerly limit of said city and Major Mackenzie Drive West; thence generally easterly along said
drive to a creek at approximate latitude 43°50'12"N and longitude 79°35'56"W; thence generally
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northerly along said creek to Teston Road; thence easterly along said road to Pine Valley Drive;
thence northerly along said drive to Teston Road; thence easterly along said road to Highway
400; thence southerly along said highway to Rutherford Road; thence generally northeasterly
along said road to the Don River West Branch; thence generally southeasterly along said river
to Keele Street; thence northerly along said street to Rutherford Road; thence generally
northeasterly along said road to Dufferin Street; thence northerly along said street to Major
Mackenzie Drive West; thence easterly along said drive to the easterly limit of said city; thence
northerly, generally westerly and generally southerly along the easterly, northerly and westerly
limits of said city to the point of commencement; and

(b) that part of the Township of King lying southerly of Davis Drive West and Highway 9.

Kitchener Centre

(Population: 113,404)
(Map 8)

Consists of that part of the City of Kitchener described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of the northerly limit of said city and Fischer-Hallman Road; thence generally
northeasterly and southeasterly along the northerly and easterly limits of said city to the
southeasterly production of Woolner Trail; thence northwesterly along said production and said
trail to Fairway Road North; thence generally southwesterly along said road and Fairway Road
South to Highway 8; thence northwesterly along said highway to Highway 7/8 (Conestoga
Parkway); thence southerly and southwesterly along said highway to Westmount Road East;
thence generally northwesterly along said road and Westmount Road West to Highland Road
West; thence southwesterly along said road to Fischer-Hallman Road; thence generally
northwesterly along said road to the point of commencement.

Kitchener—Conestoga

(Population: 112,981)
(Maps 3 and 8)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Kitchener lying westerly of a line described as follows: commencing at
the intersection of the northerly limit of said city and Fischer-Hallman Road; thence generally
southeasterly along said road to Highland Road West; thence northeasterly along said road to
Westmount Road West; thence generally southeasterly along said road and Westmount Road
East to Highway 7/8 (Conestoga Parkway); thence southwesterly along said highway to Fischer-
Hallman Road; thence southeasterly and southerly along said road to the southerly limit of said
city; and

(b) the townships of Wellesley, Wilmot and Woolwich.
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Kitchener South—Hespeler

(Population: 119,851)
(Map 8)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Cambridge lying northerly of Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier
Freeway); and

(b) that part of the City of Kitchener described as follows: commencing at the intersection of the
southerly limit of said city and Fischer-Hallman Road; thence northerly and northwesterly along
said road to Highway 7/8 (Conestoga Parkway); thence northeasterly along said highway to
Highway 8; thence southeasterly along said highway to Fairway Road South; thence northerly,
northeasterly and easterly along said road and Fairway Road North to Woolner Trail; thence
southeasterly along said trail and its southeasterly production to the easterly limit of said city
(Grand River); thence generally southerly, southwesterly and westerly along the easterly and
southerly limits of said city to the point of commencement.

Lanark—Frontenac

(Population: 103,120)
(Map 4)

Consists of:
(a) the towns of Carleton Place, Mississippi Mills, Perth and Smiths Falls; and

(b) the townships of Beckwith, Central Frontenac, Drummond/North Eimsley, Lanark Highlands,
Montague, North Frontenac, South Frontenac and Tay Valley.

Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands—Rideau Lakes

(Population: 104,075)
(Map 4)

Consists of:
(a@) the City of Brockville;
(b) the towns of Gananoque and Prescott;

(c) the Municipality of North Grenville;
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(d) the townships of Athens, Augusta, Edwardsburgh/Cardinal, Elizabethtown-Kitley, Front of
Yonge, Leeds and the Thousand Islands and Rideau Lakes; and

(e) the villages of Merrickville-Wolford and Westport.

London Centre

(Population: 126,597)
(Map 14)

Consists of that part of the City of London described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Fanshawe Park Road East and Highbury Avenue North; thence southeasterly along said
avenue to the Canadian National Railway (south of Oakland Avenue); thence westerly and
southerly along said railway to Commissioners Road East; thence westerly along said road to
Wharncliffe Road South; thence northerly along said road to the Canadian National Railway
(south of Stanley Street); thence westerly along said railway to the Thames River; thence
westerly and southerly along said river to Wonderland Road North; thence generally northerly
and northwesterly along said road to Fanshawe Park Road West; thence northeasterly along
said road and Fanshawe Park Road East to the point of commencement.

London—Fanshawe

(Population: 126,286)
(Map 14)

Consists of that part of the City of London described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of the easterly limit of said city and Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway); thence westerly
along said highway to Exeter Road; thence westerly along said road to White Oak Road; thence
northerly along said road to Southdale Road East; thence westerly along said road to
Wharncliffe Road South; thence northerly along said road to Commissioners Road East; thence
easterly along said road to the Canadian National Railway; thence northwesterly, northerly and
easterly along said railway to Highbury Avenue North (south of Oakland Avenue); thence
northwesterly along said avenue to Fanshawe Park Road East; thence northeasterly along said
road and its production to the easterly limit of said city; thence easterly and generally southerly
along said limit to the point of commencement.
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London West

(Population: 114,374)
(Map 14)

Consists of that part of the City of London described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Fanshawe Park Road West and Wonderland Road North; thence southeasterly and generally
southerly along said road to the Thames River; thence generally northeasterly along said river
to the Canadian National Railway; thence easterly along said railway to Wharncliffe Road
South; thence southerly along said road to Southdale Road West; thence westerly along said
road to Westdel Bourne; thence southeasterly along Westdel Bourne to Dingman Creek; thence
generally westerly along said creek to the westerly limit of said city; thence northwesterly,
generally northeasterly and northerly along said limit to Fanshawe Park Road West; thence
northeasterly along said road to the point of commencement.

Manitoulin—Nickel Belt

(Population: 99,827)
(Maps 1 and 10)

Consists of:

(a) the City of Greater Sudbury, excluding that part described as follows: commencing at a point
on the easterly limit of said city at approximate latitude 46°37'29"N and longitude 80°41'39"W;
thence southerly along said limit to the southerly limit of said city; thence generally westerly and
northerly along the southerly limit of said city to Reserve Road; thence northerly along said road
and its northerly production to Highway 144 (North-West Bypass); thence generally northerly
along said highway to a point at approximate latitude 46°30'38"N and longitude 81°11'59"W;
thence easterly in a straight line to a point at latitude 46°30'35"N and longitude 81°04'17"W;
thence northerly in a straight line to a point at latitude 46°32'15"N and longitude 81°04'15"W;
thence easterly in a straight line to the intersection of Maley Drive (Road 73) and Barry Downe
Road; thence northerly along Barry Downe Road and its northerly production to the intersection
of Notre Dame Avenue and Bodson Drive East; thence easterly along said drive and its easterly
production to a point at latitude 46°37'21"N and longitude 80°49'10"W; thence northerly in a
straight line to a point on the southerly shoreline of Wanapitei Lake at latitude 46°43'15"N and
longitude 80°49'05"W; thence generally southeasterly along said shoreline to the mouth of the
Wanapitei River (Wanapitae Dam); thence generally southerly along the westerly shoreline of
said river to the easterly limit of said city at approximate latitude 46°37'30"N and longitude
80°39'36"W; thence westerly along said limit to the point of commencement;

(b) the towns of Espanola and Gore Bay;

(c) the municipalities of Central Manitoulin, French River, Gordon/Barrie Island, Killarney,
Markstay-Warren, Northeastern Manitoulin and the Islands, St.-Charles and West Nipissing;

(d) the townships of Assiginack, Baldwin, Billings, Burpee and Mills, Cockburn Island, Nairn and
Hyman, Sables-Spanish Rivers and Tehkummah,;
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(e) the Unorganized Area of Manitoulin (West Part);

(f) the Unorganized Area of Sudbury (North Part), excluding that part lying northerly and
westerly of a line described as follows: commencing at a point on the southerly limit of said
unorganized area at approximate latitude 47°14'09"N and longitude 82°36'11"W; thence
northerly in a straight line to a point at approximate latitude 48°05'52"N and longitude
82°36'02"W; thence easterly in a straight line to the easterly limit of said unorganized area at
approximate latitude 48°06'14"N and longitude 81°51'25"W; and

(9) the Indian reserves of M'Chigeeng No. 22, Mattagami No. 71, Point Grondine No. 3,
Sheguiandah No. 24, Sheshegwaning No. 20, Sucker Creek No. 23, Wahnapitae No. 11,
Whitefish Lake No. 6, Whitefish River No. 4, Wikwemikong Unceded and Zhiibaahaasing
No. 19A.

Markham—Stouffville

(Population: 120,845)
(Map 21)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Markham described as follows: commencing at the intersection of the
northerly limit of said city and Highway 48; thence southerly along said highway and Markham
Road to Bur Oak Avenue; thence westerly along said avenue to McCowan Road; thence
southerly along said road to Highway 407; thence generally northeasterly along said highway to
the easterly limit of said city (York-Durham Line); thence northwesterly and generally westerly
along the easterly and northerly limits of said city to the point of commencement; and

(b) that part of the Town of Whitchurch-Stouffville described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of the southerly limit of said town and Highway 48; thence northerly along said
highway to Bethesda Road; thence easterly along said road to Ninth Line; thence northerly
along Ninth Line to Bethesda Road; thence easterly along said road to the easterly limit of said
town (York-Durham Line); thence southerly and generally westerly along the easterly and
southerly limits of said town to the point of commencement.

Markham—Thornhill

(Population: 111,087)
(Map 21)

Consists of that part of the City of Markham described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of the easterly limit of said city and Highway 407; thence generally southwesterly
along said highway to Bayview Avenue; thence southerly along said avenue to the southerly
limit of said city; thence easterly and northerly along the southerly and easterly limits of said city
to the point of commencement.

APPENDIX — Maps, Boundaries and Names of Electoral Districts ﬁ



Markham—Unionville

(Population: 116,972)
(Map 21)

Consists of that part of the City of Markham described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of the northerly limit of said city and Highway 48; thence southerly along said
highway and Markham Road to Bur Oak Avenue; thence westerly along said avenue to
McCowan Road; thence southerly along said road to Highway 407; thence westerly along said
highway to Highway 404; thence northerly along said highway to the northerly limit of said city;
thence generally easterly along said limit to the point of commencement.

Middlesex—London

(Population: 115,610)
(Maps 3 and 14)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of London lying northerly of a line described as follows: commencing at
the intersection of the westerly limit of said city and Fanshawe Park Road West; thence
northeasterly along said road, Fanshawe Park Road East and its easterly production to the
easterly limit of said city;

(b) the municipalities of Middlesex Centre, Southwest Middlesex, North Middlesex, and Thames
Centre;

(c) the townships of Adelaide-Metcalfe, Lucan Biddulph and Strathroy-Caradoc;
(d) the Village of Newbury; and

(e) the Indian reserves of Chippewas of the Thames First Nation No. 42, Munsee-Delaware
Nation No. 1 and Oneida No. 41.

Milton East—Halton Hills South

(Population: 116,592)
(Map 12)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the Town of Halton Hills lying southeasterly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the southwesterly limit of said town (Nassagaweya-
Esquesing Townline) and 15 Side Road; thence generally northeasterly along said road to
Trafalgar Road; thence northwesterly along said road and Highway 7 to 22 Side Road; thence
northeasterly along said road and its intermittent production to the northeasterly limit of said
town (Winston Churchill Boulevard); and
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(b) that part of the Town of Milton lying northeasterly of a line described as follows: commencing
at the intersection of the southeasterly limit of said town (Lower Base Line West) and Regional
Road 25; thence northwesterly along said road, Ontario Street South and Ontario Street North
to Steeles Avenue East; thence southwesterly along said avenue to Martin Street; thence
northwesterly along said street and Regional Road 25 to the northerly limit of said town (5 Side
Road).

Mississauga Centre

(Population: 124,084)
(Map 16)

Consists of that part of the City of Mississauga described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of Hurontario Street and Bristol Road West; thence southeasterly along said street
to the Canadian Pacific Railway; thence southwesterly along said railway to Confederation
Parkway; thence southeasterly along said parkway to Dundas Street West; thence
southwesterly along said street to the Credit River; thence generally northerly and northwesterly
along said river to Highway 403; thence northeasterly along said highway to Creditview Road;
thence northwesterly along said road to Bristol Road West; thence generally northeasterly along
said road to the point of commencement.

Mississauga East—Cooksville

(Population: 120,196)
(Map 16)

Consists of that part of the City of Mississauga described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of Etobicoke Creek and The Queensway East; thence southwesterly along The
Queensway East and The Queensway West to Stillmeadow Road; thence northwesterly along
said road to approximate latitude 43°34'17"N and longitude 79°37'34"W; thence northwesterly in
a straight line to Dundas Street West; thence northeasterly along said street to Confederation
Parkway; thence northwesterly along said parkway to the Canadian Pacific Railway; thence
northeasterly along said railway to Hurontario Street; thence northwesterly along said street to
Highway 403; thence northeasterly and northwesterly along said highway to Eglinton Avenue
East; thence northeasterly along said avenue to Etobicoke Creek; thence generally
southeasterly along said creek to the point of commencement.
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Mississauga—Erin Mills

(Population: 120,241)
(Map 16)

Consists of that part of the City of Mississauga described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of Britannia Road West and Erin Mills Parkway; thence southeasterly along said
parkway to Highway 403; thence northeasterly along said highway to the Credit River; thence
generally southeasterly along said river to Dundas Street West; thence southwesterly along said
street and Dundas Street East to the southwesterly limit of said city; thence generally
northwesterly along said limit to Britannia Road West; thence northeasterly along said road to
the point of commencement.

Mississauga—Lakeshore

(Population: 119,936)
(Map 16)

Consists of that part of the City of Mississauga described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of Etobicoke Creek with The Queensway East; thence southwesterly along The
Queensway East and The Queensway West to Stillmeadow Road; thence northwesterly along
said road to approximate latitude 43°34'17"N and longitude 79°37'34"W; thence northwesterly in
a straight line to Dundas Street West; thence southwesterly along said street to the
southwesterly limit of said city; thence southeasterly, northeasterly and generally northwesterly
along the southwesterly, southeasterly and northeasterly limits of said city to the point of
commencement.

Mississauga—Malton

(Population: 119,741)
(Map 16)

Consists of that part of the City of Mississauga described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of the northwesterly limit of said city with the Credit River; thence generally
southeasterly along said river to Creditview Road; thence southeasterly along said road to
Bristol Road West; thence generally northeasterly along said road to Hurontario Street; thence
southeasterly along said street to Highway 403; thence northeasterly and northwesterly along
said highway to Eglinton Avenue East; thence northeasterly along said avenue to the
northeasterly limit of said city; thence northwesterly, generally southwesterly, northwesterly and
generally southwesterly along the northeasterly, northerly and northwesterly limits of said city to
the point of commencement.
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Mississauga—Streetsville

(Population: 113,763)
(Map 16)

Consists of that part of the City of Mississauga described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of northwesterly limit of said city and the Credit River; thence generally
southeasterly along said river to Creditview Road; thence southeasterly along said road to
Highway 403; thence southwesterly along said highway to Erin Mills Parkway; thence
northwesterly along said parkway to Britannia Road West; thence southwesterly along said road
to the southwesterly limit of said city; thence northwesterly and generally northeasterly along the
southwesterly and northwesterly limits of said city to the point of commencement.

Nepean

(Population: 122,229)
(Map 15)

Consists of that part of the City of Ottawa described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Highway 416 (Veterans Memorial Highway) and the Canadian National Railway; thence
generally easterly along said railway to the Rideau River; thence generally southerly along said
river to Barnsdale Road (passing west of Nicolls Island and Long Island); thence southwesterly
along said road to Highway 416 (Veterans Memorial Highway); thence generally northwesterly
along said highway to the point of commencement.

Newmarket—Aurora

(Population: 117,699)
(Map 21)

Consists of:
(a) the Town of Newmarket;

(b) that part of the Town of Aurora lying northerly and easterly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the easterly limit of said town and Wellington Street East;
thence westerly along said street to Yonge Street; thence northerly along said street to the
northerly limit of said town; and

(c) that part of the Town of East Gwillimbury lying southerly and westerly of a line described as
follows: commencing at the intersection of the westerly limit of said town and Green Lane West;
thence easterly along said lane and Green Lane East to Highway 404; thence southerly along
said highway to the southerly limit of said town.
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New Tecumseth—Gwillimbury

(Population: 120,533)
(Map 3)

Consists of:
(a) the towns of Bradford West Gwillimbury and New Tecumseth;

(b) that part of the Town of East Gwillimbury lying northerly and easterly of a line described as
follows: commencing at the intersection of the westerly limit of said town (Bathurst Street) and
Green Lane West; thence easterly along said lane and Green Lane East to Highway 404;
thence southerly along said highway to the southerly limit of said town; and

(c) that part of the Township of King lying northerly of Highway 9 and Davis Drive West.

Niagara North

(Population: 113,503)
(Maps 3 and 17)

Consists of:
(a) the City of Niagara Falls; and

(b) the Town of Niagara-on-the-Lake.

Niagara South

(Population: 132,396)
(Maps 3 and 17)

Consists of:
(a) the cities of Port Colborne and Welland;

(b) the City of Thorold, excepting an area described as follows: commencing at the northerly
limit of said city and Highway 406; thence southerly along said highway to Decew Road; thence
westerly along said road to Lake Moodie; thence northwesterly along said lake to the northerly
limit of said city; thence northeasterly along said limit to the point of commencement; and

(c) the Town of Fort Erie.
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Niagara West

(Population: 112,065)
(Maps 3 and 17)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of St. Catharines lying westerly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the southerly limit of said city and the southerly production of
First Street Louth; thence northerly along said production and said street to Twelve Mile Creek;
thence generally northerly along said creek to Highway 406; thence westerly and generally
northerly along said highway to Queen Elizabeth Way; thence westerly along said way to Third
Street Louth; thence northerly along said street, Courtleigh Road and its northerly production to
the northerly limit of said city (Lake Ontario);

(b) the towns of Grimsby, Lincoln and Pelham; and

(c) the townships of Wainfleet and West Lincoln.

Nipissing—Timiskaming

(Population: 98,237)
(Maps 1 and 2)

Consists of:

(a) the cities of North Bay and Temiskaming Shores;

(b) the towns of Cobalt, Englehart, Latchford and Mattawa;

(c) the municipalities of Callander, Charlton and Dack, East Ferris, Powassan and Temagami;

(d) the townships of Armstrong, Brethour, Bonfield, Calvin, Casey, Chamberlain, Chisholm,
Coleman, Evanturel, Harley, Harris, Hilliard, Hudson, James, Kerns, Mattawan, Nipissing and
Papineau-Cameron;

(e) the Village of Thornloe;
(f) the Unorganized Area of Nipissing (North Part);

(g) that part of the Unorganized Area of Nipissing (South Part) lying westerly of a line described
as follows: commencing at the intersection of the southerly limit of said unorganized area and
the northerly limit of Nightingale Geographic Township; thence easterly along said limit and the
northerly limit of Airy Geographic Township to the westerly limit of Preston Geographic
Township; thence northerly along said limit and the westerly limit of Dickson Geographic
Township to the southerly limit of Anglin Geographic Township; thence westerly and northerly
along the southerly and westerly limits of said geographic township to the northerly limit of
Freswick Geographic Township; thence westerly along said limit to the westerly limit of Lister
Geographic Township; thence northerly and easterly along the westerly and northerly limits of
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said geographic township to the westerly limit of Deacon Geographic Township; thence
northerly along said limit to the northerly limit of said unorganized area;

(h) the Unorganized Area of Timiskaming (West Part) excepting of the part lying northerly and
westerly of a line described as follows: commencing at the southerly limit of said unorganized
area at a point at approximate latitude 47°19'13"N and longitude 80°23'54"W; thence northerly
in a straight line passing along the westerly limit of the Township of James to a point at latitude
47°56'30"N and longitude 80°24'22"W; thence easterly in a straight line to the westerly limit of
the Township of Chamberlain; thence easterly along the northerly limit of said township to the
easterly limit of said township; thence easterly in a straight line to the westerly limit of the
Township of Larder Lake; thence easterly along the southerly limit of said township and its
easterly production to the easterly limit of said unorganized area; and

(/) the Indian reserves of Bear Island No. 1 and Nipissing No. 10.

Northumberland—Clarke

(Population: 106,574)
(Maps 4 and 9)

Consists of:
(a) the Town of Cobourg;
(b) the municipalities of Brighton, Port Hope and Trent Hills;

(c) that part of the Municipality of Clarington lying easterly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the northerly limit of said municipality and a point on Regional
Road 20 at approximate latitude 44°03'33"N and longitude 78°41'20"W; thence southerly along
said road to Concession Road 10; thence easterly along said road to Darlington-Clarke
Townline Road; thence generally southeasterly along said road and its intermittent productions
to Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Highway of Heroes); thence easterly along said
highway to Cobbledick Road; thence southeasterly along said road and its southeasterly
production to the southerly limit of said municipality (Lake Ontario);

(d) the townships of Alnwick/Haldimand, Cramahe and Hamilton; and

(e) the Alderville First Nation Indian Reserve.
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Oakville East

(Population: 108,735)
(Map 12)

Consists of that part of the Town of Oakville lying northerly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the northwesterly limit of said town and Sixteen Mile Creek;
thence generally easterly along said creek to Lake Ontario; thence southeasterly in a straight
line to the southeasterly limit of said town.

Oakville West

(Population: 105,024)
(Map 12)

Consists of that part of the Town of Oakville lying southerly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the northwesterly limit of said town and Sixteen Mile Creek;
thence generally easterly along said creek to Lake Ontario; thence southeasterly in a straight
line to the southeasterly limit of said town.

Orléans

(Population: 126,662)
(Map 15)

Consists of that part of the City of Ottawa described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Regional Road 174 and Cardinal Creek; thence generally southeasterly along said creek to
Innes Road; thence westerly along said road to Frank Kenny Road; thence generally
southeasterly along said road to Wall Road; thence generally southwesterly along said road to
Tenth Line Road; thence southeasterly along said road to the Prescott-Russell Recreational
Trail; thence westerly along said trail to a point at approximate latitude 45°25'22"N and longitude
75°31'43"W; thence northwesterly in a straight line to Renaud Road at approximate latitude
45°25'28"N and longitude 75°31'47"W; thence northerly in a straight line to Navan Road at
approximate latitude 45°26'02"N and longitude 75°31'59"W; thence westerly along said road to
Blackburn Hamlet Bypass; thence northerly along said bypass and Innes Road to a point at
approximate latitude 45°26'26"N and longitude 75°32'27"W; thence northwesterly in a straight
line to the interprovincial boundary between Ontario and Quebec at approximate latitude
45°28'51"N and longitude 75°33'48"W; thence northeasterly along said boundary to a point at
approximate latitude 45°30'44"N and longitude 75°28'54"W; thence southeasterly in a straight
line to the mouth of Cardinal Creek; thence generally southeasterly along said creek to the point
of commencement.
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Oshawa

(Population: 131,067)
(Map 9)

Consists of that part of the City of Oshawa lying southerly of Taunton Road West and Taunton
Road East.

Ottawa Centre

(Population: 126,560)
(Map 15)

Consists of that part of the City of Ottawa described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of the Rideau River and Highway 417 (Trans-Canada Highway, Queensway); thence generally
southwesterly along said river to Bank Street; thence southeasterly along said street to the
Canadian National Railway (north of Johnston Road); thence southwesterly and southerly along
said railway to the Rideau River; thence northerly along said river to the easterly production of
Borden Side Road; thence westerly along said production to Prince of Wales Drive; thence
southerly along said drive to Fisher Avenue; thence northwesterly along said avenue to Carling
Avenue (eastbound); thence generally southwesterly along said avenue to Cole Avenue South
(Clyde Avenue North); thence northwesterly along said avenue to Tilloury Avenue; thence
westerly along said avenue and its westerly production to Golden Avenue; thence northwesterly
along said avenue to Richmond Road; thence northeasterly along said road to Berkley Avenue;
thence northwesterly along said avenue to Tay Street; thence southwesterly along said street to
Dominion Avenue; thence northwesterly along said avenue to a point at approximate latitude
45°23'32"N and longitude 75°45'35"W; thence westerly in a straight line to the interprovincial
boundary between Ontario and Quebec at approximate latitude 45°23'45"N and longitude
75°46'21"W; thence generally northeasterly along said boundary to the northwesterly production
of the Rideau Canal; thence southeasterly along said production and along said canal to the
northeasterly production of Waverley Street; thence easterly along said production to the
intersection of Nicholas Street and Greenfield Avenue; thence generally southeasterly along
Nicholas Street to Highway 417 (Trans-Canada Highway, Queensway); thence easterly along
said highway to the point of commencement.

Ottawa South

(Population: 126,791)
(Map 15)

Consists of that part of the City of Ottawa described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of the Rideau River with Highway 417 (Trans-Canada Highway, Queensway); thence generally
easterly and southeasterly along said highway to Hunt Club Road; thence southwesterly along
said road to Hawthorne Road; thence southeasterly along said road to Blais Road; thence
southwesterly along said road to Bank Street; thence southeasterly along said street to Rideau
Road; thence southwesterly along said road to Albion Road; thence northwesterly along said
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road to High Road; thence westerly along said road to Earl Armstrong Road; thence
southwesterly along said road to Bowesville Road; thence northwesterly along said road to
Leitrim Road; thence southwesterly along said road to Limebank Road; thence northwesterly
along said road and Riverside Drive to Hunt Club Road; thence westerly along said road to the
Rideau River; thence generally northerly along said river to the Canadian National Railway (just
south of Old Riverside Drive); thence northeasterly along said railway to Bank Street (north of
Johnston Road); thence northwesterly along said street to the Rideau River; thence generally
northerly along said river to the point of commencement.

Ottawa—Vanier—Gloucester

(Population: 127,255)
(Map 15)

Consists of that part of the City of Ottawa described as follows: commencing at a point on the
interprovincial boundary between Ontario and Quebec at approximate latitude 45°28'51"N and
longitude 75°33'48"W; thence southeasterly in a straight line to a point on Innes Road at
approximate latitude 45°26'26"N and longitude 75°32'27"W; thence generally southwesterly
along said road, Blackburn Hamlet Bypass and Innes Road to Highway 417 (Trans-Canada
Highway); thence northwesterly and westerly along said highway to Nicholas Street; thence
northwesterly along said street to Greenfield Avenue; thence westerly in a straight line to the
intersection of the Rideau Canal and the northeasterly production of Waverley Street; thence
generally northwesterly along said canal and its production to the interprovincial boundary
between Ontario and Quebec; thence northeasterly and easterly along said boundary to the
point of commencement.

Ottawa West—Nepean

(Population: 128,592)
(Map 15)

Consists of that part of the City of Ottawa described as follows: commencing at a point on the
interprovincial boundary between Ontario and Quebec at approximate latitude 45°23'45"N and
longitude 75°46'21"W; thence easterly to a point on Dominion Avenue at latitude 45°23'32"N
and longitude 75°45'35"W; thence southeasterly along said avenue to Tay Street; thence
northeasterly along said street to Berkley Avenue; thence southeasterly along said avenue to
Richmond Road; thence southwesterly along said road to Golden Avenue; thence southeasterly
along said avenue to the westerly production of Tillbury Avenue (at the beginning of Tillbury
Avenue West); thence easterly along said production and Tillbury Avenue to Cole Avenue
South; thence southeasterly along said avenue to Carling Avenue (eastbound); thence generally
northeasterly along said avenue to Fisher Avenue; thence southeasterly along said avenue to
Prince of Wales Drive; thence northerly along said drive to Borden Side Road; thence easterly
along the easterly production of said road to the Rideau River; thence southeasterly along said
river to the Canadian National Railway; thence generally westerly along said railway to Highway
416 (Veterans Memorial Highway); thence northwesterly along said highway to Highway 417
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(Trans-Canada Highway); thence westerly along said highway to Moodie Drive; thence
northwesterly along said drive to Carling Avenue; thence westerly and southwesterly along said
avenue to Davidson’s Side Road; thence northwesterly along said road to the endpoint of said
road; thence northerly to the interprovincial boundary between Ontario and Quebec at
approximate latitude 45°23'15"N and longitude 75°52'04"W; thence generally southeasterly and
northeasterly along said boundary to the point of commencement.

Oxford
(Population: 121,781)
(Map 3)
Consists of:
(a) the City of Woodstock;

(b) the towns of Ingersoll and Tillsonburg; and

(c) the townships of Blandford-Blenheim, East Zorra-Tavistock, Norwich, South-West Oxford
and Zorra.

Parry Sound—Muskoka

(Population: 104,504)
(Maps 1 and 2)

Consists of:
(a) the towns of Bracebridge, Gravenhurst, Huntsville, Kearney and Parry Sound;
(b) the municipalities of Magnetawan, McDougall and Whitestone;

(c) the townships of Armour, Carling, Georgian Bay, Joly, Lake of Bays, Machar, McKellar,
McMurrich/Monteith, Muskoka Lakes, Perry, Ryerson, Seguin, Strong and The Archipelago;

(d) the villages of Burk's Falls, South River and Sundridge;
(e) the unorganized areas of Parry Sound (Centre Part) and Parry Sound (North East); and

(f) the Indian reserves of Dokis No. 9, French River No. 13, Henvey Inlet No. 2, Magnetawan
No. 1, Moose Point No. 79, Naiscoutaing No. 17A, Parry Island First Nation, Shawanaga No. 17
and the Wahta Mohawk Territory.
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Perth—Wellington

(Population: 113,929)
(Map 3)

Consists of:

(a) the City of Stratford;

(b) the towns of Minto and St. Marys;

(c) the municipalities of North Perth and West Perth; and

(d) the townships of Mapleton, Perth East, Perth South and Wellington North.

Peterborough

(Population: 128,349)
(Map 4)

Consists of:
(a) the City of Peterborough;

(b) that part of the Municipality of Trent Lakes comprising the islands of the Curve Lake Indian
Reserve No. 35A;

(c) the townships of Asphodel-Norwood, Douro-Dummer, Havelock-Belmont-Methuen,
Otonabee-South Monaghan and Selwyn; and

(d) the Indian reserves of Curve Lake First Nation No. 35 and Hiawatha First Nation.

Pickering—Brooklin

(Population: 122,430)
(Map 9)

Consists of:
(a) the City of Pickering; and

(b) that part of the Town of Whitby lying northerly of Highway 407.
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Prescott—Russell—Cumberland

(Population: 109,125)
(Maps 4 and 15)

Consists of:
(a) the City of Clarence-Rockland;

(b) that part of the City of Ottawa described as follows: commencing at the intersection of the
interprovincial boundary between Ontario and Quebec with the northwesterly production of
Cardinal Creek; thence generally southeasterly along said production and said creek to Innes
Road; thence southwesterly along said road to Frank Kenny Road; thence generally
southeasterly along said road to Wall Road; thence generally southwesterly along said road to
Tenth Line Road; thence southeasterly along said road to the Prescott-Russell Recreational
Trail; thence westerly along said trail to a point at approximate latitude 45°25'22"N and longitude
75°31'43"W; thence northwesterly in a straight line to Renaud Road at approximate latitude
45°25'28"N and longitude 75°31'47"W; thence northerly in a straight line to Navan Road at
approximate latitude 45°26'02"N and longitude 75°31'59"W; thence westerly along said road to
Blackburn Hamlet Bypass; thence generally southwesterly along said bypass and Innes Road to
Highway 417 (Trans-Canada Highway); thence generally southeasterly and easterly along said
highway to the southeasterly limit of said city; thence generally northeasterly, northwesterly and
westerly along the southeasterly, northeasterly and northerly limits of said city to the point of
commencement;

(c) the Town of Hawkesbury;
(d) the Municipality of The Nation;
(e) the townships of Alfred and Plantagenet, Champlain, East Hawkesbury and Russell; and

(f) the Village of Casselman.

Richmond Hill South

(Population: 124,748)
(Map 21)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Markham described as follows: commencing at the intersection of the
northerly limit of said city and Bayview Avenue; thence southerly along said avenue to Highway
407; thence easterly along said highway to Highway 404; thence northerly along said highway
to the northerly limit of said city (Highway 7); thence westerly along said limit to the point of
commencement; and
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(b) that part of the City of Richmond Hill lying southerly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the easterly limit of said city and Elgin Mills Road East;
thence westerly along said road and Elgin Mills Road West to the westerly limit of said city
(Bathurst Street).

Sarnia—Lambton—Bkejwanong

(Population: 128,154)
(Map 3)

Consists of:

(a) the City of Sarnia;

(b) the towns of Petrolia and Plympton-Wyoming;

(c) the municipalities of Brooke-Alvinston and Lambton Shores;

(d) the townships of Dawn-Euphemia, Enniskillen, St. Clair and Warwick;
(e) the villages of Oil Springs and Point Edward; and

(f) the Indian reserves of Kettle Point No. 44, Sarnia No. 45 and Walpole Island No. 46.

Sault Ste. Marie—Algoma

(Population: 113,772)
(Map 1)

Consists of:

(a) the cites of Elliot Lake and Sault Ste. Marie;

(b) the towns of Blind River, Bruce Mines, Spanish and Thessalon;
(c) the municipalities of Huron Shores and Wawa;

(d) the townships of Dubreuilville, Hilton, Hornepayne, Jocelyn, Johnson, Laird, Macdonald,
Meredith and Aberdeen Additional, Plummer Additional, Prince, St. Joseph, Tarbutt and Tarbutt
Additional, The North Shore and White River;

(e) the Village of Hilton Beach;

(f) the Unorganized Area of Algoma (South East Part);
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(9) the Unorganized Area of Algoma (North Part), excluding the area lying easterly of a line
described as follows: commencing at the intersection of the easterly limit of said unorganized
area and a point at approximate latitude 48°26'59"N and longitude 84°00'53"W; thence northerly
in a straight line to the northerly limit of said unorganized area at approximate latitude
49°26'57"N and longitude 84°00'52"W;

(h) that part of the Unorganized Area of Sudbury (North Part) comprising the Missanabie Cree
First Nation Indian Reserve; and

(/) the Indian reserves of Garden River No. 14, Goulais Bay No. 15A, Gros Cap No. 49,
Mississagi River No. 8, Obadjiwan No. 15E, Rankin Location No. 15D, Sagamok, Serpent River
No. 7 and Thessalon No. 12.

Scarborough—Agincourt

(Population: 123,969)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of the northerly limit of said city and Midland Avenue; thence generally southerly along said
avenue to Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Ontario 401 Express); thence
southwesterly along said highway to Highway 404; thence northerly along said highway to the
northerly limit of said city; thence easterly along said limit to the point of commencement.

Scarborough Centre—Don Valley East

(Population: 111,377)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Ontario 401 Express) and Midland Avenue;
thence southerly along said avenue to an electric power transmission line; thence southwesterly
along said transmission line to the GO Transit rail line; thence southerly along said rail line to
Eglinton Avenue East; thence westerly along said avenue to Victoria Park Avenue; thence
southerly along said avenue to Sunrise Avenue; thence westerly along said avenue and its
production to the Don River East Branch; thence generally northwesterly along said river to
Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Ontario 401 Express); thence easterly along said
highway to the point of commencement.
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Scarborough—Guildwood—Rouge Park

(Population: 114,100)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of the northerly limit of said city and the Rouge River; thence generally southerly along said river
to an electric power transmission line; thence westerly along said transmission line to
Morningside Avenue; thence generally southeasterly along said avenue to Highway 401
(Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Ontario 401 Express); thence westerly along said highway to East
Highland Creek; thence generally southeasterly along said creek to Highland Creek; thence
generally southerly along said creek and West Highland Creek to a point at approximate latitude
43°45'26"N and longitude 79°12'17"W; thence southerly in a straight line to the GO Transit rail
line at latitude 43°45'13"N and longitude 79°12'17"W; thence easterly along said rail line to
Kingston Road; thence southwesterly along said road to Guildwood Parkway (Cromwell Road);
thence generally southerly along said parkway to a point at approximate latitude 43°44'49"N and
longitude 79°12'16"W; thence southerly in a straight line to a point at latitude 43°44'24"N and
longitude 79°12'27"W; thence southwesterly in a straight line to Bellamy Ravine Creek at
approximate latitude 43°43'40"N and longitude 79°13'03"W; thence easterly and southerly along
said creek and its production to the southerly limit of said city (Lake Ontario); thence
northeasterly, northerly and westerly along the southerly, easterly and northerly limits of said
city to the point of commencement.

Scarborough North

(Population: 116,177)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the northerly
limit of said city and the Rouge River; thence generally southerly along said river to an electric
power transmission line; thence southwesterly along said transmission line to Morningside
Avenue; thence generally southeasterly along said avenue to Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier
Freeway, Ontario 401 Express); thence westerly along said highway to Midland Avenue; thence
northerly along said avenue to the northerly limit of said city; thence easterly along said limit to
the point of commencement.

Scarborough Southwest

(Population: 123,232)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of the GO Transit rail line and Kingston Road; thence southwesterly along said road to
Guildwood Parkway (Cromwell Road); thence generally southerly along said parkway to a point
at approximate latitude 43°44'49"N and longitude 79°12'16"W; thence southerly in a straight line
to a point at latitude 43°44'24"N and longitude 79°12'27"W; thence southwesterly in a straight
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line to Bellamy Ravine Creek at approximate latitude 43°43'40"N and longitude 79°13'03"W;
thence easterly and southerly along said creek and its production to the southerly limit of said
city (Lake Ontario); thence southwesterly along said limit to the southerly production of
Nursewood Road; thence northerly along said production and Nursewood Road to Queen Street
East; thence easterly along said street to Victoria Park Avenue; thence generally northerly along
said avenue to Eglinton Avenue East; thence easterly along said avenue to the GO Transit rail
line (easterly of McCowan Road); thence northeasterly along said rail line to the point of
commencement.

Scarborough—Woburn

(Population: 110,589)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Ontario 401 Express) and East Highland Creek;
thence generally southeasterly along said creek to Highland Creek; thence generally southerly
along said creek and West Highland Creek to a point at approximate latitude 43°45'26”N and
longitude 79°12'17"W; thence southerly in a straight line to the GO Transit rail line at
approximate latitude 43°45'13"N and longitude 79°12'17"W; thence westerly and southwesterly
along said rail line to Eglinton Avenue East; thence westerly along said avenue to the GO
Transit rail line; thence northerly along said rail line to an electric power transmission line;
thence northeasterly along said transmission line to Midland Avenue; thence northerly along
said avenue to Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Ontario 401 Express); thence
easterly along said highway to the point of commencement.

Simcoe—Grey

(Population: 107,836)
(Map 3)

Consists of:
(a) the towns of Collingwood, The Blue Mountains and Wasaga Beach; and

(b) the townships of Adjala-Tosorontio, Clearview and Essa.
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Simcoe North

(Population: 112,022)
(Map 2)

Consists of:

(a) the City of Orillia;

(b) the towns of Midland and Penetanguishene;

(c) the townships of Ramara, Severn, Tay and Tiny; and

(d) the Indian reserves of Chippewas of Rama First Nation, Christian Island No. 30 and
Christian Island No. 30A.

Spadina—Harbourfront

(Population: 105,739)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of the F.G. Gardiner Expressway and Parliament Street; thence generally southeasterly along
said street, its southeasterly production, the Inner Harbour and Eastern Channel to the mouth of
said channel; thence southerly in a straight line to the southerly limit of said city at approximate
latitude 43°36'45"N and longitude 79°20'39"W (south of the Outer Harbour East Headland
[Tommy Thompson Park]); thence generally westerly along said limit to the southeasterly
production of Spencer Avenue; thence northwesterly along said production to the F.G. Gardiner
Expressway; thence northeasterly along said expressway to the southerly production of Atlantic
Avenue; thence northerly along said production, Atlantic Avenue, its northerly production and
Dovercourt Road to Queen Street West; thence easterly along said street to Yonge Street;
thence southerly along said street to the F.G. Gardiner Expressway; thence easterly along said
expressway to the point of commencement.

St. Catharines

(Population: 119,977)
(Map 17)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of St. Catharines lying easterly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the southerly limit of said city and the southerly production of
First Street Louth; thence northerly along said production and said street to Twelve Mile Creek;
thence generally northerly along said creek to Highway 406; thence westerly and generally
northerly along said highway to Queen Elizabeth Way; thence westerly along said way to Third
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Street Louth; thence northerly along said street, Courtleigh Road and its northerly production to
the northerly limit of said city (Lake Ontario); and

(b) that part of the City of Thorold described as follows: commencing at the northerly limit of said
city and Highway 406; thence southerly along said highway to Decew Road; thence westerly
along said road to Lake Moodie; thence northwesterly along said lake to the northerly limit of
said city; thence northeasterly along said limit to the point of commencement.

Stormont—Dundas—Glengarry

(Population: 114,637)
(Map 4)

Consists of:
(a) the City of Cornwall;
(b) the Municipality of South Dundas;

(c) the townships of North Dundas, North Glengarry, North Stormont, South Glengarry and
South Stormont; and

(d) the Akwesasne Indian Reserve No. 59.

Sudbury

(Population: 114,384)
(Map 10)

Consists of that part of the City of Greater Sudbury described as follows: commencing at a point
on the easterly limit of said city at approximate latitude 46°37'29"N and longitude 80°41'39"W;
thence southerly along said limit to the southerly limit of said city; thence generally westerly and
northerly along the southerly limit of said city to Reserve Road; thence northerly along said road
and its northerly production to Highway 144 (Northwest Bypass); thence generally northerly
along said highway to a point at approximate latitude 46°30'38"N and longitude 81°11'59"W;
thence easterly in a straight line to a point at latitude 46°30'35"N and longitude 81°04'17"W;
thence northerly in a straight line to a point at latitude 46°32'15"N and longitude 81°04'15"W;
thence easterly in a straight line to the intersection of Maley Drive (Road 73) and Barry Downe
Road; thence northerly along Barry Downe Road and its northerly production to the intersection
of Notre Dame Avenue and Bodson Drive East; thence easterly along said drive and its easterly
production to a point at latitude 46°37'21"N and longitude 80°49'10"W; thence northerly in a
straight line to a point on the southerly shoreline of Wanapitei Lake at latitude 46°43'15"N and
longitude 80°49'05"W; thence generally southeasterly along said shoreline to the mouth of the
Wanapitei River (Wanapitae Dam); thence generally southerly along the westerly shoreline of
said river to the easterly limit of said city (at approximate latitude 46°37'30"N and longitude
80°39'36"W); thence westerly along said limit to the point of commencement.
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Taiaiako’n—Parkdale—High Park

(Population: 117,873)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of the Humber River and an electric power transmission line lying northerly of Dundas Street
West; thence generally northeasterly along said transmission line to the GO Transit rail line;
thence generally southeasterly along said rail line to the northerly production of Atlantic Avenue;
thence southerly along said production, Atlantic Avenue and its southerly production to the F.G.
Gardiner Expressway; thence southwesterly along said expressway to the southeasterly
production of Spencer Avenue; thence southeasterly along said production to the southerly limit
of said city (Lake Ontario); thence generally westerly along said limit to the southeasterly
production of the Humber River; thence generally northwesterly along said production and
Humber River to the point of commencement.

Thunder Bay—Rainy River

(Population: 82,357)
(Maps 1 and 18)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Thunder Bay lying southerly of Highway 11/17 (Trans-Canada
Highway), Harbour Expressway, Main Street and its easterly production to the easterly limit of
said city;

(b) the towns of Atikokan, Fort Frances and Rainy River;
(c) the municipalities of Neebing and Oliver Paipoonge;

(d) the townships of Alberton, Chapple, Conmee, Dawson, Emo, Gillies, La Vallee, Lake of the
Woods, Morley, O’Connor;

(e) the Unorganized Area of Rainy River;

(f) that part of the Unorganized Area of Thunder Bay lying southerly and westerly of a line
described as follows: commencing at the westerly limit of said unorganized area at approximate
latitude 50°03'46"N and longitude 90°57'58"W; thence easterly in a straight line to a point at
latitude 50°03'45"N and longitude 90°00'00"W; thence south to the Dog River; thence generally
southeasterly along said river, Taman Lake and the westerly shoreline of Dog Lake to the
northerly limit of Silver Falls Provincial Park; thence westerly, southerly, and easterly along the
northerly, westerly and southerly limits of said park to the Kaministiquia River; thence generally
southerly along said river to the southerly limit of said unorganized area; and
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(9) the Indian reserves of Agency No. 1, Assabaska, Big Grassy River No. 35G, Big Island
Mainland No. 93, Couchiching No. 16A, Fort William No. 52, Lac des Mille Lacs No. 22A1,
Manitou Rapids No. 11, Neguaguon Lake No. 25D, Rainy Lake nos. 17A, 17B, 18C and 26A,
Saug-a-Gaw-Sing No. 1, Seine River No. 23A and Sturgeon Falls No. 23.

Thunder Bay—Superior North

(Population: 86,147)
(Maps 1 and 18)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Thunder Bay lying northerly of Highway 11/17 (Trans-Canada
Highway), Harbour Expressway, Main Street and its easterly production to the easterly limit of
said city;

(b) the Town of Marathon;
(c) the municipalities of Greenstone and Shuniah;
(d) the townships of Dorion, Manitouwadge, Nipigon, Red Rock, Schreiber and Terrace Bay;

(e) that part of the Unorganized Area of Cochrane (North Part) lying westerly of a line described
as follows: commencing at the southerly limit of said unorganized area at approximate latitude
49°42'31"N and longitude 84°41'09"W; thence northerly in a straight line to Kenogami River at
approximate latitude 50°13'33"N and longitude 84°41'20"W; thence generally northerly along
said river to the northerly limit of said unorganized area;

(f) that part of the Unorganized Area of Kenora described as follows: commencing at the
southerly limit of said unorganized area (the Albany River) at approximate latitude 51°31'10"N
and longitude 86°32'53"W; thence northerly in a straight line to latitude 53°00'00"N and
longitude 86°33'09"W; thence westerly in a straight line to the easterly limit of the Indian
Reserve of Webequie; thence generally northerly, westerly and southerly along the easterly,
northerly and westerly limits of said Indian reserve to a point at latitude 53°00'00"N; thence west
to longitude 89°00'00"W; thence south to the southerly limit of said unorganized area (the
Albany River); thence generally easterly along said limit to the point of commencement;

(9) that part of the Unorganized Area of Thunder Bay lying easterly of a line described as
follows: commencing at the intersection of the northerly limit of said unorganized area and a
point at approximate latitude 51°08'01"N and longitude 90°10'01"W; thence southerly in a
straight line to latitude 50°03'49"N and longitude 90°10'12"W; thence easterly in a straight line to
latitude 50°03'45"N and longitude 90°00'00"W; thence south to the Dog River; thence generally
southeasterly along said river, Taman Lake and the westerly shoreline of Dog Lake to the
northerly limit of Silver Falls Provincial Park; thence westerly, southerly and easterly along the
northerly, westerly and southerly limits of said park to the Kaministiquia River; thence generally
southerly along said river to the southerly limit of said unorganized area;
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(h) the Indian reserves of Fort Hope No. 64, Ginoogaming First Nation, Gull River No. 55, Lake
Helen No. 53A, Lake Nipigon, Long Lake No. 58, Marten Falls No. 65, Neskantaga, Pays Plat
No. 51, Pic Mobert North, Pic Mobert South, Pic River No. 50, Red Rock No. 53, Rocky Bay
No. 1, Sand Point First Nation, Webequie and Whitesand; and

(/) the Indian settlements of Aroland, Lansdowne House and Summer Beaver.

Toronto Centre

(Population: 121,703)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Bloor Street East and the Don River; thence generally southeasterly along said river to the
Don Valley Parkway northbound; thence southwesterly along said parkway to the F.G. Gardiner
Expressway; thence generally westerly along said expressway to Yonge Street; thence
northerly along said street to Bloor Street East; thence generally easterly along said street to the
point of commencement.

Toronto—Danforth

(Population: 105,472)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Taylor Massey Creek and the northeasterly production of Coxwell Boulevard; thence
southwesterly along said production and Coxwell Boulevard to Coxwell Avenue; thence
southerly along said avenue to Lake Shore Boulevard East; thence southwesterly in a straight
line to the northerly shoreline of Ashbridges Bay at approximate latitude 43°39'43"N and
longitude 79°18'55"W; thence generally southeasterly through said bay to its mouth (Lake
Ontario); thence southerly in a straight line to the southerly limit of said city at approximate
latitude 43°38'54"N and longitude 79°18'51"W; thence generally southwesterly along said limit
to the southerly corner of said city (south of the Outer Harbour East Headland [Tommy
Thompson Park]); thence northerly in a straight line to the mouth of the Eastern Channel,
thence generally northwesterly along said channel, the Inner Harbour, the production of
Parliament street and Parliament Street to the F.G. Gardiner Expressway; thence generally
northeasterly along said expressway and Don Valley Parkway to the Don River; thence
generally northerly and generally easterly along said river and the Don River East Branch to
Taylor Massey Creek; thence generally easterly along said creek to the point of
commencement.
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Toronto—St. Paul’s

(Population: 125,438)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Eglinton Avenue East and Bayview Avenue; thence southerly along Bayview Avenue to
Moore Avenue; thence westerly along said avenue to the Beltline Trail; thence generally
southeasterly along said trail to the Canadian Pacific Railway; thence generally southwesterly
and westerly along said railway to Ossington Avenue; thence northerly along said avenue to
Davenport Road; thence easterly along said road to Winona Drive; thence generally northerly
along said drive to Vaughan Road; thence northwesterly along said road and its northwesterly
production to Eglinton Avenue West; thence easterly along said avenue to Yonge Street; thence
northerly along said street to Broadway Avenue; thence easterly along said avenue to Mount
Pleasant Road; thence southerly along said road to Eglinton Avenue East; thence easterly
along said avenue to the point of commencement.

University—Rosedale

(Population: 123,244)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of the Canadian Pacific Railway and the Beltline Trail; thence generally southerly along said trail
to Bayview Avenue at approximate latitude 43°40'51"N and longitude 79°22'06"W; thence
generally southerly along said avenue to the Don Valley Parkway ramp (to Bayview Avenue);
thence northeasterly along said ramp to the Don River; thence generally southerly along said
river to Bloor Street East; thence generally westerly along said street to Yonge Street; thence
southerly along said street to Queen Street West; thence westerly along said street to
Ossington Avenue; thence northerly along said avenue to the Canadian Pacific Railway; thence
easterly and generally northeasterly along said railway to the point of commencement.

Vaughan—Thornhill
(Population: 124,866)
(Map 21)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Markham lying westerly of a line described as follows: commencing at
the intersection of the northerly limit of said city and Bayview Avenue; thence southerly along
said avenue to the southerly limit of said city (Steeles Avenue East); and

(b) that part of the City of Vaughan described as follows: commencing at the intersection of the
easterly limit of said city and Major Mackenzie Drive West; thence westerly along said drive to
Dufferin Street; thence southerly along said street to Rutherford Road; thence westerly along
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said road to Keele Street; thence southerly along said street to the Don River West Branch;
thence generally northwesterly along said river to Rutherford Road; thence westerly along said
road to Highway 400; thence southerly along said highway to the southerly limit of said city;
thence easterly and generally northerly along the southerly and easterly limits of said city to the
point of commencement.

Vaughan—Woodbridge

(Population: 121,705)
(Map 21)

Consists of that part of the City of Vaughan described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of the southerly limit of said city and Highway 400; thence northerly along said
highway to Teston Road; thence westerly along said road to Pine Valley Drive; thence southerly
along said drive to Teston Road; thence westerly along said road to a creek at approximate
latitude 43°51'22"N and longitude 79°35'53"W; thence generally southerly along said creek to
Major Mackenzie Drive West; thence generally southwesterly along said drive to the westerly
limit of said city; thence southeasterly and easterly along the westerly and southerly limits of
said city to the point of commencement.

Waterloo

(Population: 121,436)
(Map 8)

Consists of the City of Waterloo.

Wellington—Halton Hills North

(Population: 105,440)
(Maps 3 and 12)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Guelph lying southeasterly of a line described as follows: commencing
at the intersection of the southwesterly limit of said city and College Avenue West; thence
northeasterly along said avenue to Hanlon Parkway; thence southeasterly along said parkway
to Hanlon’s Creek; thence generally northeasterly and northwesterly along said creek to
Edinburgh Road South; thence northeasterly along said road to Gordon Street; thence
southeasterly along said street to Arkell Road; thence northeasterly along said road to the
northeasterly limit of said city (Victoria Road South);

(b) the Town of Erin;
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(c) that part of the Town of Halton Hills lying northwesterly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the southwesterly limit of said town (Nassagaweya-
Esquesing Townline) and 15 Side Road; thence generally northeasterly along said road to
Trafalgar Road; thence northwesterly along said road and Highway 7 to 22 Side Road; thence
northeasterly along said road and its intermittent production to the northeasterly limit of said
town (Winston Churchill Boulevard); and

(d) the townships of Centre Wellington, Guelph/Eramosa and Puslinch.

Whitby

(Population: 115,257)
(Map 9)

Consists of that part of the Town of Whitby lying southerly of Highway 407.

Willowdale

(Population: 118,218)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of the northerly limit of said city and Bayview Avenue; thence southerly along said avenue to
Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Ontario 401 Express); thence southwesterly along
said highway to the Don River West Branch; thence generally northwesterly along said river to
Bathurst Street; thence northerly along said street to the northerly limit of said city; thence
easterly along said limit to the point of commencement.

Windsor—Tecumseh

(Population: 131,097)
(Maps 3 and 20)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Windsor lying easterly of a line described as follows: commencing at
the intersection of the northerly limit of said city with the northwesterly production of Langlois
Avenue; thence southeasterly along said production and Langlois Avenue to Tecumseh Road
East; thence easterly along said road to Pillette Road; thence southeasterly along said road and
its intermittent productions to the northerly limit of the Windsor International Airport; thence
generally southwesterly along said limit to the Canadian National Railway; thence generally
southeasterly along said railway to the southerly limit of said city (Provincial Road);

(b) the Town of Tecumseh; and
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(c) that part of the town of Lakeshore lying northerly and westerly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the westerly limit of said town and Highway 401 (Macdonald-
Cartier Freeway); thence easterly along said highway to the Puce River; thence generally
northerly along said river to Lake St. Clair; thence northerly in a straight line to the northerly limit
of said town.

Windsor West

(Population: 130,162)
(Map 20)

Consists of that part of the City of Windsor lying westerly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the northerly limit of said city with the northwesterly
production of Langlois Avenue; thence southeasterly along said production and Langlois
Avenue to Tecumseh Road East; thence easterly along said road to Pillette Road; thence
southeasterly along said road and its intermittent productions to the northerly limit of the
Windsor International Airport; thence generally southwesterly along said limit to the Canadian
National Railway; thence generally southeasterly along said railway to the southerly limit of said
city (Provincial Road).

York Centre

(Population: 108,307)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of the northerly limit of said city and Bathurst Street; thence generally southerly along said street
to the Don River West Branch; thence generally southeasterly along said river to Highway 401
(Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Ontario 401 Express); thence southwesterly and westerly along
said highway to Jane Street; thence northerly along said street to Sheppard Avenue West;
thence easterly along said avenue to Black Creek; thence generally northwesterly along said
creek to Grandravine Drive; thence generally easterly along said drive to Keele Street; thence
northerly along said street to the northerly limit of said city; thence easterly along said limit to the
point of commencement.
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York—Durham

(Population: 116,560)
(Maps 3 and 4)

Consists of:
(a) the Town of Georgina;

(b) that part of the Town of Whitchurch-Stouffville described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of Bethesda Road and the easterly limit of said town; thence northwesterly,
southwesterly, generally southerly and generally northeasterly along the easterly, northerly,
westerly and southerly limits of said town to Highway 48; thence northerly along said highway to
Bethesda Road; thence easterly along said road to Ninth Line; thence northerly along Ninth Line
to Bethesda Road; thence easterly along said road to the point of commencement;

(c) the townships of Brock, Scugog and Uxbridge; and

(d) the Indian reserves of Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation and Mississaugas of
Scugog Island.

York South—Weston—Etobicoke

(Population: 111,369)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Highway 401 (Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Ontario 401 Express) and the GO Transit rail line
lying easterly of Connie Street; thence southerly along said rail line to Eglinton Avenue West;
thence westerly along said avenue to the Canadian Pacific Railway; thence southeasterly along
said railway and the GO Transit rail line to an electric power transmission line lying northerly of
Brickworks Lane; thence generally southwesterly along said transmission line to the Humber
River; thence generally northerly along said river to Eglinton Avenue West; thence westerly
along said avenue to Royal York Road; thence generally northerly along said road and Saint
Phillips Road to the Humber River; thence generally northerly along said river to Highway 401
(Macdonald-Cartier Freeway, Ontario 401 Express); thence easterly along said highway to the
point of commencement.
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Cities of Cambridge, Kitchener and Waterloo
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Regional Municipality of Durham (part)
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City of Greater Sudbury
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City of Guelph
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@ Regional Municipality of Halton

[ ' ’
ANS]T—"E RnUNK JLWA!
s ERIN |
UELPH/ W LL]}NGT N
= SA
WELLINGTON ROAD 42 —
s A \ e
<) Jl L NG'TON—HALTbN IL %NDRTH 5
e ] e _ﬁroﬁr HALTO HlLLs;N;pp_
| = — o
— \ e T — { / £ (<)
= | yuad B\ A I T ! s
~ SIDEROAR Y k"‘ | 7 =
— 1 | 4 \I V'J\s" | I 2 | o] 42
A g [ ‘ '
I § ‘ | - ,‘f H—P\LT\ON #ﬁﬁ\“ b o “‘*{,j_) 4 12
| 8 | S == 5
| — £ [ <A THET i
| | I a o A B
S8 e R
\/ | KA | 7 o h fY R
[ :_—L_l_rﬂ—\-— PR .
L1 | Wi | b Eall B
BURLING ON\ NORT = - ol B -
o [ § [ ]
| | MILTON WEST L s Y
S BURLIN TOI'[I-NORD— +*/‘r; NiD IR
B | MILTON-OUEST | IR
- el MiLTQN AS —; | S
EIEA et | HALTON HIL ssou H——
DAl SR 1*-# 3 T MILTON-EST—
% 7 | @ & Eh. 'HAlr.TON HILLS:SUD | =
= — 7‘*,#\‘ o 5 |
= B | L | I WENUE
< ( — | E e L | STEELES | A\ T
o (14 fs 7L F " MACDONALD-CARTIER REEWF‘
: | . st i [
: 4 =l e
xl X | HamILTON § / I‘ b ‘ g _—és T f |
2 L | pERRY |ROAD
O O ‘ | Al . i |
o 14 G “ b | | |
Q [ | | g L qi Bl i 5 ‘ i
= i Lid —f‘ ":r = |
5 5 Hlﬁr“; - ‘ E .‘+ TEF £l l IRKMNV Iww I‘
L e Pt - | ‘ \
> ] d - f'_ | |
1z “.‘ HALTON | £
= ] | ) |
2| £ ‘ [ | [I— [ l |
31 | A B
| ¢ A = J -
Aeelr [ | L jom
z . w
% 8 e L el 3 OAKVILLE
S | U~ o i Y L L :
| o £ Loyl SHERLE =
A D AST (s |
t::/,&/ % CHN . [
/ y= \ .
£ = B
LW e o5 iE B
—— ‘7 el g?lﬁm \_v#} %i:)i V_E{‘ .;M,-l Lo U i
s e A T N i—;’b 2
HAMILTON = Tlplie o B 5 Sy T T
HARBOUR = 15
TON CENTRE LAKE ONTARIO
N-CENTRE LAC ONTARIO
12. BRAMPTON NORTH—CALEDON / BRAMPTON-NORD—CALEDON
= 13. BRAMPTON SOUTH / BRAMPTON-SUD
14. BRAMPTON WEST / BRAMPTON-QUEST
25. DUFFERIN—CALEDON
37. HAMILTON EAST—STONEY CREEK 0 g 4km
o

HAMILTON-EST—STONEY CREEK

Regional Municipality of Halton

— -




City of Hamilton
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City of London
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Addendum to the Report

Disposition of Objections
(July 8, 2023)




Introduction

The Report of the Federal Electoral Boundaries Commission for the Province of Ontario (the
“‘Report” of the “Commission”) was tabled in the House of Commons and sent to the Standing
Committee on Procedure and House Affairs (the “Standing Committee”) on February 10, 2023.

Twenty-seven Members of Parliament filed objections with the clerk of the Standing Committee
by the deadline of March 12, 2023. Two of these members co-signed their objection, and
another four also co-signed their objection, thus constituting 23 unique submissions. Sixteen
Members of Parliament requested changes to the boundaries while seven Members of
Parliament were supportive of the boundaries described in the Report. Among these
submissions there were seven requests for name changes, and three submissions supportive of
the Commission’s proposed name changes.

On June 8, 2023, the Standing Committee transmitted to the Chief Electoral Officer, through the
Speaker of the House of Commons, its Forty-Sixth Report together with the relevant minutes of
proceedings and evidence, and the objections to the Report. The Standing Committee’s Report
was submitted to the Commission for consideration.

The Commission has studied and considered each of the objections filed with the Standing
Committee—together with the report of the Standing Committee and that Committee’s
dissenting report—within the 30 calendar days allowed by the Electoral Boundaries
Readjustment Act.

We note that the report of the Standing Committee did not endorse or otherwise comment on
submissions made by six Members of Parliament.

This Addendum explains the Commission's decisions regarding all of the submissions and the
consequential amendments to our Report.

Appendix A and B of this Addendum show, respectively, the position of the Standing Committee
and the dissenting report on the objections made to name changes and boundary changes.
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Clarifications

Subsequent to the completion of our Report on February 8, 2023, we became aware that two
revisions are required.

Firstly, on page 56, in discussing the redistribution of the City of Toronto, we confirm that “five”
of Toronto’s final districts were returned to their existing boundaries and have amended our
Report accordingly.

Secondly, we note that 'Assemblée de la francophonie de I'Ontario (AFO) requested withdrawal
of their submission dated September 25, 2022, which erroneously estimated that pursuant to
our Proposal “the French speaking population of Nickel Belt would be reduced by 50%.” In
accordance with that request, our Secretary did not distribute that submission to the
Commission.

L’Assemblée de la francophonie de I'Ontario subsequently filed a submission dated October 11,
2022.

Mr. Marc Serré, MP for the existing district of Nickel Belt, provided a comprehensive submission
to the Commission and included a signed copy of the AFO’s September 25 correspondence
addressed to the Commission as part of his materials. Mr. Serré, in his written objection filed
with the Standing Committee, continued to erroneously refer to the September 25 letter that has
been withdrawn by the AFO.

At the time the Commission submitted its Report, we were not aware that 'Assemblée de la
francophonie de I'Ontario was no longer relying on the September 25 submission, as there was
no indication in its letter of October 11 that this submission replaced and superseded the AFO’s
September 25 communication.

The Commission paid careful attention to the submissions made on behalf of Franco-Ontarians
and addressed both the September 25 and October 11 submissions in our Report.

As requested, we have deleted reference to the September 25, 2022 submission in this Report.
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Expressions of Support

The Commission acknowledges that seven Members of Parliament filed “objections” with the
Standing Committee in which they indicated acceptance and expressed support for the final
boundaries respecting the electoral districts they represent. We note that the Standing
Committee supported some of the submissions to this effect, but did not endorse or otherwise
comment on others. The Standing Committee supported the submission of Karina Gould and
the joint submission of Valerie Bradford, Bryan May, Tim Louis, and Bardish Chagger; it did not
comment on Jean Yip and Shaun Chen’s joint submission.

Jean Yip (MP for the existing district of Scarborough—Agincourt) and Shaun Chen (MP
for the existing district of Scarborough North) presented a joint submission expressing their
satisfaction with the revised boundary configurations for the districts of SCARBOROUGH—
AGINCOURT and SCARBOROUGH NORTH. They expressed support on the grounds that six
Scarborough districts were maintained, that communities of interest in northern Scarborough
were protected, and that the names of the districts were retained. These two Members of
Parliament stated “that Scarborough voices were heard and noted with empathy in the
Commission’s final report.”

Karina Gould (MP for the existing district of Burlington) presented a submission expressing
satisfaction with the configuration for the district of BURLINGTON which was, in her view,
“strongly supported by residents.” In her written submission to the Standing Committee, she
indicated that “all of our community’s concerns were addressed; we were heard. The community
is strongly supportive of the revised proposal.”

Ms. Gould also commended the Commission for changing the proposed district name of
Burlington—Lakeshore to BURLINGTON, indicating that the “riding name of Burlington in the
Report was strongly supported by residents.”

Valerie Bradford (MP for the existing district of Kitchener South—Hespeler), Bryan May
(MP for the existing district of Cambridge), Tim Louis (MP for the existing district of
Kitchener—Conestoga), and Bardish Chagger (MP for the existing district of Waterloo)
presented a joint submission stating that they accepted the electoral boundary configurations
that are detailed in the Report for the districts of KITCHENER SOUTH—HESPELER,
CAMBRIDGE, KITCHENER—CONESTOGA, and WATERLOO, and expressed appreciation
that “the Commission took communities of interest into consideration in making its decisions.”

Ms. Chagger, who is a member of the Standing Committee, recused herself from the discussion
and consideration of her statement.
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Requested Change to the Overall

Distribution of Districts Across the
Province

We note that the Standing Committee’s report endorsed objections by Members of Parliament
that would have the Commission both restore a riding to Northern Ontario (retaining 10 districts)
and restore a riding to Toronto (retaining 25 districts). If the Standing Committee had views on
which parts of Ontario should lose districts in order to accommodate these objections, it did not
share them.

There are two fundamental problems with these endorsements. First, these changes would
produce a substantial increase in population inequality across the province. The Commission
has articulated clearly its commitment to population equality as a first principle of effective
representation, and thus does not look favourably on this recommendation.

Second, encouraging the Commission, at this late stage, to remove ridings from two other parts
of the Province without any guidance is inconsistent with the concept of public consultations that
the Commission pursued. If the Committee believes that Toronto and Northern Ontario deserve
one more seat each, then they should not offload completely to the Commission the difficult
work of taking away ridings from two other regions. They could instead, having consulted
Members of Parliament, take the responsibility of identifying which parts of Ontario should lose
ridings.

In sum, it was not possible to both fulfill the Commission’s mandate and return a district to
Northern Ontario and the City of Toronto. Those making a submission requesting—and those
endorsing—that result did not take into account that acceding to their request would have
significant consequences to the rest of the Province and unfairly impact other parts of Ontario.
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Requested Name Changes of

Electoral Districts

Seven Members of Parliament raised objections regarding name changes of specific electoral
districts. The Standing Committee endorsed all of these objections.

Northern Ontario

Marc Serré (MP for the existing district of Nickel Belt) raised an objection to the name
Manitoulin—Nickel Belt. Mr. Serré has requested that the name be changed to Sudbury East—
Manitoulin—Nickel Belt based on the feedback from residents, the name of the public health
unit, the name of the upper tier municipality, and the inclusion of the municipalities making up
the Sudbury East Municipal Association (SEMA).

The Commission finds these arguments persuasive and declares that the name of the district
will be SUDBURY EAST—MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT.

City of Toronto

Robert Oliphant (MP for the existing district of Don Valley West) requested the restoration
of the existing name Don Valley West instead of the Commission’s proposed Don Valley South.
The Commission accepts Mr. Oliphant’s submission that Don Valley South is not an entirely
accurate descriptor as the Don River continues to flow south of this district. The Commission
declares that the name of this district will be DON VALLEY WEST.

Salma Zahid (MP for the existing district of Scarborough Centre) objected to the new name
of Scarborough Centre—Don Valley East, preferring the name to be simply Scarborough
Centre. The Commission does not share this view. Fully 45% of the population of this revised
district comes from the existing district of Don Valley East. The Commission believes it is
important for this population to feel represented in the name of the new district. The
Commission has placed Scarborough Centre before Don Valley East in light of the fact that
Scarborough makes up the maijority of the population. The district will be named
SCARBOROUGH CENTRE—DON VALLEY EAST.

Central Ontario

Doug Shipley (MP for the existing district of Barrie—Springwater—Oro-Medonte)
acknowledged that he and John Brassard (MP for the existing district of Barrie—Innisfil)
requested in their initial submissions to the Commission that Barrie—Springwater—Oro-
Medonte become North Barrie—Springwater—Oro-Medonte and that Barrie—Innisfil become
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South Barrie—Innisfil. The Commission implemented this request and, pursuant to the naming
convention for purposes of translation, the district was named “Barrie North—Springwater—Oro-
Medonte” instead of “North Barrie—Springwater—Oro-Medonte” as requested.

Mr. Shipley now indicates in his objection that, as a result of the naming convention, there is
confusion as to whether “North” applies to Barrie or to Springwater. Mr. Shipley requested that
we retain the current name of the district. The Commission agrees with this request. The name
of the district will be BARRIE—SPRINGWATER—ORO-MEDONTE.

Northern Greater Toronto Area (GTA)

Melissa Lantsman (MP for the existing district of Thornhill) opposed the new name,
Vaughan—Thornhill, for the district she currently represents, and requested retention of the
existing name, Thornhill. As she noted, while the adjacent district of Markham—Thornhill is
entirely in the City of Markham, the district of Vaughan—Thornhill crosses the municipal
boundary so some constituents live in Markham, not Vaughan. As a result, the name
Vaughan—Thornhill is not inclusive for the constituents who live in Markham and could also
create confusion. The Commission is persuaded by this argument and declares that the name
of this district will be THORNHILL.

Hamilton and Niagara

Tony Baldinelli (MP for the existing district of Niagara Falls) requested that the district he
represents be renamed as Niagara Falls—Niagara-on-the-Lake rather than Niagara North. We
agree with his submission that Niagara North could be misleading since most of the Niagara
Peninsula’s north shore is not in the district. Further, as he noted, the name Niagara Falls—
Niagara-on-the-Lake is preferable because it accurately represents the only two municipalities
in the district. The Commission declares that the name of the district will be NIAGARA FALLS—
NIAGARA-ON-THE-LAKE.

Southernmost Ontario

Irek Kusmierczyk (MP for the existing district of Windsor—Tecumseh) requested that the
name of Windsor—Tecumseh be changed to Windsor—Tecumseh—Lakeshore, reflecting the
fact that parts of the Municipality of Lakeshore have been added to the district. The Commission
agrees with this reasoning. The name of this district will be WINDSOR—TECUMSEH—
LAKESHORE.
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Requested Boundary Changes of

Electoral Districts

The Standing Committee received 16 objections related to boundary changes. These boundary
changes will be discussed with reference to their respective Geographic Piece.

Throughout the redistribution process the Commission communicated a strong commitment to
maintaining as much population equality as possible, in accordance with our mandate. We are
mindful of all the considerations regarding effective representation within the districts—however,
voter equality (that is, the expectation that citizens should be equal in the importance of their
vote for electing a representative) should not be unduly diluted.

The Commission has carefully considered submissions in public hearings and written objections
from Members of Parliament. The Commission has also articulated in its Report its reasons—
rooted in legislation—for reallocating districts to the faster-growing and overpopulated regions of
Ontario. In doing so, we have achieved substantially greater population equality overall, while
respecting the other criteria for effective representation. The Commission maintains that this is
the correct course of action. We further recognize that there are steps that can take to adjust the
resources allocated to Members of Parliament for their constituency offices to further enhance
the ability of residents to interact with their elected representatives.

Northern Ontario

Five Members of Parliament representing districts in Northern Ontario filed objections to our
Report. As the Committee notes, the common thread across these objections was the claim that
there would be harmful effects to established communities and to effective representation as a
result of the reduction of one Northern district.

These submissions commonly identified the provincial Quota—and the Commission’s
adherence to it—as an inadequate way of drawing boundaries in Northern Ontario. The
Commission has no mandate to disregard the Quota because some Members of Parliament
assert it disadvantages one part of the province in comparison to another.

In Northern Ontario, a strict adherence to population equality would have resulted in the loss of
two districts. However, recognizing the challenges of a vast geography and sparse population,
the Commission reduced the number of districts by just one and generated three “extraordinary
circumstance” districts, with populations below the minus 25 percent population deviation
identified within Section 15(2) of the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act as being allowable
in “extraordinary circumstances.” The average deviation from population equality in the North as
a whole is -18.5%.
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We note again that solutions to the particular and persistent concerns of Northern Ontario are in
the hands of Parliament. This was described in Part B of the Report.

Two of the Northern Ontario Members of Parliament presenting objections make erroneous or
misleading statements in this respect. Charlie Angus (MP for the existing district of Timmins—
James Bay) states in his written objection that: “In 2017 the provincial boundary commission for
Ontario ruled that Northern Ontario, with 11 seats, was politically underrepresented.” Terry
Sheehan (MP for the existing district of Sault Ste. Marie) states in his written objection that the
provincial Boundary Commission for Ontario: “... determined that they believed the North should
gain two additional seats” and “they stated that taking away a seat would lead to the decrease in
democratic representation of Indigenous and non-Indigenous groups within Northern Ontario.”
Both Mr. Angus and Mr. Sheehan argued that, based on the decision at the provincial level to
add two seats, our Commission’s determination to remove a seat from the North is wrong. Mr.
Sheehan writes: “With this in mind, there should be at least a status quo of seats, if not gaining
a seat.” Mr. Angus states: “It is not credible for the Federal Boundary Commission to take a
contrary position stating that Northern Ontario, with ten seats, is somehow overrepresented.”

As we explained in detail in our Report, the level of political representation currently enjoyed by
Northern Ontarians at the provincial level is the result of decisions made by the Legislative
Assembly of the Province of Ontario. This includes three pieces of legislation: 1) the
Representation Act, 2005 retaining 11 Northern Ontario provincial electoral districts (PEDs) as
per the Representation Act, 1996, which in turn was based on data from the 1991 Census; 2)
the Representation Act, 2015, which established the Far North Electoral Boundary Commission
and imposed the statutory mandate to add at least one, and no more than two, PEDs to the
area comprising the PEDs of Timmins—James Bay and Kenora—Rainy River; and 3) the
Representation Statute Law Amendment Act, 2017, which created four new northern PEDs out
of the two PEDs of Timmins—James Bay and Kenora—Rainy River.

Provincial parliament made the decision to add two more provincial electoral districts to
Northern Ontario.

As we have explained, the federal Electoral Boundaries Commission for Ontario is constrained
by a different statutory mandate, which we have followed assiduously.

Charlie Angus (MP for the existing district of Timmins—James Bay), in objecting to the
reduction of a district in Northern Ontario, particularly noted that larger districts would make it
more difficult for Members of Parliament interact with their constituents, given the substantial
distances involved and lack of resources for more staff or offices. The Commission recognized
this concern and considered travel times, distances and transportation networks very carefully in
setting boundaries. Importantly, it is the role of Parliament to determine the constituency office
and travel budgets of its members. Given the importance of constituency services, it is within
the authority of Parliament to allocate more resources to members, whether on a basis of
geography, population or population sparsity.
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Mr. Angus asserts that the Commission has “ignored the views of people from across Northern
Ontario and imposed arbitrary boundary lines that do not reflect the realities or the democratic
rights of northern citizens.” The Commission, respectfully, disagrees. We have heard very
clearly the views expressed by Northern Ontarians and understand their particular concerns,
just as we have listened to and appreciate the concerns expressed by those living elsewhere in
the province. The democratic and representational rights of residents throughout Ontario have
been fully respected by the Commission, as per its legislative mandate. Compliance with the
federal legislation does not result in the imposition of arbitrary lines, nor is it an application of
arbitrary percentages of population quotients.

Other Members of Parliament also commonly noted that representation would be more difficult
in the expanded ridings necessitated by the reduction of one district in Northern Ontario. We
address this further on a riding by riding basis in Part E (Northern Ontario) of the Report.

The Commission respectfully declines to allocate an additional district to Northern Ontario, as
requested in Mr. Angus’ objection.

Carol Hughes (MP for the existing district of Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing) objected
to both the reduction of Northern Ontario seats from ten to nine, and the elimination of the
current riding of Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing. She asked that the boundaries of
Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing be maintained. Ms. Hughes noted that the proposed
boundaries would exacerbate difficulties of representation in sparsely populated areas. She also
raised objections to the process followed by the Commission for the drawing of boundaries. We
address these latter objections below in the Comment on Process or Procedural Issues section
of this Addendum.

Finally, Ms. Hughes raised concerns that the voices of Francophone Ontarians would be diluted
by the placement of Dubreuilville and Wawa within the revised riding of SAULT STE. MARIE—
ALGOMA. The placement of these two communities—especially the majority French speaking
community of Dubreuilville—did raise challenges for the Commission in drafting our Report, and
we considered their needs very carefully. The fact is this is a very small isolated community of
576 residents, of which 470 are Francophone. Ultimately, the Commission is faced with the
alternative of placing Dubreuilville in KAPUSKASING—TIMMINS—MUSHKEGOWUK which
would result in an awkwardly elongated boundary, and substantially lengthen the distance these
residents would have to travel to their Member’s constituency office; or leaving it centred within
the new boundaries of the district of SAULT STE. MARIE—ALGOMA. The Commission believes
that the best solution for the effective representation of this community is to keep it within the
district of SAULT STE. MARIE—ALGOMA. Furthermore, the Commission is confident that there
will be no erosion of French language services (such as Francophone schools and health
services) as a result of its location in this district.

The Commission thus respectfully declines to adopt Ms. Hughes’ submission.

Viviane Lapointe (MP for the existing district of Sudbury) objected, on behalf of the
Northern Ontario Liberal Caucus, to the removal of a riding from Northern Ontario. The
Commission addresses these concerns about the removal of a district elsewhere in this Report.

Ms. Lapointe observed that legislative change may be necessary to solve problems of effective
representation in northern regions. The Commission agrees.
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Ms. Lapointe requested that the Commission enact a temporary solution, such as additional
districts of extraordinary circumstance in the North. The Commission noted that there is no
feasible “temporary solution” that would not incur underrepresentation in other regions of the
province.

The Commission thus respectfully declines to implement Ms. Lapointe’s submission.

Terry Sheehan (MP for the existing district of Sault Ste. Marie) lodged three objections.
These are: first, that Sault Ste. Marie and Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing should maintain
their existing boundaries; second, that the current riding of SAULT STE. MARIE—ALGOMA
should maintain its existing boundaries, including the City of Sault Ste. Marie, Prince Township,
Garden River First Nation, Batchewana First Nation and townships from the St. Mary’s River to
the Montreal River area ending in the eastern part of the riding in the townships of Gaudry,
Nahwegezhic, Lamming, Hughes, Curtis, Gillmor and McMahon, up to the boundary of
Aberdeen; third, that Northern Ontario should maintain ten districts, not nine.

Mr. Sheehan provided extensive reasons for his objections, including those related to the
vastness of Northern Ontario and the challenge of representing citizens in large geographic
areas, the need to consider the boundaries of districts vis-a-vis Indigenous communities, and
the alleged lack of consultation by the Commission. The Commission asserts that we have
considered all of these factors, as addressed in other parts of this Report. Addressing directly
Mr. Sheehan’s recommendations, then, the Commission contends that maintaining the existing
boundaries of Sault Ste. Marie and Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing while reducing the
number of districts in Northern Ontario by one would dramatically increase the size of the
remaining seven districts in Northern Ontario, exacerbating the kinds of problems which Mr.
Sheehan notes throughout his submission. Accordingly, given the decision of the Committee to
reduce the number of districts by one, we cannot support a recommendation to maintain the
boundaries of Sault Ste. Marie and Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing.

Mr. Sheehan argued that the Commission should apply the same “extraordinary circumstances”
criteria to both Northwestern Ontario to Northeastern Ontario. Namely, he suggested that the
Commission should allow one or more of Northeastern Ontario’s districts to be “extraordinary
circumstances” and deviate below 25% from the Quota. The Commission does not share this
view. Northwestern Ontario’s population is considerably more sparsely distributed than that of
Northeastern Ontario, especially in relation to the Highway 17 corridor between North Bay and
Sault Ste. Marie. This is discussed in Part E (Northern Ontario) of our Report.

The Commission also notes and agrees with Mr. Sheehan’s observation that the budgets
granted to Members of Parliament to operate their parliamentary and constituency offices may
need to be increased to ensure effective representation of those they are elected to serve.
Adjusting the amount and terms and conditions of the resources allocated to Members of
Parliament, and ensuring that the needs of large, sparsely populated and northern electoral
districts are met is a matter for Parliament to consider, as discussed in Part B of our Report.

In his submission, Mr. Sheehan questioned whether the Commission consulted with Indigenous
communities. The Commission notes that it sent its Proposal directly to Indigenous
organizations and governments (including the band offices of First Nations and Tribal Councils
in Ontario). Part C of our Report discussed the issue of effective representation of Indigenous
Peoples.
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The Commission also notes that in adding First Nations to SAULT STE. MARIE—ALGOMA, the
Commission paid great care and attention to Tribal Council allegiances and First Nations’
reserve lands. In the case of this district, careful consideration was taken of Mamaweswen, The
North Shore Tribal Council and the reserve lands of the Missanabie Cree First Nation. In both of
these cases, the SAULT STE. MARIE—ALGOMA boundary was explicitly drawn to respect
these territories.

Mr. Sheehan also raised several concerns about process. These issues are addressed below,
in the Comment on Process or Procedural Issues section.

The Commission thus respectfully declines to implement Mr. Sheehan’s submission.

Marc Serré (MP for the existing district of Nickel Belt) objected to the placing of the
communities of the former Town of Nickel Centre (part of the amalgamated City of Greater
Sudbury since 2001) into the district of SUDBURY. These communities include Wanup,
Wahnapitae, Coniston, Garson, Falconbridge and Skead. Mr. Serré has requested that these
communities be moved into SUDBURY EAST—MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT (renamed from
Manitoulin—Nickel Belt - see the Requested Name Changes of Electoral Districts section
above).

While we may have been prepared to consider this further, moving the former Town of Nickel
Centre back into SUDBURY EAST—MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT, as Mr. Serré proposes,
would undermine the effective representation of the Francophone community. The Commission
notes that approximately 2,905 of the 14,498 (20%) residents of the former Town of Nickel
Centre claim French as their First Official Language according to the 2021 Census. Moving
these residents into SUDBURY EAST—MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT would therefore reduce
the Francophone population of that district from 31% to 29%. This Commission has made every
effort to preserve Francophone representation in SUDBURY EAST—MANITOULIN—NICKEL
BELT. The Commission believes that moving the former Town of Nickel Centre would run
counter to its efforts to preserve Francophone representation.

Further, this change would have negative impacts on population equality. Moving these
communities of the former Town of Nickel Belt into SUDBURY EAST—MANITOULIN—NICKEL
BELT would have the effect of altering SUDBURY’s deviation from the Quota from -1.9% to
-14.3% and SUDBURY EAST—MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT’s deviation from the Quota from
-14.4% to -1.9%.

The Commission feels that these deviations from the Quota, especially for SUDBURY, are
inconsistent with the Commission’s overall approach and are counter to Section 15(1)(a) of the
Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act. SUDBURY is a small, compact, urban district. The
Commission is reluctant to move citizens from a compact urban riding to a more sparsely
populated rural riding when it will not have the claimed effect of increasing Francophone
representation in SUDBURY EAST—MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT.

Further, the Commission notes that the communities of the former Town of Nickel Centre have
been kept together, preserving their community of interest. The importance of keeping these
communities was made clear to the Commission in the public consultation process, with
submissions coming from both residents and the former municipal councillors representing the
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Town of Nickel Centre. Notably, this was the reason that the community of Skead was placed in
SUDBURY in the final boundaries.

We note Mr. Serré’s concern about SUDBURY EAST—MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT’s
Francophone population falling from 35% to 31%. We again carefully examined whether there
was any potential to resolve this. We further note that Northern Ontario’s Francophone
population share fell from 15% to 13% (a decline of 17,370 residents) between the 2011 and
2021 censuses.

Various efforts to boost the Francophone population within the district have been made,
including consideration of whether to exclude the area of Manitoulin Island, Sables-Spanish
Rivers and Espanola, which has a lower Francophone population share, and include it instead
within the district of PARRY SOUND—MUSKOKA, or the district of SAULT STE. MARIE—
ALGOMA. Having investigated these various options, each was found to have substantively
negative effects that the Commission determined would significantly outweigh the marginal
gains for the Francophone population share of SUDBURY EAST—MANITOULIN—NICKEL
BELT.

For example, if Manitoulin Island were to be included within the district of PARRY SOUND—
MUSKOKA, those living on the Island would have to travel approximately 200 km along
Highways 17 and 69, including passing through two other districts, to reach the rest of their
district. If the area were to be included within SAULT STE. MARIE—ALGOMA, there would be a
more logical road connection, however it would result in a driving span of 725 km through that
entire district; whereas keeping Manitoulin Island, Sables-Spanish Rivers and Espanola within
SUDBURY EAST—MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT results in a total driving span of just 440 km.
The Commission has ultimately determined that none of these alternative options is suitable.
For the residents of Manitoulin Island, Sables-Spanish Rivers and Espanola, including the
significant Indigenous population living there, effective representation is best achieved by
keeping them within the boundaries of SUDBURY EAST—MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT. In
short, moving Manitoulin Island, Sables-Spanish Rivers or Espanola into PARRY SOUND—
MUSKOKA or SAULT STE. MARIE—ALGOMA would make these districts too large and reduce
the effective representation of the residents in these areas.

Further, any such changes of the nature described above would have negative impacts on
overall population equality. The area of Manitoulin Island, Sables-Spanish Rivers and Espanola
comprises a population of 21,900 people. Moving these communities out of SUDBURY EAST—
MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT would have the effect of altering that district’'s deviation from the
Quota from -14.4% to -33.2%. If this population was moved into PARRY SOUND—MUSKOKA it
would not have an offsetting benefit for population inequality, as that district’s population
deviation would shift from -10.4% to +8.4%. Likewise, moving the population into SAULT STE.
MARIE—ALGOMA would raise that district’s deviation from -2.4% to +16.3%, and would make it
adjacent to a district with a deviation from the Quota of -33.2%, which is intolerable.

Further, it would be unreasonable and disrespectful to the residents of Manitoulin Island to
move them at this point in the process with no consultation. This is especially true considering
that 40% of the population of Manitoulin Island identify as Indigenous according to the 2021
Census.

Requested Boundary Changes of Electoral Districts 4



Importantly, the Commission has respected the Francophone community of interest given that
SUDBURY EAST—MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT’s Francophone population share is at 31%.
The vitality of the Francophone language in this district is strong, considering that the
Francophone population in Northern Ontario has declined from 17% to 15% between 2011 and
2021.

Finally, the Commission notes that Mr. Serré requested, in his oral testimony to the Standing
Committee, that the Committee consider making recommendations to Parliament to alter the
constituency funding formula to achieve greater fairness in the ability of Members of Parliament
representing Northern and Southern Ontario districts to serve their constituents. This request
was not transmitted in the Committee’s report, however the Commission views this as a very
constructive suggestion.

The Commission is sympathetic to the objections raised by Mr. Serré regarding the concerns of
Northern Ontario in general, and the concerns related to Francophone representation more
specifically. However, the Commission must be guided by its mandate with regard to setting
electoral boundaries.

The Commission thus respectfully declines to implement Mr. Serré’s submission.

City of Toronto

The Commission received submissions from seven Members of Parliament concerning the City
of Toronto’s boundary changes, all of which were from the eastern part of Toronto and
Scarborough. Two of these were the joint submission from Jean Yip (MP for the existing district
of Scarborough—Agincourt) and Shaun Chen (MP for the existing district of Scarborough North)
supporting the Commission’s boundaries for Scarborough, as discussed above, in the
Expressions of Support section.

Three large overarching themes were present in the objections concerning the City of Toronto:
(1) the loss of a district in Toronto as a whole and/or Scarborough specifically, (2) the
abandonment of the boundary on Victoria Park Avenue, and (3) concerns about process.

Due to uneven population growth in the province of Ontario and specifically within the Greater
Toronto Area, the Commission maintains that it is necessary to move a district to other areas of
the Greater Toronto Area that, while equally diverse, are growing much faster than the City of
Toronto. As previously noted, the population of the City of Toronto only grew by 6.9% from 2011
to 2021, compared to 11.7% for the remainder of the province. Responding to uneven
population growth is a primary reason for undertaking the redistribution process every ten years
after the decennial Census.

With respect to the objection to district boundaries crossing Victoria Park Avenue, while the
Commission understands the importance of this street as a landmark and old municipal
boundary within the community, the Commission cannot implement this request as more fully
explained in Part E (City of Toronto) of the Report. The Commission has maintained as much of
Victoria Park Avenue as possible, notably in SCARBOROUGH SOUTHWEST. However,
maintaining Victoria Park Avenue as a boundary for its entire length within the City of Toronto
would unfairly cause the former City of Scarborough to bear the full consequence of the
reduction of a district. Crossing Victoria Park Avenue is the optimal solution to reduce the
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disparities across the entirety of Toronto while reducing Toronto by one district. Notably, the
joint submission from Jean Yip (MP for the existing district of Scarborough—Agincourt) and
Shaun Chen (MP for the existing district of Scarborough North) expressed satisfaction with the
SCARBOROUGH—AGINCOURT boundary that crossed Victoria Park Avenue.

Several Members of Parliament also objected to the process, noting especially the significant
changes between the initial Proposal and the Report and the lack of opportunity for public input
on those changes. The Commission received 545 oral and written submissions concerning the
City of Toronto’s proposed boundaries, and made revisions to its Proposal in response to these
submissions following the process established under the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment
Act. Comments on the process are further discussed below in the Comment on Process or
Procedural Issues section.

Michael Coteau (MP for the existing district of Don Valley East) objected to the elimination
of the district of Don Valley East.

Mr. Coteau’s objection took three parts. First, an objection based on the process followed by the
Commission. Second, a lack of concern for the impact of the newly drawn district on
communities of new Canadians, especially Muslim Canadians. Third, a lack of appreciation for
the distinctiveness of North York communities.

Mr. Coteau’s concerns about process are discussed below in the Comment on Process or
Procedural Issues section.

On the second and third objections, the Commission did in fact pay close attention to the
composition and unique circumstances of various immigrant communities in and around Don
Valley East. Most notably, in redrawing boundaries between our Proposal and our Report in
response to public submissions, we substantially changed boundaries to keep intact the
communities in Flemingdon Park. The Commission is confident that the unique needs of various
neighbourhoods can be represented by a Member of Parliament in a different constituency.
Moreover, the Commission has endeavoured to keep intact the various North York communities
which Mr. Coteau notes.

Ultimately, adopting Mr. Coteau’s recommendation of keeping Don Valley East intact, as
endorsed by the Standing Committee, would require adding a constituency back into Toronto
and redrawing the balance of Ontario.

The Commission thus respectfully declines to implement Mr. Coteau’s submission.

Salma Zahid (MP for the existing district of Scarborough Centre) submitted an objection
that included a proposed map for the eastern portions of the City of Toronto, including
Scarborough.

While this map does meet the Commission’s acceptable criteria in terms of population equality
and communities of interest, the Commission does not see the benefit in making large scale
changes at this stage of the process which do not materially improve population equality or, in
the Commission’s view, effective representation. The Commission notes that Ms. Zahid’s written
submission acknowledges that her proposed map was prepared in consultation with only two
Members of Parliament while the proposed map includes changes to eight electoral districts.
Further, the Commission notes that the proposed map includes changes to the final district of
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SCARBOROUGH NORTH and the Member of Parliament for the existing district of
Scarborough North has provided written support for the Commission’s boundaries for this
district as described above.

Ms. Zahid expressed concern that Scarborough Centre’s Muslim and Tamil populations were
divided in the Report. In drawing these boundaries and in considering this request, the
Commission carefully reviewed data from the 2021 Census. Our conclusion is that Muslim and
Tamil populations will maintain significant weight in newly drawn districts.

Scarborough Centre has now become SCARBOROUGH CENTRE—DON VALLEY EAST and
SCARBOROUGH—WOBURN. The Muslim and Tamil populations are comparable between all
three districts. The existing district of Scarborough Centre had a Muslim population of 19,375,
representing 17% of the district. Based on estimates with the 2021 Census data, the final district
of SCARBOROUGH CENTRE—DON VALLEY EAST has a Muslim population of 17,820,
representing 16% of the district. The final district of SCARBOROUGH—WOBURN has a Muslim
population of 21,104, representing 19% of the district. In these circumstances, the Commission
submits that there will be no diminution of the effective representation of the Muslim population.

The existing district of Scarborough Centre has a Tamil population of 4,610, representing 4% of
the total population (based on the Census category of Ethnic or Cultural Origin). The final district
of SCARBOROUGH CENTRE—DON VALLEY EAST has an estimated Tamil population of
1,898, representing 2% of the population. The final district of SCARBOROUGH—WOBURN has
an estimated population of 5,002, representing 5% of the population. Again, in these
circumstances, the Commission submits that there is no diminution of the effective
representation of the Tamil population.

Ms. Zahid also referenced procedural issues which are discussed below in the Comment on
Process or Procedural Issues section.

The Commission notes that Ms. Zahid’s objections were not endorsed by the Standing
Committee or in the dissenting report.

The Commission thus respectfully declines to implement Ms. Zahid’s submission.

Han Dong (MP for the existing district of Don Valley North) objected to moving the
neighbourhoods of Pleasant View and parts of Henry Farm and Hillcrest Village from DON
VALLEY NORTH. Mr. Dong points out that these neighbourhoods are in the old City of North
York and requests the boundaries respect the old municipal limit on Victoria Park Avenue.
These concerns are addressed above.

Mr. Dong's objection also states that he welcomes the addition of the areas north of Old York
Mills Road. However, Mr. Dong objects to the boundary on the Don River, preferring that the
boundary be placed on the Don Valley Parkway instead. Mr. Dong notes that the remainder of
the district’s boundaries are on major roadways and argues that the use of a river is inconsistent
with the remainder of the district’'s boundary. Respectfully, the Commission does not agree with
this argument. Rivers form major and easily discernible boundaries and are used elsewhere in
the province.
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Mr. Dong further points out that this boundary would not adversely affect the deviation from the
Quota for DON VALLEY NORTH, bringing it to an acceptable +0.9%. However, the Commission
notes that this would bring SCARBOROUGH CENTRE—DON VALLEY EAST'’s deviation from
the Quota to a borderline unacceptably low -10%, as well as complicating SCARBOROUGH
CENTRE—DON VALLEY EAST’s boundaries.

Mr. Dong also referenced procedural issues which are discussed below in the Comment on
Process or Procedural Issues section.

The Commission notes that Mr. Dong'’s objections were not endorsed by the Standing
Committee or in the dissenting report.

The Commission thus respectfully declines to implement Mr. Dong’s submission.

Robert Oliphant (MP for the existing district of Don Valley West) objected to the addition of
the neighbourhood of Governor’s Bridge to the district of Don Valley South (renamed DON
VALLEY WEST - see the Requested Name Changes for Electoral Districts section above).

Mr. Oliphant argued that this neighbourhood is better connected to UNIVERSITY—ROSEDALE,
based on community of interest concerns. Mr. Oliphant argued this neighbourhood is separated
from DON VALLEY WEST by a large valley. Based on traffic patterns, and economic and
sociological makeup, the residents of Governor’s Bridge are linked with neighbourhoods in
Rosedale.

The Commission agrees with this assessment, and also acknowledges that Governor’s Bridge
has been in UNIVERSITY—ROSEDALE for several redistribution cycles. Further, given the
small population of UNIVERSITY—ROSEDALE, there will be negligible impact on voter parity.

The Commission agrees with the Member of Parliament and will move Governor’s Bridge into
UNIVERSITY—ROSEDALE.

John McKay (MP for the existing district of Scarborough—Guildwood) objected to the
proposed configuration of the district of Scarborough—Guildwood (renamed
SCARBOROUGH—GUILDWOOD—ROUGE PARK). Mr. McKay argued that the proposed
reconfiguration would divide contiguous neighbourhoods, disrupt well established relationships
among constituents and community groups.

The Commission notes that Mr. McKay does not provide specific suggestions to improve the
district.

Mr. McKay also referenced procedural issues which are discussed below in the Comment on
Process or Procedural Issues section.

The Commission notes that Mr. McKay’s objections were not endorsed by the Standing
Committee or in the dissenting report.

The Commission thus respectfully declines to implement Mr. McKay’s submission.
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Ottawa

Marie-France Lalonde (MP for the existing district of Orléans) objected to the removal of the
neighbourhoods of Cardinal Village and Blackburn Hamlet from the district of ORLEANS. These
neighbourhoods were respectively moved into PRESCOTT—RUSSELL—CUMBERLAND and
OTTAWA—VANIER—GLOUCESTER.

Ms. Lalonde argued that these changes undermine communities of interest considerations, as
these neighbourhoods both identify with the district of ORLEANS. These areas are suburban in
nature and the residents frequent establishments within ORLEANS on a regular basis.

The Commission is sympathetic to these concerns. However, placing these neighbourhoods in
ORLEANS would bring the deviation from the Quota up to +19.5%. In the view of the
Commission, this is unacceptably high and is counter to Section 15(1)(a) of the Electoral
Boundaries Readjustment Act. The weight of their vote would be significantly diminished and
negatively affect their democratic representation.

The Commission is of the opinion that the residents of these neighbourhoods will still have
adequate representation by their Member of Parliament in their new districts, resulting in
effective representation.

Ms. Lalonde also argued that several landmarks and greenspaces that were removed from
ORLEANS are important to the identity, history and culture of the residents of the district. The
Commission notes that these landmarks and greenspaces can still be part of the social, cultural
and historical fabric of residents. Moving electoral district boundaries in no way inhibits
residents’ ability to visit and enjoy these amenities.

We also note that the existing districts in question (Ottawa—Vanier, Orléans, and Glengarry—
Prescott—Russell) had Francophone populations of 27%, 31%, and 56% respectively. We
further note that the final districts (OTTAWA—VANIER—GLOUCESTER, ORLEANS, AND
PRESCOTT—RUSSELL—CUMBERLAND) have estimated Francophone populations of 27%,
31%, and 57% respectively.

The Commission acknowledges that Ms. Lalonde’s secondary request to include St. Joseph
Boulevard up to Highway 174 in ORLEANS will have minimal effect on population equality. The
Commission agrees to make this request and has redrawn the boundary accordingly.

Northern Greater Toronto Area (GTA)

Anna Roberts (MP for the existing district of King—Vaughan) raised an objection based on
the splitting of the Holland Marsh area from the rest of the Township of King. Ms. Roberts has
argued that this area should be placed in KING—VAUGHAN instead of NEW TECUMSETH—
GWILLIMBURY. Ms. Roberts’ written submission included a letter of support from the Mayor of
the Township of King, reflecting a change in opinion from his original support for the boundary,
apparently reflecting feedback from local residents.

This request is consistent with the Commission’s goal of respecting municipal boundaries. The
Commission also notes that this change will not have significant impacts on voter parity. Based
on this, the Commission will implement this suggestion.
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The Commission acknowledges that this will negatively impact the compactness of NEW
TECUMSETH—GWILLIMBURY by cutting a large triangle out of the centre of the district.
However, this loss of compactness is justified based on the stated goal to keep municipal
boundaries whole as well as respecting requests from elected municipal officials.

Brampton, Caledon and Dufferin

Michael Chong (MP for the existing district of Wellington—Halton Hills) objected to three
residences being placed in the district of KITCHENER—CONESTOGA due to a mapping error,
when they should be placed in WELLINGTON—HALTON HILLS NORTH.

The Commission uses Statistics Canada’s census subdivisions for drawing boundaries. In
theory, census subdivisions are supposed to match municipal limits. In actual practice, there are
small errors that generally do not affect residences. In this instance, this error affects three
residences.

The Commission notes this mistake and appreciates Mr. Chong’s attention to detail. The error
will be rectified and the electoral district boundary will be placed on the proper municipal limit,
allowing these residences to be placed in WELLINGTON—HALTON HILLS NORTH along with
the rest of the Township of Guelph/Eramosa.

Ruby Sahota (MP for the existing district of Brampton North) made an objection to the
division of the neighbourhood of Springfield. The Commission notes that, as a member of the
Standing Committee, Ms. Sahota recused herself from the discussion and consideration of her
objection.

Ms. Sahota has defined this neighbourhood as being bounded by Countryside Drive, Heart Lake
Road, Bovaird Drive, and Tobram Road.

Ms. Sahota objected to this neighbourhood being divided into three districts. However, this
neighbourhood is only divided into two districts: BRAMPTON—CHINGUACOUSY PARK and
BRAMPTON NORTH—CALEDON. The eastern boundary of this neighbourhood, according to
Ms. Sahota’s definition, is along Tobram Road, matching the eastern boundaries of
BRAMPTON—CHINGUACOUSY PARK and BRAMPTON NORTH—CALEDON.

From this neighbourhood, 27,798 people are in BRAMPTON—CHINGUACOQOUSY PARK.
Moving these people into BRAMPTON NORTH—CALEDON would make the district’s deviation
from the Quota +15.4%. BRAMPTON—CHINGUACOUSY PARK’s deviation would become
-24.7%. The Commission believes that these deviations are unreasonable and contrary to
Section 15(1)(a) of the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act, and would require many further
boundary changes to reduce these deviations to an acceptable level.

The Commission is not comfortable making large scale changes at this stage of the process,
particularly when the Brampton districts were revised in response to public feedback.

The Commission thus respectfully declines to implement Ms. Sahota’s submission.
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Hamilton and Niagara

Vance Badawey (MP for the existing district of Niagara Centre) made an objection to the
removal of a small portion of the City of Thorold from the final district of NIJAGARA SOUTH.

This small portion of Thorold was removed in order to keep the campus of Brock University
whole, as was requested by numerous submitters in the public feedback process. The Brock
University campus is in the unusual situation of crossing the municipal boundary between the
City of St. Catharines and the City of Thorold. The entirety of the campus was placed in the final
district of ST. CATHARINES, including the portions that lay in the City of Thorold.

The Commission has generally tried to respect municipal boundaries throughout Ontario.
However, an exception was made in this case given the public feedback about keeping the
campus whole. In making this exception, the Commission inadvertently moved the Thorold City
Hall into the final district of ST. CATHARINES.

The Commission recognizes this error and will align the district boundary with the municipal
boundary. Given that the Thorold City Hall and the Brock University dormitories share a parking
lot, the Commission does not see a reasonable scenario where the City Hall can be placed in
NIAGARA SOUTH and the Brock University campus can be placed in ST. CATHARINES.
Regrettably, the Brock University Campus will need to be split.

The population of this zone is 109 people. The effects of this change on population equality is
negligible.

The Commission notes that this objection was not endorsed by the Standing Committee or in
the dissenting report. However, the Commission will implement Mr. Badawey’s request.

Southwestern Ontario

Peter Fragiskatos (MP for the existing district of London North Centre) objected to the
removal of the parts of the City of London north of Fanshawe Park Road into the district of
MIDDLESEX—LONDON. He argues that this would disservice the approximately 37,000 urban
residents by moving them into a largely rural district. He further argues that the Commission
should return the boundaries put forward in the initial Proposal.

The Commission rejects both claims. The Commission also notes that the Standing Committee
and the dissenting report did not endorse this objection.

The Commission maintains that it is necessary to move a large portion of urban London into a
mainly rural district in light of Section 15(1)(a) of the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act,
which states that district populations shall be as close as reasonably possible to the Quota.
Moving these 37,000 residents back into the three urban London districts would result in an
average deviation from the Quota among these three districts of +15.5%. This is an
unreasonably high deviation from the Quota and would diminish the voting power of all urban
London residents.
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The Commission also maintains that moving a large number of urban residents into the rural
district is appropriate in order to give those residents significant demographic weight within the
district. That is, it is preferable to shift a larger segment of this urban community of interest,
rather than fragment it into a smaller and less consequential segment within a largely rural
district.

Finally, the Commission does not agree that the boundaries should be returned to the initial
Proposal. The initial Proposal for the London area was deeply unpopular in London and
Southwestern Ontario. There were several problems identified in the public feedback process:
the loss of three urban districts in London, the creation of multiple mixed urban-rural districts,
and the disregard of municipal boundaries. The final boundaries do a much better job of solving
these issues.

The Commission thus respectfully declines to implement Mr. Fragiskatos’ submission.
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Comment on Process or

Procedural Issues

Several MPs made objections based on procedural concerns.

A frequent point of contention was that the Commission did not provide an opportunity for public
input following the publication of our Report. Several Members of Parliament objected that only
minor changes should be introduced following the period for public consultations. The fact that
some of the changes presented in the Report were major required, in their view, a second round
of public hearings to respect due process and procedural fairness.

The Commission takes the accusation of procedural unfairness very seriously. Commissions,
charged as they are with determining the territorial basis by which representation is constituted,
are part of the formalistic dimension of representation.' In Canada, the independence from
government and the political impartiality of our electoral boundary commissions is the
fundamental basis of their legitimacy.

The Commission firmly agrees that public hearings are a vital part of the boundary redistribution
process. Among their most important purposes, in addition to providing valuable local
knowledge to commissions about precisely where to draw sensible boundaries, is that they give
people a voice and ensure they are heard. This lends greater transparency to the Commission’s
reasoning for making its decisions. These factors build procedural trust and legitimacy in this
important democratic process.

But to be clear, not everyone will get what they request. In some instances, a great number of
people may be dissatisfied with a decision affecting the district they live in. Though that is
obviously not the Commission’s aim, it is the inevitable result of the logic of fair redistribution.

The Commission has more than fulfilled its statutory mandate with respect to the procedural
rules of the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act. These rules require that the Commission
must hold at least one public hearing on publication of its Proposal, at which members of the
public as well as Members of Parliament may make presentations (Section 19). The
Commission first solicited public input as it began drafting its Proposal (February 2022).
Following the publication of the Proposal (August 2022), the Commission held 23 public
meetings, virtually and in person, across the province. The Commission received 2,361 oral and
written submissions, in addition to multiple signed petitions in response to our Proposal. It would

' Pitkin, H. 1967. The Concept of Representation. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California

Press.
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have been irresponsible to limit ourselves to making only minor changes in response to the
voluminous and very valuable public input received at this stage.

The rules also set out a strict timeline for the Commission to complete its work (Sections 20 to
23). This work includes the Proposal stage followed by preparation of our Report, taking into
consideration what the Commission learned from oral and written submissions in the course of
public hearings. The procedural rules also provide Members of Parliament a second opportunity
to file objections to our Report, which are duly considered by the Commission. There is also a
strict timeline for the preparation, publication and proclamation of the entire Representation
Order (Sections 24 to 28) resulting from the redistribution process.

Ontario is a large province, which makes the task before the Commission considerably greater
and more complex that those facing other commissions. The timeline for the Ontario
Commission is very tight. In addition, we note that while the timeline begins with the release of
the population data of each province by the Chief Statistician of Canada, much of the data
required for commissions to do their work is released in stages and not available until several
months into the process. As a result, in preparing our Report, the Commission is not only taking
into account what it learned through public hearings, it is also processing for the first time much
of the key demographic data collected via the long-form Census needed to understand the
relationship of proposed boundaries to potential communities of interest (such as official
languages, visible minorities, and various socio-economic indicators).

To complete the task before us, our Commission requested and received the allowable two-
month extension, per Section 20(2) of the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act. We were
able to complete the work on time. However, it was not possible for us to schedule and hold a
second round of public hearings. A second round of hearings would require prior circulation of
the Report, advance notice of public hearings, and further time needed to take the resulting
input into consideration and make any revisions. This would have far exceeded the statutory
timeline.

Even if there were more time available, there are still two serious problems. First, it is not clear
at what threshold “material changes” in the Report should necessitate further consultations.
Second, it is not evident what substantive purpose such hearings would serve. It may lend the
appearance that more people get to “have their say” on changes impacting them, however the
fact is that any major boundary reiterations made at this stage would produce cascading
changes that would leave still others feeling that they were not consulted.

Despite the unfortunate fact that not everyone will be satisfied with a local outcome, what is
vitally important is that this entire process strengthens confidence in the fundamental fairness of
our system of representative democracy. Public trust in representative democracy is fragile, and
there is clear evidence that it is slipping in Canada.? It can be further imperilled by baseless
accusations about procedural unfairness. False and misleading public statements by Members
of Parliament, such as the claim that there is “gerrymandering” regarding the adjustment of
Canadian electoral boundaries, or that the public is “disenfranchised” by the process, undermine

2 Foa, R.S., Klassen, A., Slade, M., Rand, A. and R. Collins. 2020. “The Global Satisfaction with
Democracy Report 2020.” Cambridge, United Kingdom: Centre for the Future of Democracy.
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public confidence in democracy. Members of Parliament, especially, should not disparage
democratic institutions because they do not give them the particular outcomes they want.

The Commission strongly rejects the charge of procedural unfairness. Nevertheless, Parliament
may wish to consider revisions to the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act that could further
enhance public confidence in this important process, bearing in mind that many members of the
public expressed confidence in and support for the independent, non-partisan process of
boundary redistribution as presently constituted.
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The table below illustrates the conclusions reached by the Commission following its
consideration of the Report of the Standing Committee.

Changes to Electoral Districts Names, Populations and Deviations

from the Quota

Name in the Report . . Deviation
February 8, 2023 Final Name Change Type Population from Quota
Barrie North— Barrie—
Springwater— Springwater— Name change No change No change
Oro-Medonte Oro-Medonte
Name and
Don Valley South Don Valley West boundary 120,579 +3.42%
change
King—Vaughan King—Vaughan Boundary 124,401 +6.70%
change
Kitchener—Conestoga Kitchener— Boundary 112,953 -3.12%
Conestoga change
o . Sudbury East—
Manitoulin—Nickel Manitoulin— Name change No change No change
Belt :
Nickel Belt
New Tecumseth— New Tecumseth— Boundary o
Gwillimbury Gwillimbury change 119,358 +2.37%
. Niagara Falls—
Niagara North Niagara-on-the-Lake Name change No change No change
Niagara South Niagara South Boundary 132,500 +13.65%
change
Orléans Orléans Boundary 126,918 +8.86%
change
Ottawa—Vanier— Ottawa—Vanier— Boundary o
Gloucester Gloucester change 126,999 +8.93%
St. Catharines St. Catharines Boundary 119,873 +2.82%
change
University—Rosedale University— Boundary 123,812 +6.19%
Rosedale change
Vaughan—Thornhill Thornhill Name change No change No change
Wellington— Wellington— Boundary o
Halton Hills North Halton Hills North ~ change 105,468 -9.54%
Windsor—
Windsor—Tecumseh  Tecumseh— Name change No change No change
Lakeshore
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Conclusion

In concluding this federal electoral district redistribution for the province of Ontario, the
Commission wishes to express its sincere gratitude to the many members of the public who
took part in this undertaking that is such an important part of Canada’s democratic process.

We likewise wish to thank all elected Members of Parliament, who universally support the non-
partisan drawing of electoral boundaries. It is one of the most important features of Canada’s
democracy. We are deeply appreciative of being asked to participate in this part of the
democratic process, and have done so to the best of our ability. We also wish to express our
deep appreciation to our Secretary, Paula Puddy, and our Geographer, Nicholas Hinsperger
and Elections Canada. They were indispensable to our work.

With these changes and resulting amendments to the Report, the Commission’s work is now
concluded. The following pages provide revised population numbers, descriptions, names, and
maps of the electoral districts mentioned above.

Dated at London, Ontario, this 8th day of July, 2023.

Jie Db

The Hc{dourable Justice Lynne C. Leitch, Chair

o ——

Dr. Karen Bird, Member

R0

eter Lo/ewen Member

Federal Electoral Boundaries Commission for the Province of Ontario
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APPENDIX A — Responses of the Standing
Committee and Dissenting Report on
Objections Relating to Name Changes

Responses of the Standing Committee and Dissenting Report on
Objections Relating to Name Changes*

Standing

Men.iber of District G_eographlc Committee’s Dissenting
Parliament Piece Report
Report
Marc Serré Nickel Belt Northgrn Supported No assessment
Ontario
. City of
Robert Oliphant Don Valley West Supported No assessment
Toronto
: City of
Salma Zahid Scarborough Centre T Supported No assessment
oronto
. Barrie—Springwater— Central
Doug Shipley Oro-Medonte Ontario Supported Supported
Northern
. . Greater
Melissa Lantsman Thornhill Toronto Area Supported Supported
(GTA)
Tony Baldinelli Niagara Falls Hamilton and Supported Supported
y 9 Niagara PP PP
Irek Kusmierczyk Windsor—Tecumseh g(:]ltj;?iimm%t Supported No assessment

* We have not included expressions of support in this table.
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APPENDIX B — Responses of the Standing
Committee and Dissenting Report on
Objections Relating to Boundary Changes

Responses of the Standing Committee and Dissenting Report on
Objections Relating to Boundary Changes*

Member of
Parliament

Charlie Angus
Carol Hughes

Viviane Lapointe
Marc Serré
Terry Sheehan
Michael Coteau
Han Dong

John McKay

Robert Oliphant
Salma Zahid
Marie-France
Lalonde

Anna Roberts

Ruby Sahota

The Honourable
Michael Chong, P.C.

Vance Badawey

Peter Fragiskatos

District

Timmins—James Bay
Algoma—Manitoulin—

Kapuskasing
Sudbury

Nickel Belt

Sault Ste. Marie
Don Valley East
Don Valley North

Scarborough—
Guildwood

Don Valley West
Scarborough Centre

Orléans

King—Vaughan

Brampton North

Wellington—Halton
Hills

Niagara Centre

London North Centre

Geographic
Piece

Northern Ontario
Northern Ontario

Northern Ontario
Northern Ontario
Northern Ontario
City of Toronto
City of Toronto

City of Toronto

City of Toronto
City of Toronto

Ottawa

Northern Greater
Toronto Area
(GTA)

Brampton,
Caledon and
Dufferin

Brampton,
Caledon and
Dufferin

Hamilton and
Niagara

Southwestern
Ontario

* We have not included expressions of support in this table.

Standing
Committee's
Report

Supported
Supported

Supported
Supported
Supported
Supported
No assessment

No assessment

Supported
No assessment

Supported

No assessment

Supported

Supported

No assessment

No assessment

Report on Objections Relating to Boundary Changes

Dissenting
Report

Not supported
Not supported

Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported

Not supported

Supported
Not supported

Not supported

Supported

Not supported

Supported

Partially
supported

Not supported
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APPENDIX C - Modified Maps and
Boundary Descriptions in Response

to Objections

Barrie—Springwater—Oro-Medonte
(Population: 115,495)
(Maps 3 and 5)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Barrie lying northerly of a line described as follows: commencing at
the intersection of the westerly limit of said city and Dunlop Street West; thence easterly along
said street to Tiffin Street; thence easterly along said street and its northeasterly production to
the easterly limit of said city (Kempenfelt Bay); and

(b) the townships of Oro-Medonte and Springwater.

Don Valley West

(Population: 120,579)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of York Mills Road and the Don River East Branch; thence generally southeasterly and
southwesterly along said river to the Don River; thence generally southwesterly along said river
to Pottery Road; thence northwesterly and southwesterly along said road to Bayview Avenue;
thence northerly and northwesterly along said avenue to the Canadian Pacific Railway; thence
southwesterly along said railway to Beltline Trail at approximate latitude 43°41'26"N and
longitude 79°22'15"W; thence_northwesterly along said trail to Moore Avenue; thence easterly
along said avenue to Bayview Avenue; thence northerly along said avenue to Eglinton Avenue
East; thence westerly along said avenue to Mount Pleasant Road; thence northerly along said
road to Broadway Avenue; thence westerly along said avenue to Yonge Street; thence northerly
along said street to Old York Mills Road; thence generally easterly along said road to York Mills
Road; thence easterly along said road to the point of commencement.
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King—Vaughan

(Population: 124,401)
(Maps 3 and 21)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Vaughan described as follows: commencing at the intersection of the
westerly limit of said city and Major Mackenzie Drive West; thence generally easterly along said
drive to a creek at approximate latitude 43°50'12"N and longitude 79°35'56"W; thence generally
northerly along said creek to Teston Road; thence easterly along said road to Pine Valley Drive;
thence northerly along said drive to Teston Road; thence easterly along said road to Highway
400; thence southerly along said highway to Rutherford Road; thence generally northeasterly
along said road to the Don River West Branch; thence generally southeasterly along said river
to Keele Street; thence northerly along said street to Rutherford Road; thence generally
northeasterly along said road to Dufferin Street; thence northerly along said street to Major
Mackenzie Drive West; thence easterly along said drive to the easterly limit of said city; thence
northerly, generally westerly and generally southerly along the easterly, northerly and westerly
limits of said city to the point of commencement; and

(b) the Township of King.
New Tecumseth—Gwillimbury
(Population: 119,358)
(Map 3)
Consists of:

(a) the towns of Bradford West Gwillimbury and New Tecumseth; and

(b) that part of the Town of East Gwillimbury lying northerly and easterly of a line described as
follows: commencing at the intersection of the westerly limit of said town (Bathurst Street) and
Green Lane West; thence easterly along said lane and Green Lane East to Highway 404;
thence southerly along said highway to the southerly limit of said town.

Niagara Falls—Niagara-on-the-Lake

(Population: 113,503)
(Maps 3 and 17)

Consists of:
(a) the City of Niagara Falls; and

(b) the Town of Niagara-on-the-Lake.
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Niagara South

(Population: 132,500)
(Maps 3 and 17)

Consists of:
(a) the cities of Port Colborne, Thorold and Welland; and

(b) the Town of Fort Erie.

Orléans

(Population: 126,918)
(Map 15)

Consists of that part of the City of Ottawa described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of Regional Road 174 and Cardinal Creek; thence generally southeasterly along said creek to
Innes Road; thence westerly along said road to Frank Kenny Road; thence generally
southeasterly along said road to Wall Road; thence generally southwesterly along said road to
Tenth Line Road; thence southeasterly along said road to the Prescott-Russell Recreational
Trail; thence westerly along said trail to a point at approximate latitude 45°25'22"N and longitude
75°31'43"W; thence northwesterly in a straight line to Renaud Road at approximate latitude
45°25'28"N and longitude 75°31'47"W; thence northerly in a straight line to Navan Road at
approximate latitude 45°26'02"N and longitude 75°31'59"W; thence westerly along said road to
Blackburn Hamlet Bypass; thence northerly along said bypass to Innes Road; thence
northwesterly in a straight line to the intersection of Sir George-Etienne Cartier Parkway and St.
Joseph Boulevard; thence southwesterly along said boulevard to Regional Road 174; thence
northeasterly along said road to Green’s Creek; thence generally northerly along said creek and
its production to the interprovincial boundary between Ontario and Quebec at approximate
latitude 45°28'36"N and longitude 75°34'13"W; thence northeasterly along said boundary to a
point at approximate latitude 45°30'44"N and longitude 75°28'54"W; thence southeasterly in a
straight line to the mouth of Cardinal Creek; thence generally southeasterly along said creek to
the point of commencement.

Ottawa—Vanier—Gloucester

(Population: 126,999)
(Map 15)

Consists of that part of the City of Ottawa described as follows: commencing at a point on the
interprovincial boundary between Ontario and Quebec at approximate latitude 45°28'36"N and
longitude 75°34'13"W; thence southeasterly in a straight line to the mouth of Green’s Creek at
approximate latitude 45°28'29"N and longitude 75°34'09"W; thence generally southerly along

said creek to Regional Road 174; thence southwesterly along said road to St. Joseph
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Boulevard; thence northeasterly along said boulevard to Sir George-Etienne Cartier Parkway;
thence southeasterly in a straight line to the intersection of Innes Road and Blackburn Hamlet
Bypass; thence generally southwesterly along said bypass and Innes Road to Highway 417
(Trans-Canada Highway); thence northwesterly and westerly along said highway to Nicholas
Street; thence northwesterly along said street to Greenfield Avenue; thence westerly in a
straight line to the intersection of the Rideau Canal and the northeasterly production of
Waverley Street; thence generally northwesterly along said canal and its production to the
interprovincial boundary between Ontario and Quebec; thence northeasterly and easterly along
said boundary to the point of commencement.

St. Catharines

(Population: 119,873)
(Map 17)

Consists of that part of the City of St. Catharines lying easterly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the southerly limit of said city and the southerly production of
First Street Louth; thence northerly along said production and said street to Twelve Mile Creek;
thence generally northerly along said creek to Highway 406; thence westerly and generally
northerly along said highway to Queen Elizabeth Way; thence westerly along said way to Third
Street Louth; thence northerly along said street, Courtleigh Road and its northerly production to
the northerly limit of said city (Lake Ontario).

Sudbury East—Manitoulin—Nickel Belt

(Population: 99,827)
(Maps 1 and 10)

Consists of:

(a) the City of Greater Sudbury, excluding that part described as follows: commencing at a point
on the easterly limit of said city at approximate latitude 46°37'29"N and longitude 80°41'39"W;
thence southerly along said limit to the southerly limit of said city; thence generally westerly and
northerly along the southerly limit of said city to Reserve Road; thence northerly along said road
and its northerly production to Highway 144 (Northwest Bypass); thence generally northerly
along said highway to a point at approximate latitude 46°30'38"N and longitude 81°11'59"W;
thence easterly in a straight line to a point at latitude 46°30'35"N and longitude 81°04'17"W;
thence northerly in a straight line to a point at latitude 46°32'15"N and longitude 81°04'15"W;
thence easterly in a straight line to the intersection of Maley Drive (Road 73) and Barry Downe
Road; thence northerly along Barry Downe Road and its northerly production to the intersection
of Notre Dame Avenue and Bodson Drive East; thence easterly along said drive and its easterly
production to a point at latitude 46°37'21"N and longitude 80°49'10"W; thence northerly in a
straight line to a point on the southerly shoreline of Wanapitei Lake at latitude 46°43'15"N and
longitude 80°49'05"W; thence generally southeasterly along said shoreline to the mouth of the
Wanapitei River (Wanapitae Dam); thence generally southerly along the westerly shoreline of
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said river to the easterly limit of said city at approximate latitude 46°37'30"N and longitude
80°39'36"W;_thence westerly along said limit to the point of commencement;

(b) the towns of Espanola and Gore Bay;

(c) the municipalities of Central Manitoulin, French River, Gordon/Barrie Island, Killarney,
Markstay-Warren, Northeastern Manitoulin and the Islands, St.-Charles and West Nipissing;

(d) the townships of Assiginack, Baldwin, Billings, Burpee and Mills, Cockburn Island, Nairn and
Hyman, Sables-Spanish Rivers and Tehkummabh;

(e) the Unorganized Area of Manitoulin (West Part);

(f) the Unorganized Area of Sudbury (North Part), excluding that part lying northerly and
westerly of a line described as follows: commencing at a point on the southerly limit of said
unorganized area at approximate latitude 47°14'09"N and longitude 82°36'11"W; thence
northerly in a straight line to a point at approximate latitude 48°05'52"N and longitude
82°36'02"W; thence easterly in a straight line to the easterly limit of said unorganized area at
approximate latitude 48°06'14"N and longitude 81°51'25"W; and

(9) the Indian reserves of M'Chigeeng No. 22, Mattagami No. 71, Point Grondine No. 3,
Sheguiandah No. 24, Sheshegwaning No. 20, Sucker Creek No. 23, Wahnapitae No. 11,
Whitefish Lake No. 6, Whitefish River No. 4, Wikwemikong Unceded and Zhiibaahaasing
No. 19A.

Thornhill

(Population: 124,866)
(Map 21)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Markham lying westerly of a line described as follows: commencing at
the intersection of the northerly limit of said city and Bayview Avenue; thence southerly along
said avenue to the southerly limit of said city (Steeles Avenue East); and

(b) that part of the City of Vaughan described as follows: commencing at the intersection of the
easterly limit of said city and Major Mackenzie Drive West; thence westerly along said drive to
Dufferin Street; thence southerly along said street to Rutherford Road; thence westerly along
said road to Keele Street; thence southerly along said street to the Don River West Branch;
thence generally northwesterly along said river to Rutherford Road; thence westerly along said
road to Highway 400; thence southerly along said highway to the southerly limit of said city;
thence easterly and generally northerly along the southerly and easterly limits of said city to the
point of commencement.
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University—Rosedale

(Population: 123,812)
(Map 19)

Consists of that part of the City of Toronto described as follows: commencing at the intersection
of the Canadian Pacific Railway and Bayview Avenue; thence generally southeasterly and
southerly along said avenue to Pottery Road; thence northeasterly and southeasterly along said
road to the Don River; thence generally southerly along said river to Bloor Street East; thence
generally westerly along said street to Yonge Street; thence southerly along said street to
Queen Street West; thence westerly along said street to Ossington Avenue; thence northerly
along said avenue to the Canadian Pacific Railway; thence easterly and generally northeasterly
along said railway to the point of commencement.

Windsor—Tecumseh—Lakeshore

(Population: 131,097)
(Maps 3 and 20)

Consists of:

(a) that part of the City of Windsor lying easterly of a line described as follows: commencing at
the intersection of the northerly limit of said city with the northwesterly production of Langlois
Avenue; thence southeasterly along said production and Langlois Avenue to Tecumseh Road
East; thence easterly along said road to Pillette Road; thence southeasterly along said road and
its intermittent productions to the northerly limit of the Windsor International Airport; thence
generally southwesterly along said limit to the Canadian National Railway; thence generally
southeasterly along said railway to the southerly limit of said city (Provincial Road);

(b) the Town of Tecumseh; and

(c) that part of the town of Lakeshore lying northerly and westerly of a line described as follows:
commencing at the intersection of the westerly limit of said town and Highway 401 (Macdonald-
Cartier Freeway); thence easterly along said highway to the Puce River; thence generally
northerly along said river to Lake St. Clair; thence northerly in a straight line to the northerly limit
of said town.

APPENDIX C — Modified Maps and Boundary Descriptions in Response to Objections @



Province of Ontario

NUNAVUT

e
N——..
i
HUDSON BAY

BAIE D'HUDSON

MANITOBA
FORT SEVERN 8975
pemwRIUCK
.
Vs
# sachico 2
b 1‘ . KITCHENUHMAYKOOSIB AAKI 84
gt WAPEKEKA 2 1 ga %g
SANDY JASABONIA LaKE
RIARS weacamow  KENORA
JLARE 67 JNGFISHER LAKE 1
& KEE-WAY-WIN = ATTAWAPISKAT 91,
e oo 1 e ¢
WEBEQUIE
JPOPLARHILL
KENORA—KIIWETINOONG FORTALBANY 67/_31
AT LAKE 63C H h
i FORT
TROUT PICKLE & IOPE 84
ABD TAKES LiKi B g C?
OSNABURGH 638l
EAR = e
£ || THUNDER BAY—SUPERIOR NORTH ¥
| WABASEEMOONG L THUNDER BAY—SUPERIEUR-NORD & COCHRANE
' *evcusH ?é:fm . THUNDER BAY UKAPUSKASING—TIMMINS—
RNER 21 {
DRYDEN LAKE NIFIGON MUSHKEGOWUK
Sioux ke
o LOOKOUT
NE LAKE 92
g S HEARST
LDNGLAKE%B A MOONBEAM
MANITOUWAD! . A G COCHRANE
TERRACE D _1_ oo L
ROCK FALLS .
& uAraHON | v sﬁ‘f_g‘s
. RVER  ALGOMA -‘- BLACK RIVER-
PIC RIVER 50 TIMMINS MATHESON
FORTWILLIAM 52 [\
S e MISSANABIE CREE T
- Ly FIRST NATION___| 4
s 4 =1,
i 1 ¢ L TEMISKAMING
DBURY}

73. NIPISSING—TIMISKAMING
84. PARRY SOUND—MUSKOKA

104. SUDBURY EAST—MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT
SUDBURY-EST—MANITOULIN—NICKEL BELT

Gy
/e

ey,
7Cy,

LAk,
L4c

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
ETATS-UNIS DAMERIQUE

Province of Ontario

— -

-

-



; sm OVNZLNOY HIHON TEHSVD HINCH POLOHT oW J143d HLNON, 15v3 NOWNH
NOLITHvDY ROSEsN LS | Nolowoar o P o HONOYOHAATLAd e 20._.02_._._u3 .
vmvito\§ VOUNIGNS WHLMYAY HISON STAVI LNGNL {OLS
e wmu,wmmnu WHSRAVOVI UILVIHO —NOLONIGAY ONY XO N3 R o st \
; —SPNILSYH ) wonws
| oo | Lsouonve
imcravol 1SVA SaNVIHOIH
STUH N3N
Hoodn MaaNYE SONILSVH 3008 MINGS
SANVT VHLEYMYY J | o ”
SONVTHOIH SONILSVH —NOLdNgITVH | » g s - - g . ' IJoNHE—NONENH
IV A3 LHVSAD " i ' SSOIN
NOLMNHIVH o
NOIDIY e R o8, £ qo30394d
YNODTYHINON | SCavHOM | yyewpmow 30aEIVE
any InaEvONSH
ALbvOuH
AaTwn 30MAI
NYLLNZEOYY NINDNOSTV HLNOS quoLvIN ONGIOR
2 vio b o
SANVIHOIH NINDNOSTY swva
40 DIV » -
IMOHgN3d NviS¥030
fRIANIH—NINONOD TV b saca /01
S.dIHD.
¥
_—
A //S:wz:mm
HUILNOW 30N¥E HLNOS
THORIYNINON 22 ONINOININSYVAS]
3 i
ng
QNYISI Ade
© R g W
s 3048
[ZE UK LHON
p - NOMAH J¥1
R3AN 2
N ONISSIdIN Hinay anoss3LHM NOMIH 33V
HVHOWW
o3gano aNNOS AYUVL et
(@) 53830 i ey
HOOHS! $
- — -
r § n._mzz__um onissiain i
a P (l )Ao J
=)
=)
£ U3y
A¥8 HLHOM zozwm‘
‘ s )
0 YIWODTV—IINVYIN '3LS 1INVS 'L6 \ d .
OVNILNOYI—MUVYNYT 'LS o AT g
n NOQ3TVYI—NRIF44NA 'S¢ i — oNGRH i
. HOVNIDISS Y/
TIASINNI—ANS-IRIYYE / TIASINNI—HLNOS J1dvE v ONINVASIINLL S
r —ONISSIdIN ONISSIdIN 1S3 NIFIOLINVIN
NNAOLINGIY
e . . (] :Ezs:.h e
3 S sanwst 3RHNY \»mm o
h K255 HONOLINYA Hai3 LS YaH Lo P L
Anginvie
G s
e} hstaaHn AWWV_wa.m%% Fepen STmaw
u L m)§ ONYISE \
e FHEva
o I T ——— Moo
IneYSwnaL 5 ‘
i 52 0 ANBANS ONVIO M%%% Suans b6 i g
S AUNBANS WILVIHO o 5 Lt k) o WINODTY 7

Southern Ontario (part A)



ET=RELE]

L/ om0

ANOI¥INVY.J SINN-S1VL3 B
WOIM3WY 4O SALVLS A3LINN

STV
VHVOVIN JONVT

LIT NN

0l VivH3d,
OH,

e
TN
o S

0L,

X4

i

SANO-VHVOVI
VOVIN

AR}
MICONT

g N ALNNOD ¥10HON

(.

m—
-]
2

L
LY A

OIVINO OVT
OIIVING TAVT

OLNOHOL
OLNOYOL 30 314V HIOA)
(01NOHOL 40 dvW 338)
15 S9

NI

< 18 In

‘ VA,

209n0s
WVHYNd

AWVYHYNA
—AHOA

30amExN

Ve
Hoous

VNIDHO3D

NI ISt
ot 4 503 5
40 S 3D

KAWARTHA Lakes | M
©

40 SYM3ddIHD

NE3AZS

530
kS

ASHNHNIND

3 sl
"iows I

—~ MOMSNIN
—AaNNOS Adpvd
VIONASON [ swglionviton

Ava
NYIONO3D

Nl e

JINOGIH-OUO

901

NYHONYA

NVYHONVA
—ONM

8! N
N

%

NAO L
AMNENNIMS
isva —H13ISWNO3L M3

AUNSNANIMD

TSINNI
¥

e

vesa

UILMONINIS

Hve Hovag
VOVSVM
A0 WIS
Avi

ANIL
anvIaIn]
NaYAINONVIINTS

HON-J0DOWIS
HLYON JOJNIS

08 QNVISE

NVUSIEHD oy e

IFEN

didd
NOAITVO

i
ONOWI

NO
—NI

NIdHaand
NOHLONYI3VI

NN

AJHO

LNOAYW-OHO §—309NIS,
5 —HILYMONIYNIS
—3

PAFINNYITD)

QOOMONMIO3S snivannon
N8 3HL

(OHD Wl
UMD

wy o 0z 0

AR OV
HIHA HAVT

ALNNOD ONVIKIOTVH

HNTO04HON—TANVINIQTVH

o 13

VIN
NIOONM 153M

ans;NOGNOT—SVYINOHL "LS—NID13
* HLN@S NOGNOT—SVYWOHL ‘LS—NI913

WYHAVE /' 30ivivi
I

SNOLLYN X
Shod TN Xis— .

V

m EE.

B augy
L

9t 6€ one el rowaon | ouosxa NIDTd

mmz:::o _zo:

oy
SV IST-SASNI
Ll NOLTWVYH i
L o st el Q¥OHX0, oo ™
Uy Y HLHON LNVHE—HOON! -HONOUOBNY ELNE R
%) ob1saoom 05Uz J STWVH. 5
3!
1 on\zms_«d WIBHNE g
samamna )l  GHOONYIE
S Lo

NI\
TVRINAD
"

ST ANENOST

iy, Nvyg 1187 GIOMHLNCS\  wownng

MNOLLNG

NIOT3 153M

AnaVENG

XEISTI0DA LSIMHLNOS,

20QVHYVD

AI0AXO £ AQUHLYELS

ViozZ

OaNO 1—X3g8d1 N
YLNIO X3S0 Ay
XASHTAAIW -30IV13aY

1SUNL
AOZ 18

STIH 3

g

g
oot

i

S _m%/w

Q¥o: HLNOS HLk3d

HIINOTIE
NYDT

YSOWVHIMHI T3NS HOUARUNAA
QHON-§TTIH NOLTYI
—NOLONI
HLYON fIH NOLTVH
—NOLPNITIaM
N3 NOLONITIZM
FWINED
NOLONITTHAM
NOLTIIN

2f NOLONITI3

vO0L
—YIWIHI LI

ATISATIIM

X3S0 H IO
1SV3 HId3d

HLddd

SIHOHE
LBV
NOWNH HLNOS
Hiy3d 153M
bt INIOd

VONIVIND
153 e

Ly3d

K3 1S3 NOMNH
map HL¥ON NOLONITIZM

wAIVMANE

Nunatal
NOHNH WHLNED

oL Nounn

AUyEANYNL
“SINON

HOMOH
ALYOHLNOS
NounH
HLBON HORICOH]
HSONWAWA
“3NNOET100
TR

NOYNH

SSOIND
-NOMAH

3onyg

a0n¥d

A3uo 153M
HINONVH

NaIMO
dd

SANYTHEIH A34D

an
Ad9n
HIMOMSLYHD

NOUAH JVT
NOYH 33V

INIGUVONDE

sy
aHo-vEn o d
S3HOHS'
(EECLE

41 S44ma

NYIDHO3D
ﬁaﬁ% (A
&

N
o

NOLSNIATY
-anooud

ON MrAMS—NOLE!

u:cx_@

NOLENY »

ONINOARM
NOLINATS

NOLONINVIT
—LIN3IX-WVHLVHO

@zsaeoz ANSN-WYHLVHO

NSHNYHIYHO

WINZHENZ NvVa
o aNWIS|

0d VM

v
0

HETWISINNG

TYINYYS 5

W10 1S

>
B VINGVS,
viNYS

QUWAG:
LNIOd

3373

NOLONIVIVET
ITUASONN

Xdssd

FHOHSINY

LS3NO-HOSANIM / LSIM HOSONIM 64
T—HISWNIAL- 8L
ABLIHM ‘9L

OOTHILVM viL

3DAHBAOOM—NYHONVA ‘€11

TUHNHOHL 501

SANIMYHLIVD 1S "10}
ANS-T1IH ANOWHIR / HLNOS T1IH ONOWHDIY ‘68
NITHOONE-ONRIINIId "L8
VMVHSO ‘81
153NC-ITUANYO [ LSIM ITUANYO 9L
LSFITIANYO [ LSV ITUANYO 'SL
ONS-VHVOVIN | HLNOS YHVOWVIN ‘1L
IV IHL-NO-VHVOVIN—STIVA VEVOVIN ‘0L
VHOHUNV—L1INHVNMIN ‘89

STUN NIMI—YONYSSISSIW ‘€9
LSV 29

183

(3

FHINID

i 3Y¥INID 19

aNS-STH NOLTVH—1S3-NOLTIN / HINOS STHH NOLTYH—LSYI NOLTW 09

INDIHINY.A SINN-SLVLI
VOIMIWY 4O STLVLS AILINN

TTUANOINM—WVHNE VI ‘85
TUHNHOHL—NVYHN NV ‘L5
FTUAIINOLS—NVHNEVYIN 95
1S3N0-NOUNOT / 1S3M NOONOT 98
FMVHSNV4—NOGNOT ‘¥§
FULNID-NOCGNOT/ IHINID NOONOT €8

HITISSIH—ONS-HINIHILN / HITAHSIH—HLINOS HINIHOLIM ‘05

SYONNO—Y3LSYONY—LSINO

JUINIO-M3NIHOLIN / FHLNID HINIHOLDA 8F

{ SYANNG WVH ‘68

NIVLINNOW NOLTIWYH ‘8¢

M3FHO AINOLS—LSTNOLUNYH / HIFUO AINOLS—LSYS NOLTIWVH 'LE

FUINIONOLTIINVH / JHINIO NOLTINYH 9
SNV VHLEVMYN—NOLENEIYH 'SE
Hd13N9O ‘£¢

1SINO-NOLNW—CHONNOLONITHNE / LS3M NOLTIN—HLYON NOLONITHNE ‘81

NOLONITHNE L
1S3N0-NO1dWYHE | LSIM NOLJWYHE ‘vi
ANS"NOLJWYHE | HLNOS NOLJWWYE ‘€

NOGITYI—OHON-NOLJWWRE | NOOITVO—HLUON NOLdIWYHE ‘24

1S3-NOLdWVHE / LSV NOLdWYSE ‘11
HYVd ASNODVNONIHI—NOLJNWHE 0}
FHINII-NOLJWVHE | SHLINID NOLJNVHE ‘6

QHON YMYHSO—ITUANVAIMOSE / HLEON YMYHSO—ITIIANYIRMOS '8

TUASINNI—ONS-IINYVE | NSSINNI—HLNOS IHVE ¥

TH GNOWHOIH—S 3001 HVO—YHOuNY €
XYL

@ Southern Ontario (part B)

Southern Ontario (part B)



@ Southern Ontario (part C)

usy oF 0z 0
SITITINSI0 SANY IS
WOV N TYNCLLYN Difvd OVNI LNO¥ S ALNNOD
gﬁ,ﬁ%&?/ AYWACS 3ONI¥ i
INDIYINY.A SINN-SLVLI aconvo ] o ORIVINO
VOIINY 40 S3LVLS 3LINN NOLSONDI 3LNIND 40 AVE § ANV
SONVISI ONVSTIOHL owNou3SI0 OIMVINO HYVT
18117401 \
:
NOLONIgayv ] m ANVINITIVH Wwwmncu
s P & a8 PADWNTY
DVNZINOYE HINOS ANY XONNHT 1ei®uine g MD VINAENNILEDN
T INOLS kg
s 3 —QANVTYIEWNHLYON a2
et S O aonimodl noroguvio " 4
Noawvy -
ONITBILS STUH LNFHL 1 WWE;_ o m Mm Nm
= VHLYMY by B &
IDVNHLNOYA e OOMYON | NYHEVNOI HINOS IVHOYNO Ot T
Ao i - =i “TBQOHLSY 338WNO0LO e
h NOHOE3 134, 209nas
EEETTT HoNOYOgYIL3d NVYHINA-YHOA ,%%w
sh H o anvisi sednas WV HINOA £
W!&M“_mﬁ -m-. HIWNNG-DHNOA NAIES SYOMNYSSISSIW F0qMaEx
RELES .Ne.m &,
DYNZINOMA HIHON ity Fs a8 bt &%N%
oz | VOYNIONIAL :
—NOLONIOG -G -X oM HON0dOgd1Lad MU0 L
g IdISSISSIN L LSYH = = SIH YHLWDI precp
SHaq 6. z8 wmwu_”_nma STV ANFHL ﬁ_ﬁzhsu
SQNVIHEHH NOLONIAY {aHVE0aNL| ¥Oru3NN INOLSYTIONE  vyiyuanw sassion am SIS
=)
2 XX oo SOV HEIVENS SIMVT VHLUYMYMNOLYNAINVYH
7 AvQvHdvd
0383ND & HORIINYY 14080NVE
0383N0 ' { eci. L sains e re—
&(: L] m
HI00WA Ti3NNEE %_u-
ASTIVA SUIHOINNOS T B Dl o
SONVIHOIH SONIISWH unaiu.mm
ASLIHM "9t MTHINTA s FODNIS -
QMON-309WIS / HLYON J02MIS ‘66 b A . e o
NIMMOOY8—ONININDId "8 . e, 3:
32 | Asvawisvmvaun
NV3daN—1S3NO-YMVLLO / NVIdIN—LSIM VMVLLO ‘28 b & g 28 NOLINgUriviH AN, I
d3LS30NOTO—HIINVA—VYMVLLO 'I8 ‘ AFTIVA NVILNZHNY) Mm A kel e S
ans-YMYLLO / HLNOS YMVYLLO 08 HoHavEd ) SAVE 40D aokent £0ng i a0
. ANOLIHYIL
JULINIO-VMVYLLO / JULNIO YMVLLO .mh &) IMOGHENTId—MEYINTN e A AMVHOR WL
= &
mﬂﬁuwm MM =) —NINDNOD'TY o s
oo 4 MONSNW-TANNOS AMPYd e .
S 3113 NOLSONIN e e 5
SANVISI 3HL ANY NOLSONIM "9 ol
QHON-YMYHSO—3 TIANVYINMOS ! v ONISSIdIN ONINVMSINIL i Hnoss
HLYON YMYHSO—3TTIANVINMOSE '8 —o9NISSIdIN | omsnreon Wt e
JLNOGIN-ONO—YILYMONINIS—INNYE ' =R ann Sl S {
i N — HnORAY A v
o [ V21D ‘QVEH L J bk avman | 0 NI

Southern Ontario (part C)



/
........ / e
| - .,.». ExN 0
\\ m.‘
i /
/ _
VEH HTRASST & ..1
A A
i 4
TASINNI 3 T /
b I /
T, ! - ) ER) k_N_u.ﬁ_Sufw‘. FELTENE )
& i 1 |
; JHSINNI—aNS/FNNuYE, |
2 p, N (7 4 L
= SINNI—HLNOS Jrufive
= NS AT A 2z
5 /
i

City of Barrie

=
1
- i

i

i

! ol

e { =t [

N ® IS S
Nt T OOORINTIOE /
L) o
Vi ived

TTTANTINTY

.,, JLINOA3IN-0HO

/

HOOWIS

H3ILVMONIHdS




City of Greater Sudbury

\L\
e ——
¢ 7_(\
\*.
\
il
*
|
e SUDBURY
| g
~ R,
'9‘1'?3%(
o W S W O 5 i =
it Avx‘\ ! E i HINIGUCH]
% i i LAKE
i i i
b ! i
£ = el e
i ?
EEY :
i S :
SUDBURY EAST— : \ i
MANITOULIN—NICKEL BEL 4 ) i
g v T !
< SUDBURY EST— ! p i
MANITOULIN—NICKEL%BELT o) <0 i
i ] !
i :
B et Tarmmm e m—— -_— 5 =
i i
¥
NOTRE DAME MV;:;ITE\ i
AVENUE ¥
GREATER SUDBURY so0son 4 cons monp !
GRAND SUDBURY DRV . i
MAIN] STREET | “sopson
WHITSONf§ + DRNEE 5
¢ prmd
A BARRY i
o b :

ak SUDBURY § 4 _ _..—.

MARKSTAY-

WARREN
i s e
N
it
idal
7
4
' Y
0 s
P P 2
I |2 -
{ e iom
b 13 | »
Y (5 i
PO Q- i
3 :
i T i e, Sl A
» : :
! . / / |
! N # SUDBURY oof i
1 % b a4 ‘
' t i 7 :
i i Bt ] !
1= e o (W SR g e Rl )
(= z o
- + | RIVIERE DES
l ‘ FRANGAIS
i
i
i
N, — - —
"'a...,_.“?
e :
- .’l
T < POINT
e :5 r
| el e

i GRONDINE 3

=
R

o

£




vd N3
v'sn

Chpe

L

\\ / AITISWISA\HLHON

INOVINON JANOW ¥a

HAVNVI

STIN IddISSISSIN

0383MN0
0383No

NVIdaIN—LSINO-VMVLLO / NVIdIN—LSIM VMVLLO 28
d31S30N0T19—dUIINVA—VMVYLLO °L8

ans-vMvLlLlO / HLNOS YMVLLO "08

FHLINIO-VMVLLO / FHLNID VMVYLLO ‘6.

LINIOVLINYId
ANY 3347V

City of Ottawa



|

LAKE ONTARIO

LAC ONTARIO

=
b st

S e

-
N\ )
B\

MW»MUA) S

e e ;B\ B

@ Cities of St. Catharines and Thorold

Cities of St. Catharines and Thorold



wy Z o]
ANV IQVHH 1SVd
HNOHIVH YLLNO m V—S
oo 3 VSHNSSIN
WAOGUVH JOHSIE AT
P WHLIO. W/ Fwﬂw“wq =
Q._:.‘_\.../e..: .,. o A
ORIVINO HYVT e e = &2
SEDAITHSY. A0 e el
: oI o -
v ~ 3 . 2 5
QOO ISHNN M ) 5
[N | e —g A
L
w\m I 7 i i IV I=IAC = vy
Fvar| P puo 1 P il
e = E | | HYd HPIH = s
3 o (1Y QasOp B IVEMEVE g & >
3 =] AN d .Oﬁ_e I ;_; L
e 4 = = v
o . e Ui i & S . BEED
e = - AN i S M |h r_ ~
) x T [e) o w..a Vi 15 | D
ANy I |- v
m ~ Epiokty o\ - b \J3uiNaofEndoiadia
Daind “ 0 T | | F & AP LI #Vonvssiss)
z p . | - x
i N I og NM 5 o i A e A7 ) MO - - S g 3 | -
5 9 = s 3 5 SgoLTRNoLsaM |z 3
9\ _”r_l. el | 2 N \ [ JI4OA el 2
- T I - — 183N0-A31TY¥) NOfl f3oNEEMYT—MDLNIT9T Hadio 3 u e
e B %, IS 1YANO e RO i e ) v
. erm: T 11 -A3TIvA Noa T E T
o - e F3iNED-h8n0 \ \ g |
A E) oa W - e ¢ vor / g s
” \lr\ T m.._. 32 noyo \ avo; FINTTNO 4?;' 3 ¥’ .1!.3‘4‘ r
ﬁll . \ ] g e -
= &
—F—I 1 o OLNOHO. i HPON-ENQOIFOL
E A e B S T & N|3IM Ool3
. gl e A mlm Ed E Tz
! N- W: opuYost-= Aaho 7 W et el 2\
. IET| HQENYOS| —HONoNPENYDS 5 E R &
[ B , ‘augN-A3TIVA NOT wha
. S B | [ ]| JEpN AITIVA NG AVaMGT in u
P 1 [ Bl ST %/,
/ m E ] 5 \ N .
ok ek - \ Bl Vo
: WYHNMSY I | e S —— NoLanvia
207 B oldavyg)
_ TIIHNYOH NV :
WVHINA S A - TIHNYEOH 0al4gao NYHDPNVA
it e MNUOA P W NYHONYA
ONININOId A TTIA44 FTTANGINN—AVHASVYIA ——dhiE e
—MVEYEVI ﬁ I - I S i

City of Toronto



T / \ =
- wz 3 { 0 CANVIST
= = l.i ONLLHOLE
™) |
N i H [CZEEREIEERY I il
beed Dy
o
3 h Q&@Q. 0z
HISWNDIL | o
L /
2
: | 5 3 o
w 2 | | s &l s
g fml 0 b . & ; i
i ; E
z | IHOHSINVI—HISWNOIL—HOSANIM _—= 5
L | =
i | S X
x A% | xAgsd = _ S
< AscR G T oy S
(e 5 S
L80dyv LN [
HOSANIM .
..\iu;r._\mﬂ?wm_\w.ﬂm\olww.m f
3NOI¥IWY.J SINN-S1VIZ
VOIRINY 40 SILVIS A3LINN

HITVID-AINIVS OVT
AIVID IS HAFT

City of Windsor



5 z 0
zuov:“sm _‘\ | - ..
\_ "l | M =5
e = .me, :
a o”z_mm_st_,, r L : .
i ey
~ 7z_._xo mmi \
oz.m 3)101d
k | oV
r ERELC] EFCERELLE EEED
_ 1744 05 ITTIANOINA—IWNYHMEY] e
o | —NVHX &a e ; 2\ 2
> VF e i 2 o8
3 5 o 3
& = i > 23 >
G 4 3 2 e
o 3 s mﬁw.w
3
w e H
> P W AR \
t w0 ATIAS4NOLS /

.___._ a ,,os__._um <
s3oai H el< om:

59

Gwon HOLONINOO 18

Z<IQ:<>I.OZ_!

3
3
]
2
3
&
£
2
5
z
3
H
z

nicipa

J 3 -
. 2 E .m & X
g (5 ]
b;ﬁé | T = g W
[ ERE 95 ] "
u - - 4 g
- 2
ﬁ(Dn MHOHNY | |z J vy i -
M [ s ! | o(DmWnﬁ/rr.:. 4 [
[ x . ONIM | L, !
INVHNNA+HHOA E &
7 m VO WHOHENY AT T avou3as ,_rﬂnr B m m
5 | | ] | | 8
(4v] o M™OA v . 2 ¢ g
X f { T f {
n 3Ioaiyexn 2 | 3 % !
g TYOR NYIAR L [ avouzais | vie \
LY | I gy /{ﬁ«
| o™ \

EEEECT]

egi
L

+E

_ (] .»«:mz_\_._.__aox_m&

>m:ms__._._ _swl_._Ems_sw
mOUEHw HL3ISNNO3L M3N
o e e

S e =W

NITHD QEECY

4

O -

Regional Municipality of York (part)



	Foreword
	Overview
	Acknowledgments

	Part A – Background
	The assignment of seats to Ontario
	The population of Ontario and calculation of the Provincial Electoral Quota
	The establishment of the Electoral Boundaries Commission
	The legislative rules, the right to vote, and the right to effective representation

	Part B – Consultation & Public Engagement
	In-person meetings
	Virtual meetings
	Extensive public participation
	Public submissions
	(a) Issues that were beyond the mandate of the Commission
	The difficulties in exercising the right to vote
	The timing of the redistribution and public consultations
	The request to add more districts
	The request that the redistribution of Northern Ontario conform with the process and conclusions of the Far North Electoral Boundaries Commission
	The difficulties in accessing federal government services and the need for more resources for constituency work
	The implications on provincial and municipal representation

	(b) Submissions that raised concerns that were not accurate or valid
	The preference for the status quo
	The questioning of the reliability of the Census data
	Unnecessary concerns regarding the consequences of redistribution
	Unnecessary concerns of funding reductions

	(c) Submissions adopted by the Commission
	The value of maintaining the established partnerships of municipalities, regions and counties
	The importance of respecting communities of interest and identity
	The importance of respecting historical patterns



	Part C – Effective Representation of Indigenous Peoples
	Part D – Effective Representation of Franco-Ontarians
	Part E – The Geographic Pieces
	Northern Ontario
	The initial proposal for the North
	The public feedback in the North
	Redrawing of Northern Ontario
	The “extraordinary circumstances” in the North
	The final plan for the North

	City of Toronto
	Eastern Ontario
	Ottawa
	Central East Ontario
	Central Ontario
	Eastern Greater Toronto Area (GTA)
	Northern Greater Toronto Area (GTA)
	Mississauga
	Brampton, Caledon, and Dufferin
	Halton, Guelph, and Wellington
	Hamilton and Niagara
	South Central Ontario
	Southwestern Ontario
	Southernmost Ontario

	Summary
	APPENDIX – Maps, Boundaries and Names of Electoral Districts
	Introduction
	Clarifications
	Expressions of Support
	Requested Change to the Overall Distribution of Districts Across the Province
	Requested Name Changes of Electoral Districts
	Northern Ontario
	City of Toronto
	Central Ontario
	Northern Greater Toronto Area (GTA)
	Hamilton and Niagara
	Southernmost Ontario

	Requested Boundary Changes of Electoral Districts
	Northern Ontario
	City of Toronto
	Ottawa
	Northern Greater Toronto Area (GTA)
	Brampton, Caledon and Dufferin
	Hamilton and Niagara
	Southwestern Ontario

	Comment on Process or Procedural Issues
	Summary
	Conclusion
	APPENDIX A – Responses of the Standing Committee and Dissenting Report on Objections Relating to Name Changes
	APPENDIX B – Responses of the Standing Committee and Dissenting Report on Objections Relating to Boundary Changes
	APPENDIX C – Modified Maps and Boundary Descriptions in Response to Objections

