
Date: 

To: 

July 18, 2023 
,• 

John D. Elvidge,._City .Cle rk and 

Amanda Wahl Compliance Audit Committee Administrator . . . 

Re: Application for Eompliance Audit from Marjolein Winterink and Peter George 
for the Candidate AtJsma Malik 

; 

From: Ausma Malik - Can~idate, and 
Bruno Marchese - Candidate's Designate . 

We are writing to you in advance of the scheduled July 24, 2023, Election Compliance Audit Committee (the 

"Committee") meeting wher.e two similar compliance audit applications will be reviewed. One application from 
Marjolein Winterink and the other from Peter George, both applying for a compliance audit of my 2022 Ausma 

Malik candidate's campaign f inances. Note, only the application from Peter George presented a provision of the 

Municipal Elections Act (MEA) that Peter believes the candidate has contravened, Section 92(1)(a). The 
application from Marjolein s,eems to be missing text at t he end of her explanation paragraph resu lting in an 
incomplete sentence. We will assume that the provision of the MEA Marjolein believes the candidate to have 
contravened to be the same-as what Peter's application presents. 

Both applications have a remarkably similar description that outlines the nature of their concerns. Both 
applicants claim that the de'tails of the expense description noted on Schedule 2 "Salaries Fundraiser Services 
(Independent Contractor)" ~pre not entirely clear", and therefore they are requesting a compliance audit. 

From our perspective, a_nd any reasonab le person's perspective, the line item is entirely clear and describes 
exactly what the expense is, We are unsure as to why the clearly stated expense description is unclear to both 
applicants, and what "details:' they further require to achieve clarity. During audit, the documentation to 
support the expense was closely reviewed by Chaplin & Co. LLP, Chartered Professional Accountants (who have 

performed over one hu.ndred Ontario municipal campaign audits) who determined the expense to be correctly 
classified as a fundraising activit y expense (not subject to the general spending limit). We believe that in t he 
case of these two applicatiOr)S, the appl icants not being "entirely clear" about clearly described expenses is 

ambiguous and lacks st.ibstance, and for this reason alone we request that the Committee reject both 
applications. · 

If the appl icants are trying to suggest that a contractor providing fundraising services is not a fund raising 
activity expense (not subject to t he general spending limit), we draw your attention to a similar compliance 
audit application made in 20ll, for which the City of Toronto Election Compliance Audit Committee rejected 
the application. See compliance audit committee minutes and supporting documents here and APPENDIX A: 
https://secure.toronto.ca/cou ncil/agenda-item.do ?item=2011.EA6.8. 

The application for a compliance audit was made for this same general reason (claiming fund raising salary 
expenses should be classifie'd as subject to the limit) was made against Councillor Michael Thompson back in 
2011. 

Legal defense prepared a response for the candidate and upon review by the Compliance Audit Committee the 
application was rejected acc~rdingly. The decision was made by the Committee over a decade ago. . . 

As explained, per t he 2022 Ausma Malik campaign, a contractor was paid to provide fundraising services 
exclusively. This cost is correctly accounted for as a fundrais ing activity expense (not subject to the general 
spending limit) . Given t his r~asoning, Section 92(1)(a) (more specifica lly section 88.20(6)) of the MEA has not 
been contravened by Ausmq Malik in her 2022 campaign, and we request that the Committee reject both 
applications accordingly. · 



APPENDIX A 

COMPLIANCE AUDIT COMMITTEE consideration on July 20, 2011 

• This item was considered by Compliance Audit Committee on July 20, 2011 and was adopted with 
amendments . . 

EA6.8 - Compliance Audit Application by Justin Stasyshyn for the Election Campaign Finances of Michael 
Thompson · 

Decision Type: 
ACTION 

Status: 

Amended 

Statutory - Municipal Becti~ns Act, SO 1996 

Committee Decision 
( 

The Compliance Audit Comr:nittee rejected the compliance audit application. 

Summary 

Application for a Compliance Audit dated June 22, 2011 from Applicant Justin Stasyshyn for candidate Michael 
Thompson for City Cou.ncillo_r Ward 37. 

Background Information 

(June 15, 2011) Compliance Audit Application: Applicant Justin Stasyshyn, Candidate Michael Thompson 

https://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/2011/ea/bgrd/backgroundfile-39501.pdf 
(July 19, 2011) Candidate su·bmission by Michael Thompson re: compliance audit application by Justin 
Stasyshyn 

ht tps://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/2011/ea/bgrd/backgroundfile-39620.pdf 

Communications 

(July 12, 2011) E-mail from Communication from Jack B. Siegel, Blaney McMurtry, LLP Re: Compliance Audit 
Meeting July 20,2 011 representing Councillor Michael Thompson (EA.Main.EA6.8.l) 

https://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/2011/ea/comm/communicationfile-23098.pdf 
(July 20, 2011) E-ma il fr.om Michael Thompson, Canadidate for Election to Toronto City Council, Ward 37 
(Background information is ~n file in the Office of the City Clerk - Compliance Audit Committee) 
(EA.New.PE6.8.2) 

Motions 

1 - Motion to Amend Item moved by John Hollins seconded by Virginia Maclean (Carried) 

That the Committee reject t h, e compliance audit application. 

Sa - Written submission on behalf of Michael Thompson 
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Summary 

In the matter of an applicati<;>n by Jayme Turney under the Municipal Elections Act, 1996 to the City of Toronto 
Compliance Audit Committee, in respect to the Financial Statement of Michael Thompson, candidate fo r 
Election to the Toronto City Council, Ward37 

Background Information 

(July 19, 2011) Written submission on behalf of Michael Thompson 
https://www.toronto.c_a/legdocs/mmis/2011/ea/bgrd/backgroundfile-39623.pdf 
Source: Toronto City Cl~rk at. www.toronto.ca/council 

,• 
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MTORONIO Application for a Compliance Audit 

1. An application for a compliance audit must be received by lhe City Clerk within 90 days after the latest of, 

the filing date under section 78 of the Municipal Elac/ions Act. 1996, as amended (the /\ct); 
the candidate's supplementary filing date, ir any, under section 78 of the /\ct; r;: 
the filing date for the final financial slalemenl under section 79.1 of the Act; or - I ( 

the date on which the candidate's extension, if any, under subsection 80(4) of the Act expires. l 

( -i 
2. The applicant must be entitled lo vote in a City of Toronto municipal election. 

3. This application must be mailed or submitted in person to: 
' City Clerk's Office, City Hall, 111 Floor North, 100 Queen St. W., MSH 2N2 ' 

from Monday through Friday between 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. 

Important: If an auditor's report finds that there is no apparent contravention lo the Acl and the committee firnls 
that there are no reasonable grounds for this application Council is entitled to recover the auditor's costs froni) 
the applicant. 

- i= _..

.1:
") 
r•.) 

..,., 

Applicant 
Last Name 

-Address 

Mailing A'· . . . . . . .. 
E-mail Address Fax No. 

Business Phone No. Home Phone No. 

the applicant mentioned in /his application. declare that I am presently legally entitfed to vole in a City of Toronto 
· al election. that th ove is my qualifying address. 

e 

Zoll 
for udit Request 

Last Nominated for the Office of: (check one) 

□ Mayor l "J_Tt\oM P5oN ! ;;Ntz~1ArL ~ uncillor, Ward No.: ----,..--

Your application must set out the reasons of your belief that this candidate contravened provisions of the 
Municipal Elections Ac/, 1996 relating to his or her election campaign finances. Reasons m ay be stated here or 
attached to !his application on a separate sheet. 

For Office Use Only 
Date Received: Received by:L. \\..\'\._ 

1 

Pc11iOnOI inlo,nl{100n on lhis torn, i3 co'l~'C.h.:t.l unOOr tho ulhoril y of the Ci,y of Toronto Aci (2006) $ , 137 and ,he MulWCipal ElectK>;;:, ~ct (1996);:el to,·-
1hepurpose cl apply.ng for a ccmpllance audit ol a ca dale's etec~on campaign fnan.:es. Pinuillll lo \he Munid~I E1ec1ions Act ( l fJ/15) •-R8 thos 
document if. a public record. despile anylhrng in the f,11J11,l:,paJ Freedom of !r1!otma100 andProtBGJionofPrivacy A ct {1990), ;.md, unhl ,t; dcstmclion, may 
be Inspected by a,-,y person at Ille City c1er1c·, Olllce at Blime v.tlen the office 1, Ol)el\. Que,1i011s ebout this collection can be directed to Elections 
Cootdina\or. 89 Northline Rd, Toroo10. 9N M-.!.[Il_G1. Telephone 41f,-.l_'.lll.:1!_1,_·--------------------~ 

CANOJ27 - 2011101 

https://apply.ng


June 22, 2011. 

Compliance Audit Committee 

C/0 City Clerk's Office 

Toronto City Hall 

13th fl . W., 100 Queen St. W. 
Toronto ON MSH 2N2 

To the Compliance Audit Committee: 

1. Please find below the re asons motivating a request for a compliance audit of Michael 

Thompson. The following arguments are made in th is submission: 

1) All that is required for compliance audit to be granted is that there be a "reasonable 

probability" of a single violation of the Municipal Elections Act (the "Act" ); 

2) A compliance audit may exceed the scope of the submission which requested it; 

3) The Act must be interpreted w ith a view to rigidly maintaining election spending 

limits in order to preserve fair elections and equal access to the democratic process; 

4) The Michael Thompson Campaign (the "Campaign" ) improperly categorized phone 

fund-raising efforts that lasted many months as a "fund-ra ising function"; 

5) Alternatively, salaries for "fund-raisiers" are not proper "costs related to the holding 

of fund-raising functions"; 

6) When the Campaign's expenses are properly classified, the Campaign has violated s. 

76(4) of the Act by exceed ing its prescribed spending limit. 
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1. The Compliance Audit Committee must use a standard of "reasonable 
probability" to assess audit requests 

2. Section 81(1) of the Act states that an elector who has "reasonable grounds" that a 

candidate contravened the Act may request a compliance audit, but it is silent as to 

what standard the Compliance Audit Committee should use to evaluate these requests. 

Thankfully, Lane J. clarifies this in Lyras v. Heaps by writing: 

In my view, where the statute requires "a belief on reasonable grounds," the 

jurisprudence applicable in other contexts indicates that the standard to be 

applied is that of an objective belief based on compelling and credible 

information which raises the "reasonable probability" of a breach of the statute. 

The standard of a "prima facie case" in either its permissive or presumptive 

sense is too high a standard.1 

The Compliance Audit Committee must evaluate all audit requests on the basis of 

whether there is a "reasonable probability" of a breach of the statute. There is little 

discretion in deciding whether to order a compliance audit once reasonable grounds are 

found to exist. 2 

3. It is useful to put the "reasonable probability" standard in context. The court in 

Chapman v. Hamilton does this by affirmatively citing the following extract from R. v. 

Sanchez and Sanchez: 

in addressing the requisite degree of certitude, it must be recognised that 
reasonable grounds is not to be equated with proof beyond a reasonable doubt 
or a prima facie case.j 

1 2008 ONCJ 524, (2008) O.J. No. 4243 at para. 26 
2 Jackson v. Vaughan (City) 2009 Canlll 10991 (O.N.S.c.) at para. 60; affi rmed on appeal, 2010 ONCA 118 (Canll l) 

JR v. Sanchez and Sanchez 93 C.C.C. (3d) 357, al page 10 cited in Chapman v. Hamiltan 2005 ONCJ 158 at para. 41 
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If one conceives of a continuum of certitude, absolute certainty, a standard rarely used 

in law, would be at the very top. Beneath this, is the criminal standard of beyond a 

reasonable doubt, which still implies a high degree of certitude. The civil standard of 

proof, beyond a balance of probabilities, is next on the continuum. Roughly translated, 

this is equivalent to slightly great er than 50 % chance of a breach of the statute. The 

prima focie, or on its first appearance, standard is below the civil standard. It might be 

thought of as a 40 % probability of a breach of the statute. Both Chapmon v. Hamilton 

and Lyras v. Heaps, state that the "reasonable probability" standard, the one to be used 

in assessing compliance audits, is less demanding than the prima facie standard . Thus, 

"reasonable probability" could be thought of as an equiva lent to a 33 % chance of a 

breach of the statute. Therefore, should the Committee believe that there is a 33% 

chance that a breach of the Act occurred, it must order an audit. 

2. A "reasonable probability" of a single breach of the Municipal Elections Act is 
sufficient to order a comprehensive compliance audit 

4. The scope of a compliance audit is, to borrow the words of Lauwers J. in Jackson v. 

Vaughan (City), "comprehensive and is not restricted to the matters referred to in the 

complaint." 4 Further, Lauwers J. notes that "The trigger can be a single contravention."5 

In the following cases the audit exceeded the scope of the original request: 

Savage v. Niagara Falls (City), (2005) O.J. No. 5694 (B.W. Duncan, OCJ); 
Chapmon, supra [and] Mastroguiseppe and Ruffolo v. City of Vaughan (February 
19, 2008), Newmarket, 49119990790000352-01-02 (O.C.J.)6 

4 [200910.J. No. 1057 at para. 65 - affirmed by ONCA in Jackson v. Vaughan (City), 2010 ONCA 118 (Canlll) 
5 tb;d. 
s tb;d. at para 66. 
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5. As stated above, the standard by which audit requests are evaluated by the Committee 

is whether there is a "reasonable probability" of a breach of the Municipal Elections Act. 

Once such grounds are established the committee has litt le discretion as to whether or 

not to order an audit. To sum up then, a "reasonable probability", or 33% chance, of a 

single breach of the Municipal Elections Act must trigger a comprehensive compliance 

3. The Act must be interpreted with a view to rigidly maintaining election 
spending limits in order to preserve fair elections and equal access to the 
democratic process 

6. Statutory interpretation is the t echnique by which statutes are defined and interpreted. 

Canadian courts have favoured a liberal approach to statutory interpretation that takes 

into account the purpose and the context of the act to be interpreted. 7 As the Supreme 

Court of Canada notes in Rizzo, "The words of an act are to be read in their entire 

context and in their grammatical and ordinary sense harmoniously with the scheme of 

the act, the object of the act, and the intention of Parliament." 11 Lauwers J. ofthe 

Ontario Superior Court applies this approach to the Act in Jackson v. Vaughan (City) 

which was affirmed by the Ontario Court of Appeal.9 He states that the following 

citation from the Supreme Court of Canada case Libman v. Quebec {Attorney General) 

applies equally to the Act and is one of its central objects: 

To ensure a right of equal participation in democratic government, laws limiting 

spending are needed to preserve the equality of democratic rights and ensure 

that one person's exercise of the freedom to spend does not hinder the 

7 
Ruth Sullivan, Sullivan on the Conslrucrion ofStatutes 5th ed, (Toronto: Lexis Nexis, 2008) 

8 Rizzo & Rizzo Shoes Ltd. (Re), (1998) 1 S.C.R. 27 at paras. 20 and 21 
9 (20091 O.J. No. 1057 at para. 13. 
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communication opportunities of others. Owing to the competitive nature of 

elections, such spending limits are necessary to prevent the most affluent from 

monopolizing election discourse and consequently depriving their opponents of 

a reasonable opportunity to speak and be heard. 10 

7. As the Supreme Court notes in Rizzo, parliamentary intention is another guide to how a 

statute should be interpreted. The Ontario legislative Hansard, which has long been an 

acceptable method of demonstrating the legislature's intent, 11 reveals that the 

Legislative Assembly ofOntario intended for the Act to be interpreted restrictively. 

Upon introducing t he revisions to the Act in 2009, Jim Watson, then Minister of 

Municipal Affairs and Housing, stated: 

We're trying to close some of t hose loopholes and tighten up some of the 
regulat ions so t hat there is no roam for individual candidates to skirt the ru les 
when it comes to fund raising or when it comes to reporting finances and 
contributions.12 

8. In sum, then, to ensure t hat the legislature' s intention is achieved and the Act' s object is 

real ized. the Act should be interpreted restrictively with a view to promoting fa ir 

elections by ensuring that all campaigns abide by the same expense limit. After all, as 

the Supreme Court of Canada held in Figueroa v. Canada (Attorney General), which was 

also applied to the Act in Jackson13
, in order to preserve public confidence in democracy 

10 11997] 3 S.C.R. 569 at para. 47. Cited in Jackson v. Vaughan [2009) O.J. No. 1057 at paras. 17 and 19 
u R. v. Morgentaler, 119931 3 S.C.R. 463 at 484 and Tschritter v. Alberta (Children 's Guardian) (1989] A.J. No. 230; 

(1989) 57 D.L.R. (4th ) 579; at 484 
11 Jim Watson, M inister of M unicipal Affairs and Housing, November 4, 2009 at 1610 online at : 
http://www.ont la.on.ca/web/house-proceedings/house-9etai1.do?Q_ate= 009-ll-
04&Parl=39&Sess=l&locale=enllPARA692 
n Jackson v. Vaughan [2009) 0.J. No. 1057 at paras. 16 and 19 

5 

http://www.ontla.on.ca/web/house-proceedings/house-9etai1.do?Q_ate
https://contributions.12


"it is of great importance that the integrity of the electoral financing regime be 

preserved." 14 

4. The Campaign improperly classified "Fundraising Campaign Activity" as a 
fund-raising function 

9. All candidates for office are given an expense limit by the City Clerk. Section 75(5) of the 

Act sets out that the fol lowing types of expenses, which are actually listed in s. 67(2), 

may be excluded from the expenditu re limit: 

3. Audit and accounting fees [ ...] 
5. The cost of holding fund-raising functions. 
6. The cost of holding parties and making other expressions of appreciation after the 
close of vot ing. 
7. Expenses relating to a recount. 
8. Expenses relating to proceedings under section 83 (controverted elections). 
8.1 Expenses relating to a compliance audit. 
8.2 Expenses that are incurred by a candidate with a disability, are directly related 
to the disabili ty, and wou ld not have been incurred but for the election to which the 
expenses relate. [emphi.lsis added] 

10. The Campaign excluded$ 15,100.70 in fund-raising expenses that are related to what is 

vaguely referred to as "Fundraising Campaign Activity" and dated April 22, 2010. 1~ It is 

submitted that this "activity" is not a proper "fund-raising f unction" and consequently 

should not be excluded from the Campaign's spending limit. The term "fund-raising 

function" is defined in s. 1(1) ofthe Act as "an event or activity held by or on behalf of a 

candidate for the purpose of raising funds for his or her election campaign." Jackson v. 

Vaughan (City) is the only judicial decision to further refine this definition . J& There, P. 

14 
[2003] 1 S.C.R. 912 at para. 72 

1 
~ See appendix 1: Michael Thompson Campaign Form 4 - Schedule 2. 

16 
[2009) O.J. No. 1057 
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Lauwers J. approvingly cites the following definition taken from the Municipal Elections 

2006 Guide: 

Fund-raising functions are events intended to raise money for a person's election 
campaign. Such activities include dinners, dances, garden parties, etc. for which 
there is an admission charge as well as auctions, button sales, etc. for which 
there may not be an admission charge. 17 

11. The Municipal Elections 2010 Guide prepared by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and 

housing provides the same definition of "fund-raising functions". 111 So do the materials 

prepared by the City of Toronto for all candidates. All City of Toronto candidates were 

issued a copy of the 2010 City of Toronto Municipal Election Candidate's Guide. On page 

44 of this guide a fund-raising function is defined as " ...for the purpose of raising money 

for a candidate. Such events include dinners, dances, garden parties, etc. for which 

there is an admission charge, as well as events for which there is no admission charge 

such as auctions, etc." 19 Prior to the 2010 municipal election, the City of Toronto 

conducted numerous train ing sessions for candidates, many of wh ich were at capacity, 

to inform candidates of the campaign's rules and regulations.20 At this training, City staff 

delivered a presentation that presented this same definition as the accepted one for a 

fund-raising function.21 

11 Ontario Municipal Elections 2006 Guide cited in: Jackson v. Vaughn [2009] 0.J. No. 1057 at para. 77 
:aThe Municipal Elections 2010 Guide - Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs available at: 
http://www.newmarket.ca/en/townhall/resourcelibrary/2010MinistryGuide.pdf - at page 29 

1
~ http://www.toronto.ca/elections/pdf/candidates-guide.pdf 

20 b,llQ://www.toronto.ca/elections/candidates/info-sessions.htm 
21 http://www.toronto.ca/elections/pdf/candldates-getting-started-presentation.pdf at page 27 
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12. These judicially accepted definitions, which were made available to all City of Toronto 

candidates, do not specifically set out criteria by which a fundraising effort may be 

classified as an "event". In other words, these judicially accepted definitions provide 

examples of events which are "fund-ra ising functions", but do not aid in the 

determination of whether non-traditional fundraising efforts can be classified as "fund-

raising functions" . Consequently, it is necessary to try to infer such criteria from the 

examples provided and to analogize between the ex;:imples provided and novel 

fund raising efforts t hat seek classification as "fund-raising functions". 

13. All of the examples provided by the above definition have four common characteristics. 

All of the given events involve a good or service provided to the contributors. For 

instance, the contributor enjoys a meal at dinner, drinks at a reception, or the goods 

purchased at an auction. The Act allows campaigns to exclude the cost of providing 

these benefits to contributors from the spending limits. Al l of the given events have a 

defined physical location. For instance, it is usually possible to identify the physical 

location where an auction takes place. Similarly, the examples given have a defined 

duration of only a few hours. It is hard to conceive of a fundraising garden party or 

dinner that lasts longer than 24 hours. Fina lly, all of the examples given share a common 

purpose - to raise money for the candidate who hosts them. 

14. On its schedu le 2, the Campaign states that the event in question occurred solely on 

April 22, 2010.22 However, an ana lysis of the Campaign's disclosed financial records 

22 See appendix 1: Michael Thompson Campaign Form 4 - Schedule 2 
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shows that the fund-raising expenses associated with staffing the "Fundraising Activity 

Campaign" function are for a period that runs from January-July 2010. This 

demonstrates that the "Fundraising Activity Campaign" was a long-term campaign, not 

an event. 

15. Accordingly, it strains credulity to classify a long-term telephone fund raising campaign a 

"fund-raising function" as the Municipal Elections Act and the Municipal Elections 2010 

Guide define it. Such a campaign provides no good or service to the contributor. Instead 

of enjoying a meal at a dinner, the contributor's dinner is interrupted by a fund-raising 

phone call. It is actually a series of many different events rather than one event. It has 
.. 

no single identifiable physical location. It lasts many months instead of many hours. 

Indeed, the only comparable factor between a dinner and long-term telephone fund-

raising efforts is that both serve to raise money. Any other attempts to analogize 

between a garden party and long-term telephone fundraising efforts are unconvincing. 

Consequently, the $ 15,100.70 in expenses should be included in the Campaign's limit. 

This approach is consistent with the necessity to rigid ly interpret the Act to preserve fair 

elections by ensuring that campaign spending limits are strictly enforced. 

5. Alternatively, fund-raising salaries are not "costs of holding fund-raising 
functions" and thus should not be excluded from the campaign expense limit. 

16. All candidates for office are given an expense limit by the City Clerk. Section 75(5) of the 

Act sets out that the following types of expenses, which are actually listed in s. 67(2), 

may be excluded from the expenditure limit: 

3. Audit and accounting fees[...] 
5. The cost of holding fund-raising functions. 
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6. The cost of holding parties and making other expressions of appreciation after the 
close of voting. 
7. Expenses relating to a recount. 
8. Expenses relating to proceedings under section 83 (controverted elections). 
8.1 Expenses relating to a compliance audit. 
8.2 Expenses that are incurred by a candidate with a disability, are directly related 
to the disability, and would not have been incurred but for the election to which the 
expenses relate. [emphasis added] 

17. If argument under heading four is not accepted, it is submitted that the Campaign 

improperly classified$ 14,500.00 in "salaries for fund-raising personnel".23 

18. There are no previous cases that guide the interpretation of what expenses might be 

appropriately excluded from the spending limit because they are a "cost of holding a 

fund-raising function." As the Supreme Court of Canada holds in Rizzo, the words of an 

Act are to be interpreted in their ordinary sense, but in a manner that is consistent with 

the object and the legislature' s intention. Having established the Act's object, and the 

legislature's intention, it is necessary to break down the phrase term by term. 

19. Webster's Dictionary of the English Language defines cost as "the price paid or to be 

paid for something." 2
'
1 The same dictionary defines holding, which in this context is the 

present participle of the verb t o hold, as "to conduct, carry on, to hold a meeting."25 

The t erm "fund-raising functions" is defined ins. 1(1) of t he Act as "an event or activity 

held by or on behalf of a candidate for the purpose of raising funds for his or her 

election campaign." Using these definitions, it is possible to reformulate the phrase the 

"cost of holding a fund-raising function", albeit in a less succinct way, as expenses 

23 See appendix 1: Michael Thompson Campaign Form 4 - Schedule 2 
24 New l exicon Webster 's Dictionory of the English Language, (New York: Lexicon Publicat ions 1987) at p. 220. 
25 Ibid. at p. 461 
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related to the conducting of an event that was intended to raise money for a 

candidate's election campaign. An interpretation of s. 67(2)(5) that is consistent with 

the object of the Act and the legislature's intention, demands that on ly those expenses 

that are directly related to the holding, or conducting, of the fund-raising function 

should be excludable from the limit. In other words, the test for each expense should be 

ph rased as: but for the expense in question, could the event be conducted? 

20. The City of Toronto 2010 Candidate's Guide implicitly adopts this approach. It gives 

examples of expenses that may be excluded from the spending limit because they 

directly relate to the cost of holding fund-raising functions including: "Venue, Event 

advertising, Food and drink, Entertainment, and Other".26 It does not offer examples of 

other appropriate expenses. 

21. Similarly, prior to the 2010 municipal election, the City of Toronto conducted numerous 

train ing sessions for candidates, many of which were at capacity, to inform candidates 

of the campaign's rules and regulations.27 At this training, City staff delivered a 

presentation that presented the exact same list of expenses that are found in the 2010 

Candidate's Guide.28 Similar types of briefing mat erials have been rel ied on by courts to 

help interpret other sect ions of the Act. 29 

22. The common element of all the expenses enumerated by t he Candidate's Guide is that 

they pertain directly to hold ing an event. In other words, they satisfy the suggested test: 

'
6 2010 Municipal Election Candidate's Guide, City of Toronto, http://www.toronto.ca/elections/pdf/candidates­

euide.pdf at page 86. 
27 http:ljwww.toronto.ca/elections/candidates/info-sessions.htm 
28 http://www.toronto.ca/elections/pdf/candidatcs-getting-started-presentation.pdf at pages 28-29. 
2
~ Jackson v. Vaughn 12009] O.J. No. 1057 at para. 77 
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but for the expense in question, could the event be conducted? Take a fund-raising 

dinner as an example. The costs of the food, drink, the renta l of t he hall, and the salaries 

of the wait staff are all costs that directly relate to the holding of the event. Without 

these, the event could not have proceeded. 

23. Salaries paid to fundraisers employed by the Campaign, however, are a different kind of 

expense. They are not costs of holding the event. To reprise the example of a fund­

raising dinner, it could be held without this type of expense. In fact, many fund-ra ising 

dinners are held by many candidates who do not pay salaries to fund-raisers. Inst ead, 

salaries of fund-raisers whose sole purpose is to ra ise money are salaries of campaign 

staff and should be counted towards the spending limit just as the salary for the 

campaign manager or the office receptionist is. 

24. The Ontario (provincial) electoral finance regime operates in a very similar manner to 

t he one set out under t he Municipal Elections Act. Section l (l)(e) of the Election 

Finances Act30 excludes the cost of fund-raising activities from the overall campaign 

spending limit. Further, section 23(1) defines a fund-raising activity as, "an event or 

activity held for the purpose of raising funds for the party, constituency association, 

candidate or leadership contestant registered under th is Act by whom or on whose 

behalf the activity is held." This mirrors, almost exactly, t he definition of a fund-raising 

fu nction found under s. 1(1) of the Municipal Elections Act. Thus, the authorities that 

interpret the Election Finances Act should carry some weight in helping to interpret the 

Municipal Elections Act. 

' 
0 

R.S.O. 1990, CHAPTER E.7 
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25. Elections Ontario publishes a detailed set of guidelines that help polit ical campaigns 

interpret the rules. Guidel ine PGOl gives examples of expenses that may be excluded 

such as, "all expenses directly related to fund raising which may include advertising, 

brochures, pr inting, catering, entertainment, postage, refreshments, hall rent al, etc."
31 

Thus, the provincia l election finance regime supports a narrow definition of expenses 

that are excluded under this section. 

26. All of the above narrow definitions are consistent w ith t he object of the Act, which is to 

preserve fair elections and equal access to democratic institutions by ensuring that all 

candidates are subject to the same expense limit, and the Ontario legislature's intention 

to interpret the Act restrictively to "close loopholes" and "tighten regulations". 

27. The importance of this regime lies in creating fair conditions for campaigns. Some 

grassroots campaigns are barely able to raise enough money to spend their limit . They 

must rely on scarce vo lunteer labour to assist in raising money instead of paid fund-

raisers. Allowing campaigns to engage unlimited paid fund-raising staff creates an 

unequal playing field. Those campaigns that are well-funded are able to deploy their 

volunteer resources elsewhere. 

28. Moreover, allowing salaries to be excluded from the limit creates an alternate method 

to pay campaign staff. Consider the hypothetical situation in which a campaign staffer is 

paid via fund-raising commissions for helping to raise money for one event, but also 

takes on addit ional duties throughout the course of the campaign. He or she could have 

31 Elections Ontario, Election Finance Handbook, "Guidline PG0l: Registered Poli t ical Parties - Annual Financial 
Statements" at page 316 online"• http://www.elections.on.ca/NR/rdonlyres/DDFSF372-E453-44E7-9B07-

2B7D9E41Sl38/ 4220/EFBinderv0906261.pdf 
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been paid an entire campaign's salary for assisting with fund-raising and take on 

additional duties as required. As such, the staffer's salary is essentially entirely outside 

of the limit. If t his practice is accepted, it wil l legitimatize a loophole by which 

candidates can pay sa laries of campaign staff outside of the limit, severely 

compromising the effectiveness of the Act's regime. 

29. In sum, to preserve fair e lect ions, it is necessary to enforce a rigid interpretation of the 

campaign finance rules and not allow the exclusion of salaries for fund-raisers from a 

campaign's expense limit. 

6. The Campaign violated s. 76(4) of the Municipal Elections Act by surpassing its 

expense limit 
30. Section 76(4) of the Municipal Elections Act prohibits candidates from spending in 

excess of the expenditure limit set by the City Clerk. The Campaign's spending limit was 

$ 36,426.20 and it spent$ 34,813.91.32 If the arguments under heading four are 

accepted, then the entire$ 15,100.70 in fund-raising expenses that were related to 

"fund-raising activities" should be counted toward the Campaign's spending limit. This 

would mean that the Campaign would have exceeded its spending limit by$ 13,488.41. 

31. Alternatively, if on ly the arguments under heading 5, relating to the salaries for fund­

raisers, are accepted, then the Campaign has wrongly excluded$ 14,500.00 from its 

spending limit and has consequently exceeded said limit by $12,887.71. Interestingly,$ 

6000 of this was paid to Marcia Stiles "For services rendered."33 A 2006 newspaper 

32 See Appendix 1: Michael Thompson Campaign Form 4 
33 See Appendix 2: Invoice from Marcia Stiles to Michael Thompson Campaign 
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article identifies Marcia Stiles as Michael Thompson's campaign manager.34 It is possible 

that Marcia Stiles also managed Michael Thompson's 2010 campaign. Regardless, as 

stated above, salaries of professional fund-raisers are not proper "costs of holding fund­

raising functions" and should not be excludable from the campaign spending limit. 

7. Conclusion 

32. All that is required for the Committee to order a wide-ranging compliance audit is a, 

"reasonable probability", or a 33% chance, of a breach of the Act. In assessing this 

request, the Committee must interpret the Act according to its object and the Ontario 

legislature's intention. The most important court decision to discuss the Act's 

interpretation sets out that its object is to preserve fair elections by creating a level 

playing field in terms of expenses. The Ontario legislature's intention to have the Act 

interpreted restrictively is clear. In light of this interpretive guide, this Committee must 

strictly adhere to the accepted definition of a "fund-raising function" and not allow the 

Campaign to flout the rules by excluding the costs of "fund-raising activities" . 

Alternative ly, the Campaign should not be allowed to exclude sa laries for professional 

fund-raisers from its spending limit. 

33. When the Campaign's fund-raising expenses are properly categorized, it violates s. 76(4) 

of the Act because it is significantly above its prescribed spending limit. As such, a 

compliance audit is warranted. 

34. Finally, it is submitted that the Campaign can't claim that its audited statements are 

incorrect without triggering an audit, as this would be a violation of the candidate's 

34 http://lhevarsity.ca/articles/167 42 
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obligation to under s. 78(1) of the Act to file a financial statement that reflects the 

candidate's election campaign f inances. Moreover, under s. 92(5) of the Act a candidate 

who files a financial statement that is "incorrect" is subject to the penalties under s. 

80(2) which include forfeit ing the office to which he/she was elected. The gravity of the 

penalty associated with filing an incorrect statement shows that it is not excusable to 

simply make an error on a financial statement, but rather that such an error or mistake 

is an offence under the Act and is sufficient to trigger an audit in and of itself. 

All of which is respectively submitted: 

Justin Stasyshyn 
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APPENDIX 1 



~ 
t -►.> Mlnls1ryol Municipal AIIDirs Financial Statement - Auditor's Report and Hou~ino vr- Ontario 

Form4 
Municipal Electicns Act. 1996 (Section 78l 

Instructions 

All candidates must complete Boxes A, B, C, D, E and F and Schedule 1. All candidates must complete Schedules 2, 3 and 4 as 
appropriate. Candidates who receive contributions or incur expenses in excess of $10,000 must also attach and Auditor's Report. 

All surplus funds (after any refund to the candidate or his o r her spouse) shall be paid immediately over to the c lerk ·who was responsible 
for the conduct of lhe election. 

YYYY MM DD YYYY MM DD 

For the campaign period from (day candidate filed nomination) ~ _1_Q _L-1__ W to '-"2""01.,_,0'--'-_1:..::2_,___.;:._:31J 
~l Primary mir.9 reflecting finances to December 31 (or 45th uay after voling day in a by-election) 

. · i Supplementary filing including finances after DecRmber 31 (or 45th d.iy after votng day in a by-election) 

1-~_nx.A:_'·N.a:~~·.of_¢-~ndidate.and ?ffi~e . 
Name of Candidate ·--=-----'------'--- ---'-_;__ _;__ _ __-'---
Last Name First Nome Middle Initial I I 

THOMPSON _MICHAEL _ 
Mailing Address 
S11ite/Unit No. !Street No. Street Name 

; 94 APPLEFIELO DRIVE c iiyfTawn - · - - ·P-r-ov-in_c_e__________,____~I_P_o_s,-a-1c~-od_c________ 

TORON'IO ONTARIO.:..____ . M1P 2Y3 
Telephone.N.,..o---,(in_c_' _a_rc_.i_c_o_de_)_ ______ .....,.._Fa_x_N_o_- ----+E-=_,-'-l1=a,I Address _ __.___________ 

Business IHome. 

Name of office for which the candidate sought. election Ward Name or No (If any) 

COUNCILLOR 37 
Name of Munrcipahty 

CITY OF TORONTO 

B_ox.B~S'11nmary·ot-C~mpalgn lnc6nfe ~i1d_¥_x_p_e_~_s_·e_~_-· ________________ __________ 

My spending bmit (as issued by c lerk) was 1$ 36~ _42~ 

2. Su rplus (or deficit) fro m previous e lection -
~ - - =7 

3. Total conlributians received (from Schedvle 1) • - - • - - - - • - 84,300.00~ I 
4. My total campaign expenses that were subject to lhe spending limit W<He (from Box C) 1s 34,813.91 I 
5. My total :arnpaign expenses thai were not subject lo the spending linil were (from Box c) . 38,734.67~ I 
6 . Total of all campaign expenses (fro111 Box C) - - . • - . . - . - - - - . - - 1$ 73,548.58 I 
7. Election camp.iign surplus/deficit tram current election (from Box E) - 1s 11.00_::ss__ I 
8. Contributions refunded lo candidate or spm;sc (frt1m Box E) --------]1$ 
9. Amount paid to clerk (from 8ox El - - • • - - • - - • - - - · • - • - - 11,065.55 I1$ 
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-
- ----

Box C:".State'inenlofCam. .ai ' ireei:ia'd,lncorrie·a•iicfEx ehses• ---~----.......----------"c'-'""'-'--''-'-"'---- - ~ ~ -'-r--c'-"~-c,---- - ---------- - - ·---· .._..___ --·- - -
From To For Candidate 

YYYY tJ.M OD YYYY MM DO 

2010 I 1 20 I 2010 12 31 MICHAEL THOMPSON________________ 
INCOME 

Candidate's Surplus from immecliately preceding electlon released by the derl< + 

Contr:butions from candidate - • • + 

Conlr;butions from spouse of candidale • • + 
All other contributions - - • • - - • - + 

Revenue from fund-raising functions not deemed a contribution 

(from Schedule 2. Part Ill) · · 

In te rest tnr::omo - • - - - - - + 

$ 

$ 900.00 

$ . 
$ 83,400.00 

s . 

s 21 4.13 
Other (provide f'JII details) 

1. Nomination filing fee from candidate. 

2. :r -
3. 

Total Campaign Period Income ....ls___84_,G_1_4._13_....lc1 
EXf'ENSES !Note: Include the v.ituc o f contributions o f goods and servicesI 
Expenses Subject to Spending Limit 

Advertising • .. 
Bank Charges • 

Brochures .. 
lntere!\J on Loan -

Inventory contributed to candidate's campaign (Saicdulc J) -

Meeting hosted - + 

Nomination filing fee 

Office Expenses 

Phone and/or Internet + 
Salaries .:,nd bcncfils/honorarialprofessional fees + 

Sign:s + 
Other 

1. 

$ 

$ 

$ 

s- -- --s 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ ··-· 

$ --· 
$ 

3,017.10 
183.55 
·-··-5,254.55 

-
900.00 

. 
1CO. OO 

12,754.16 
1331.19 
4,000.00 
s:n:i.:35-

$ . 
$ 

- ··-. 

$ . 

s 34,813.91 

2. 

3. 

Subtotal C2 
Expenses Not S;1bjecl to Spending Limit 

Accounting and Audit + 
Co:;ls of fund-raising l unc'.mn (from Schedule 2. Pr-irt IV) + 

Expenses reloted to compliance audit 

Expenses related to controverted elections + 
Expenses related lo recount!'. • - - + 
Voting day pan y I oppreciat,on notices 

Expenses related to candidate·s disability (provide detai ls) + 
1, 

----··----- + 

+ 

+ 
Other (provide full delails) 

1. 

$ 

$ 

$ --
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$$ . .. 

9,616.00 
21 ,262.72 

. . . 

. 
7,855.95 

. 

. 

. 

$ . 

$ 

$ . 

$ 38,734.67 

2. 
3. 

Subtotal = C3 

Total Cam paign Period Expenses (C2) + (C3) - - - - - $ 73,546.58 C4 
Excess ,oeficiency) of Income ov er Expenses (C1) - (C4) - $ 11,065.55 

9503P (2010/01) Page 2 of 8 
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~

ri2x:O-~,Statement ~f Asse.ts .an'd•lJabilities as-at' 2010 I 12 I 31 
Assets 

Cash 

Accounts Receivable 

Value of Inventory retained (from Schedule 4) 

11,065.55 

Other (provide full details) 

1. 

2. 
3. -------------------------

Total Assets Is 12,212.55 

liabilities and Excess (Deficiency) of Income over Expenses 

Accounts payable 

Borrowings, overdraft :1~_=.I 
Other (provide full details) 

1. 

2. 
T :t :-~ 

Tot~i-iiabilitle:i· • - • - - - · - - • - - • • • · 

L.fil,x ·e_; S.tatcment of.Deter·mination of-Surplus.or Oeficifan<i D.isposiLion of. Surplus ··· 
Part I - Determination of Surplus or Doficit 

Amount ot excess (deficiency) o f income over exrenses (from Box C) + 
Deduct Any clefic1t carried forward by the candidate from immediately µreceding election 

if the offices are w ith respect to the ~ame jurisdiction 

Surplus (or deficit) for the campaign period (E1) - (E2) . = 
Deduct: Any refund of contributions to the candidate or spouse (only if there is a surplus)­

Total Determination - - - • -

s 11,065.55 

$ -
$ 11,065.55 
·s ... . . 

-
$ 11,065.55 

E1 

E2 

E3 

Part 11 - Dispos ition of Surplus 

If l ine E3 shows a surplus, lhe amount must be pa id in trusl , a t the time the linanc1a1 statements are filed, to the municipal clerl( who w c1s 
responsible for the conduct of lhi,i e lection. 

Surplus ~aid to lhe municipal clerk of the municipc1 lity of Torento. 

IBox F·; Declaratio.n 

I, Michael Tnompson. a cand tdi!tP. in the municipality of Toronto , hcrcb'( declare to the besl of my knowledge a nd belief that these financial 

statements and llttached supporting schedules are true and corret:1. 

Declared before (clerk or comm1ss1on er ) I 
;n the _ c.;ty ,:,f )OLw.14.0 . --·--·-··· -·· 
on (yyyylmmldd) _____o,I() It /()3 ,i,J4C ---- .·~--

>r-:,,~::m•"'"" 
_ ____e.,,,J.(...;;.·_• _:·1'-'1 __Ltt3 / ~ "1 

l 
.Signature of Can&6ate 

,-,/ 

/ 

I 
I 

I
1· 

I 

Date Fitted 111 the Clerk's Office {yyyy1mmldcl) 

Mar,~ i:liz~h&th t lena GrRin 
~ Ccmrn·;sionlll. ell:.. i'rovir.ceorOnt.uic 
/or !hn C,tyol Torlnto. · 
E~pi1es Marc~ 14. 2013. 
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·

- --

Part I - Contribution 

Contribution from a candidate : ji-;'------o_oo_._oo--l 
Conl ribul ion from a spouse 
To:al from each single contribulor lotafing more than S100 

inclut.fe a ll ticket revenue where ticket price exceeds S100 
• include all good and services where value exceeds S100 

include all good and services where value exceeds $100 
Total from each single contributor tot.iling $100 or less 

include all Jicket revenue wh!lre ticket price Is 5100 or less 

include au good and servlccs where value is $100 or less 

do not Include w ntribulions from caooidnto or spouse 
·Note: Goods and services must also 1.Je reported as P.xpenses in Box C 

less· Contribution returned or payable to \he contributor -
Contribution paid or pay.iblc to tile clerk 

Tota l Amount of Contributicn 

Total contribution from anonymous sources -

Amount of contributions paid or paydble to the c er~ (1A) + (18) 

Par t II - List of Contrlbutio11s from Each Single Contributor totaling More than $100.00 

Table 1: Monetary contributions from Individuals other than candidate or spouse 

Name Address-
-

- -
-· -

I 

I=-
····· -

•··-----
-

__J_,___ _ _ 
···- -

__,,_ 

--
--·· 
- --

- --

I 

- -

·-

-· 

. 

-· 

.. - ·-

--

. 

- ··-·- -

:.~~Additional inform alion 1s listed on separale supplementary attachment 

IS 82,800.00 

+!Ls___.c..600-'.~- I 
---
$ 
$ -
$ 84,300.00 

s.,_____ 
- ---

$ 

1A 

18 

-

Amount 
s 
s 
s 

.-· s 
s 

·- s -$ 

$ 

s 
-· 

- -

·-

·- - ·- -

·• 

Total 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ . 
-- ··-
$ -

.$ 

$ -
s . 
--· s -

$ 

s -

82,800.C0s 
-
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Form 4. Schedule 1, Part II , Table 1 
Michael Thompson C.imJ)il,gn 2010 

1· N3m l? Addmt.s Amount I
A Bacopoulos 54 Vintage Ur, Whi1by, ON U R 2P4 250.00 
A Rappaporl 27 Yorlcdowns Or. Toronto. ON MJH 1H7 250 00 
AZlerln9 B-50 Wes I ~aver Creek Road, Richrnono t·l ill, O1~ L4B 1G5 50J.OO 
/\bdUIMdir Mol1emoud e4 l'awnberry Cir .. Brampton. ON L7A 0J8 250.00 
Alano i.1Bndronis 11 Ncwca~ll~ Crc3., Rlctirnond Hill, ON L4S 2C4 250.00 
Albe,, G~~parrao n Thol'TVJ~nk. Roacl, Thornhill, ON L~J 2A1 750.00 
Alek Nlkolovskl 180 Spad111a Rd .. Toronto, QN M5P 2X6 2so ~a 
/,ilrcd Szeto IS1 Grey Abbey Trnil, Toronlo, ON M1E 1V,fl 250.0() 
Allen rreedman ~!l Oudur111 Cres., "l hcmhill ON L4J 623 250.0J 
Alon Szpin:lel 34 Oller Cres., Toronto, ON M5N 2W4 750 00 
Alvin Jones 43 13arre Dr .. Bmrle, ON L4~ 7N6 250.00 
Amand ,\4csko 2C0 Pr~il /\venue, Sarnia, ON N7X 1A1 500.00 
AnaAocna 2-14 McMurchy Ave S ., Br.impton, ON L6Y 125 50000 
Angela Kha!ili 251 Miiverton Blvtl., Toro1110. ON .\o\4J 1V6 300.00 
Anil Puri 17 Riderwocd Or , T oronl~. ON M2L 2X1 750.00 
AMle Raimondo 2 l';,,rhaven Dr. , Elcbicoke. ON MOP 2P6 250 00 
Anloniclla Ceni!i 134 V.!l.>gP. 91110 l"lr., Mar~Jlam, ON LGC 1WJ 200 00 
Amis Budrevics 895 Don Mill~ Road, Toronto, on M3C I W3 500.00 
Arthur Samuel Woknrl 130 King Sr W., Toronto, ON M~X 1J5 250.00 
Asnley Slelnfeld 1603-102 Htocr Sl W., Toronto, ON MSS 1M8 750.00 
A:han11:1ios Sim~ 2 Hepsco!I Torr, ScartlorouQh. ON M1W1E t 500.00 
Ayacl St.ammas 38 High Pon! Rd.. Don MIiis. ON M3C :>A!i nu.oo 
B.V.ir;:a 426 Marguerella SI ., lcranlo, ON M 6H 3S5 250.00 
em-Sen Cheng '.\ Olack Walnut Dr., Ma,~ham, ON L3S 4A7 250.00 
Sart>ara Whitehurst 513·6 Ruyal York Ro.. Elo~lcoke, ON MMV 2S7 250.00 
llarry Zi19da~sk1 142 Strathallen Blvd. ·1 orontu. ON MSN 1$7 250.00 
Or1an I ,kl.innah Lawson 20 Ro,e Park Crescent, Toronto. ON Mn 1rs 500.00 
Brian 8oyd1uk 76 Slaffc rd SI., Toranlo, OM MGS 2S7 50t!.OO 
Bri~n Chapnick 110 Arnold Cresc:F.nl. Ricilm011d Hi l ON L4C 3R8 500 00 
L!r1J Shorma 111 Nantuc.cl Blvd. Toronto, ON MIP zr~4 50U.OO 
Brace lsako,•, 250 RosedalP. Heighls Or .. Tlm1•1hill. ON L4J 6V7 750 00 
l:lry~n Rowntr" e 1100 Eyi11lon Ave E, Toronto. ON M3C 2112 500.00 
C..ro!yn W«jgan 1107-1400 Dix!~ Ra~,I Misnis~tiuga, ON L~E 3E1 ,50.00 
Catherine M;,ckcnzie 7.4 Tiago /Ive.• roron!o, ON M41:12A1 750.00 
Char1cs Roach G88 SI. Clair West. Toronto, ON M6C 1B1 250 CO 
Charles Whitehun;I 51 ~-6 Royal York Rd., Elot,c->ke. ON MIJVlS7 2~0.00 
Choster Lew 1493 Royal Rose Crt. Miss1llSauga. :JN LSV 1H4 750.00 
Chn"S l11'ln 49 Di~rtWO<ld Ridge, Wac>:Sbfiage , ON L4t. 6Y1 750.00 
Chri&1·ne MQnd1u11i:; 153 Roe A~e., NO/th Yori<. ON MSM 2J1 :>50.00 
Claudio Posccco 1305 Ind an Ro;id. M1sslssau90, m~ L5H 1S3 250.0~ 
Costanzo Raimondo 2 Fairhaven Dr., Etobicoke, ON M9f' 2P6 150.0J 
Cra9 Tl>orbum 2800-199 Day St., Toron10, ON MSL 1A9 750.00 
Crid\lon Bu:hanan 40 College SI .. Turonlo, ON r,15G 2J3 250.00 
Daniel l:lord onali SG Rarbar,y Cres. R1chmQnd Hill. ON L<t£ 1S6 250.00 
D.1nu1~ Gumjoc1k 2902 Lokeshore Blvd. W . l:lohicoke, ON 1.181/ IJ1 i Sfl.!lO 
Dcnr..eM<;sko 1108-?.ias Lakt! Shore Blvd. W .• Toronto. ON MRV 3X9 150.00 
Deru~s & Karen Kohn 301•5400 Yonge St . Toronto, ON 1.12N 5R5 250.0<1 
L.Jenris Lombert 8 Cranmore Crl.. Brampton, ON LG?. 22.'l 25O.()IJ
Derek Slrang 7 Prentice en.. Unlonvl!P., ON LJR 2X6 50000 
Diane Clelrnllo 9 Greenvale Terr. Scarborough. ON M1F. 287 750.IJO 
Diane ~'~ddcn 59 Leander SI.. Brampton, ON L6S 3M4 250.00 
Oobn\loje Jov:.novs!(i 69 Rumclt Avenue, Nonh i'ork, ON M2N 1V4 250.00 
Dr. John Phitpol1 3210-99 Harbour Square. fo101110. ON MSJ 2H2 ?SO Oil 
Dr. W Cheong Ch&trng 12 Brian Clilf Dr .. North Yoill, ON .,tJO 2G2 750.00 
Edward Jagan 4 King Louis Cres.. Sc31'boruugh, 0'1 M1T 2W0 750.00 
Eilei,n 7.ahakos 26 Rulhi;sy Road, Thomh:11, 0:-1 L3T 3J7 250.00 
Eltias As~~, M Linda Mmg.imt Cre,., R:cltmor.d HiO. ON L~S 2BG 500.00 
Emao Roz1k 65 Risebrough Ave., Toronto, ON MW2E2 7M.OO 
!'mily K!lisse 126 Frflh Avenue, Woodbridge, ON t..:L 624 750.00 

https://Nantuc.cl
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Erica R1idcJock-Rhud~n 432 L.iurentian five. M,s3is~auge, ON 
Esther Sarick 305-95 83,her Greene Road, Toronto. ON 
Frank Leo 1 Hartsdale Oriv!!, l oronlo. ON 
Frank Walwyn 1600-130 King St. W., PO Box 480, Toronlo. ON 
Frei.I Oalak1s 14 Erica Road. Thomhil, ON 
F-eida Flabalsikos 5 Mor1urpark C1I.. Toronlo, ON 
Gary Freeman 320 King St E, Torol\to, ON 
Gavir Cheu~g 1t. RQyal Oak Or •. Don Mills, ON 
Geofl:-ey WhHo 253 Haddingtoo Ave • Toronlo. ON 
George Persicl1~11 1255 Kennedy Road do Snow City Cycle M~rine, Toronto 
Gerald Millar 114 W,ndham Troil. Aurora. ON 
Grova11n1 Ferrara 54 Gooderham Dr .. Scartornunh. ON 
Gorden Crann 127 Gil!Tlble /\Ve., East Yor1<, ON 
G us M'10lli.1 1:,5 rion1ucket tl l11d., S<::arboroayh, ON 
Gyan Jein 4 Pceblec A,-c.. Toronto, ON 
Harry Floro~ 7 Mosedate Cres., Toronto, ON 
Hervey Diamond 46 Snowdon Ave . T uro~to . ON 
Harvey \/\rise 58 Furnh~m Ave., rorcnto, ON 
Heather Elfassy 43 Country lane, North York. ON 
Hil<?Sh Parmar 90 Sl1e1wood Forest Or., Markh.-m, ON 
1 lovic Royodji.in 305 Weldricl< Read E , Riclunond I 1m. ON 
lkrnm Freed 1211-40 Pannrama Crt .. Etllllicoke, ON 
Ilona Un~er 418-77 Maitland Piece. Tornnlo, ON 
Irena VJy\'~al 27 Ta marack Circle, To·onto, ON 
Jamie Besner 17-2111 LoKt: Shore 61vd.. Toro:110. ON 
Jeffrey Fo,l,JL,c,y 47 Owen Blvd, Toronto, ON 
J..ffr,,y Goldman 360 Spodma Rd., Toronto, ON 
J,;iring Hua, ,g 305-32 Clegg Road, Markham. ON 
J,e•Mandclbauin !i06-I Bishop Ave .. Toronto, ON 
John 3arnngton 7 Lexington Drive, Markham, ON 
John Chrislolorldis ?.7 Eli11!ll o11 Dr., ScarburOU<Jh, ON 

,John Goll;>ghcr 106 Phyllis Ave, Toronto_ ON 
Jonalhan C~t~:iris 27 Trrnnell Blvd, Sc;irooroug!,. ON 
Joseph RulJ,n 25 York O:,wns Dr .. f,Jonh Y(lrl<, ON 
.lnsRph s;man 111 Judge Road, To,cnto. ON 
K KaJendran G08.S Mondeo Drive, Sc.ir!Jorough, ON 
Kanchan Ja,o 4 Peebles Ave., Tor.n1o, ON 
Karen D,~mond 6B Warren Roacl. T oronlo. ON 
Karin Eaton 52 Harding Blvd .. Scarbo•ough. ON 
Kalie H.n-1 ~ g Dianw)orl Ridge, WootlnridQC'. 0 \1 
Khahl Syed t, 4 Giffilhs Dri'.IV, Ajax, ON 
Kircn Naz 743 Saint Clarens ,\ve . To, uritc. ON 
Kumert CllOw 78 Waln.A Grove Crcs.. Richmon<1 Hill. ON 
Lt1.~HO$ ,V.9!ltno~ :12 Loog Island Cres, Markham. ON 
Loonard Copc\li 85 Kathenne Cres.. S1ou1Mlln. ON 
L~sfie 'i;el 35 San<lrin9ham Dr.. Nonh York, ON 
Ucnet Miskin 2 Allv!ew Crescent. Toronlo, ON 
lo-J Carlini 4 4 Mlnglet1eze Ur., Etubicoke, ON 
MamlldOU Bah 11 Oerger Ave., Mar',harn. ON 
r.-ansoor Kanoni 30 LBgnua Cres., Marl<ham, ON 
r✓arilana Di Mambrc 338-1 0520 Yonyc SI., Uni\ 350. Richmond Hill, OK 
r/arl< Jones 7-1 Oevdale Road, Tcronto. ON 
r.."arla B,own SJ0-5075 Yonge Sl ., North York, ON 
Maricnna Mulhu1in;iarr. 2a floyce A'le, Scarborough, ON 
Mary Koumoudovros 14 WaUir ,g S1.. Elobicoke. ON 
1/.ary Lennox ?.5 l ,rchs1one Stree, Whit~,. ON 
Miguel ::;,nger 42 Alexandra Wcod. North Yo:!<, ON 
t.1ikeAhholl 15 Shore Ave., W hitby, ON 
Mira & l{ober\ tgc! 403-7300 Yonge St.. ThornhiD, ON 
Mir:£a Ashraf ~28 Margueretla S~. To,onlo. ON 
Mohomrned Bouhajib 5313 Champlain Trail, Mississauga_ ON 
Murray Go'dman 1 Strait.earn 6l1•0. rcronto, ON 
Muslaque Ladhan! 127 Lansbury Or .. Scarborough, ON 

LI\Z 2K5 250.00 
M3C 3E9 /50.00 
M9R 2S1 75000 
M5X 1J5 250.00 
L4J 201 750.00 
M'-J TA I 250.00 
M5/11K6 2:>UOO 
M3C 2M2 750.00 
M5r"' 2R1 500.00 
M1P ll.4 750.00 
L4G 5L6 250.00 
M1R 3G7 3CO.OO 
M5J 21'2 7;0.00 
M1P 7.Pi 750.00 
M3C2N6 7~0.00 
M7.J 3A3 5CO.OO 
M4N 1A6 7~0.00 
M4V 1H4 !.>00 00 
M2L 1E1 500.00 
L3P 1 K1 400.00 
LI\COR7 750.00 
ll9V 4M1 250.00 
W.4Y 2116 750.00 
M9P 3T9 250.00 
Ml',1/4B2 250.00 
M,P lG~ 750.00 
M!">P2V7 250.00 
L6G 0B2 ,~o.oo 
M2M 4J4 l ~0.00 
L3P 6V3 250.0U 
MIR3X6 750.00 
MlM IY1 25000 
M1L 1S-1 750.00 
lvlJH 1H7 250.00 
M825□ 9 500.00 
M1P ~L6 250.00 
MJC2NB 750 00 
M4V2RS 150.00 
M1N3C9 250 00 
L~L 6YI :•sa.oo 
UT 3.J7 250 co 
M6H 3X2 250.CO 
L~S IZ2 250 co 
L3P7L5 250 00 
L41\ 1K5 250 00 
M5M 3G3 500 00 
M7.J 2R3 250 00 
M9V4W/J 750 00 
L68 0B6 250.00 
t.~S 3G6 75000 
L4C 3C7 25000 
M2R 1L7 250.0U 
M2N6C6 50000 
M1J 1!<5 750.00 
M9P 3E9 !;0000 
L 1R OG8 7.50.00 
MSN 2S1 250.00 
L1R2Lt'. 250.00 
L4J 'lY5 750.00 
M6H 3S5 250.00 
LSR 2YG 750.00 
.'~5P 1S6 5U0.00 
M1V3R9 750.00 

https://Royodji.in


Nancy Hawley 
Nam:y J~in 
Nancy So 
Nie.'{ Bab~tsikos 
Norm GQ<;lrey 

Norman Halh~way 
Pasquale P~llesehi 
PaulCluMie 
Paul nidur 
Paul Scrivener 
Paul Suthe1land 
Poler Mandronis 
Peter Svintor. 
Pelsr Zahakos 
o,,te1on Johnslone 
Rachh~al Singh 
Ra(ael Gomez 
Rambir l"erhar 
Richmd Mu1duch 
Rici< lmpera 

Robert Bla:e'lskl 
Roberl Gr~r.t 
Rochell!! reldbe:9 
R0!1Cr Keeley 
Romano Guginlmi 
Ron Hcrczc9 
Rong Wu 
Rosemary Cheung Cheung 
Samuel Sarlck 
Si1rldrt1 Manuru:l's 
Sara Gelgor 
Scoll Kunzm~n 
Sha1on Andt:1so11 
Spiros PaP<1lha,iasur.rs 
Slelan Wisniowski 
Slella Colag,oeo1111:, 
Sleehen 8r3sh 
Sieve Orrell 
Scnl\U Mehan 

::i11san Larrben 
Sushra: Mahan 

Suzanne Poscx:co 
Syed Bilgran~ 
lcr,y T~ianos 
-homas Kot,n 
Tina Lew 
Tom Flood 
Tcm Gribilat 
Tony Gabrie,e 
Tony Kiriakou 
Vince D:Sanio 
v,~la Kcurouprs 
Waleuska l.azo 
Walter Pelech 
Wayne HabbQ:, 
William Wiener 
Yani Zhao 
Zaln Tifou 
Zdena Mesko 
Zlnnal Oewjl 
Zoi Attrns 

19 Agnes Lam!, rcronto. ON 
57 Tranby Ave, Toron10, ON 
2418 Ouf!eiin SL, Toronto. ON 
5 Manorp;irk Crt, Toronto. ON 
70 La,kfield Dr., North York, ON 
17 Sword Street, Toro:lto. ON 
53 Warfield Or., Toronto, ON 
186 8Ingnam Ave, Toronto. ON 
40Waller Ave., Toronto. ON 
28 8arn6lyne Crlve. Toronlo. ON 
372 Broomfield Rd .• GrallOil, ON 
9!! Morbank Dr.. Scarticrough. ON 
5? H.-ming Alvd., Scatborcugh, ON 
26 Rothsay Head, Ttomt,ill, 01': 
1202-390 8:\y SL, Toronlo, ON 
568 Highgle11 Ave, Ma·kham, ON 
301-1101 Pharmacy Ave, Sca1borou5h. CM 
57 SI011t:ybrook Crescent Cres.. IJark~am, ON 
11 JoMlhan Dunn Way, North York. ON 
1251 Kennedy Road. Scarborough. () 1-1 
:19 Slr3Ihallen illvd., Toronto. ON 
32 Kappole Ave., Toronto, ON 

8 llndl~ Heilh G,lc, Torol'\lo, ON 
38 Albert St . ll.m1<11~rn. ON 
4-10t.62 Islington Ave .. Kleinbe1g, ON 
02 Birch Ava., Toronto. ON 
305-32 Clegg Road. Markhar.i, ON 
1210-36 The Esplanade. Toronto. ON 
305-95 B:irocr Greene qoad. T oron10, ON 
99 Morbank Dr.• ScaromouJh. ON 
369 Spadio:i R.I.. ro,onlo. ON 
4304-21 O Victori a St. Tomrro. ON 
3·1 nmgrt-n Dr., Scarborough, OM 
291 Carlton SL. Toronto. ON 
221 Glcnrosc Ave . l oronto. ON 
12300 10th Cor.cesst0n Rel. Kleinbury . ON 
102 lnu lane. StoulMle. ON 
3205-2045 L~ke ShOn:: tllV(J. V'I.. lotonto. ON 
2409•3J Charles SI. F., Toron'.o. ON 
8 Cranmore Crl.. Brnlllplon, ON 
2409-JJ Charles $1 E .. Torontc, ON 
1305 lr,dian Road. Minis,augD. ON 
H) Outif! Lsnc, Thornhill, ON 
9 Elmb.inr. Rood. Vat.rljhan. ON 
104 Hmmoun1Ave, Tcromo. ON 
1493 Royal Rose C:t. Mississauga, ON 
79 ChapWn Cres. Turonlo. ON 
10 oimsb~,y Court Markha.T,, ON 
s, C.iribou Road, North Yo1, . ON 
2072 larwrence /we E., Toronto. ON 
104 Home Rd., Oownsview, :Jill 
50A Bereslord Ave.. Toronto. ON 
47 ~n ~lvd. Toronto. ON 
2208·99 Ha,bour $qUDIC, Tororto, ON 
26 Houston Cros., T oranla, ON 
37 Strathe:iro Rd., To1onlo, ON 
2208-18 Lee Centre Drive. S.::.lrborough. ON 
84 TDwntJ~rry Ci, .. Brarrpton. ON 
200 Pralll Aw,nue. S'11'nia, ON 
?H#5-3 Concorc'e Place, Toronto, ON 
53 Avonwick GMe, Nnrth York, ON 

Ml,LJZ3 
MSR IN4 
M6E3S8 
M2J 1A1 
M382H1 
MSA JN3 
M2J 3S4 
MtE 3R5 
MGS 11l9 
M2L 2N!l 
KOK 2GO 
MIV:JMI 
M1N 3C9 
L3T 3J7 
M511 2Y2 
L3S 4M4 
r.1 m 2I I2 
l6E 288 
M2M 7A8 
r.11P iL4 
M5N 1$8 
M4N 221 
t.138 284 
L3P 2T5 
LOJ 1CO 
M4V 1CO 
L6G 082 
M5t: 1A5 
M3C 3E9 
MW2M1 
M5P2V7 
M5B 1V8 
MIR JR5 
M5A2L6 
Mt.T 1L 1 
Lfi.l 1CO 
L4AOL8 
M6V2Z6 
M4YOA2 
L6Z 229 
M4YOA2 
LSH 1S3 
L3T 5H4 
L4J 2i:l6 
M61! 1X6 
L5V 1H4 
M5P 1M 
L3R 3G7 
M5N 2A5 
M1H2l5 
M3K 1M3 
M6S3A8 
M2P 1G2 
M5.1 2H2 
M2J JHB 
MGC 1R2 
M1IIJl l5 
1.7AOJ8 
WXIAl 
M3C 3K'l 
MJA2M6 

2li0.00 
250.00 
250.00 
?.50.00 
250.00 
:l50.00 
500.00 
250.00 
50000 
150.00 
?50.00 
i50.O0 
250.00 
250.00 
500.00 
600.00 
250.00 
750.00 
250.00 
250.00 
150.00 
25000 
50D.00 
25t>.OO 
200.00 
750.00 
1so o:; 
75:l uo 
1so o:; 
750 OJ 
250 00 
500 OJ 
500.00 
7!i0.00 
750.J0 
l50.00 
500.00 
500.0U 
750.00 
250.00 
750.00 
250.00 
250.00 
,~u.ou 
250.00 
750.00 
750.00 
500.00 
5~0.00 
75!1.00 

250.00 
:,:io 01, 
750.00 
300 DO 
250 oc 
,so liO 
500.00 
250.00 
500.00 
750.00 
250.00 

82,300.00. 

https://82,300.00
https://4-10t.62
https://PaP<1lha,iasur.rs


Table 2: M t 'b .one ,try con r1 ullons rom unions or coreora trons 
Name·(Legal and Canying on 
Business·As) 

---· 

Addfess 

-- ,. 

J 

Presidant or Cheque 

Business Manager Signatory 

.. 

! 

I 

-

Amount 

-- -

$ -

$ -

$ -

s -
--

$ -

s 

-

·-·-
$ -

· --

: ·:; Additional infom1alion is listed on sept'lrate supplementar, allachrnent 

$ 
·- -· -
Total !.!. - I 

Table 3: Contributions in oods or services Note m~st also be re orted as .ex enscs in 60~.fL-------,,---

Name A_qdress Goo_ds or'Sarvic~s IAmount 

Michael Thompson See Box A Campaign ~19ns (see schedule 3). 
-- $ 900.ClO 

-- --
s 

. - -- . 

---· 

---
! 
I 

. -
I 

...... _ 
$ 

t 

-

-

---

·--- ---
s 

$ 

I 
' s 

-

- .. 

- - ·-·- -· --
$ 

~.: Additional information is listed an separate supplementary attachment Total $ 900.00 I 
Total Part II Contributions 83,700.00 J 

9503? (2010101) l'a~e S cf8 



[~~clule 2 ·--'Fui1d::Ralsln·srFunctioi1· ___ __,_..:..____ _________ 
If'.~) Addilional schedule for er.1ch event or activity held is/are lisled on separate supplementary at1achmcnt(S) 

~ -· Descriplion of event of aclivily ·---· 
YYYY MM DD 

2010 04 22 Fundraisin Evant 1!!..!b~L_o.~t,,.y...:.R.:..:e~s:.:.:la::..::u::..ra::::n:.:.:lc.aa:.:.n:.::d'-'B:;.;a:;.;r_____-;:::::-:::=======::::;:----
Admission charge (per person)' (may not exceed individual contribulion limit) [i__-__...:2::.:5:.::0:.:.:.oc.::o;...__ _ _.) 2A 
·tr admission charge per person is not consisten t, altach complete breakdown or all ticket sales. 
Number or tickets sold ~-----'1~9~5____,! 2B 
Part I - Ticket Revenue 
Lines: (2A) x {2B) {include in Schedule 1) 48,750.00 

Part II • Other Revenue Deemed A Contribution 
Provide Full details (e.g., revenue from goods sold in excess uf lair market value) 

1 . + 

2. + ----·-··------- -----3 . + 
-4-.--· 

+ 
5. + 
6. + 
7. + 

8 . ... 
Total Part II Revenue (include in Schedule 1) 

s .. -
s -
s -
s -· 

i- ,
5 . 
$ . 

s -
$ 

·-.$ 

Part 1111 - Other Revenue Not Deemed A Contribution 
Provide Full di,tails (e g .. conlribuli0n$ of $10.00 or less; reven~,e Iron· ref resl,menl sold al cost) 

1. 

3 . 

4. 

5. 

n. 

+ 

+ 

·-------·---
Total Part Ill Revenue (include in Box cf · 

--------- ---
+ 

[;__ . 

!: 
-

. 
fs ·--

$ . 
~ 

~- ~-s -

Part lV Expenses Related to Fund Raising Function 

-
Venue 

Event Advertising 

Focd anrl drink • 

[ nlcrtainrnent -

Other (provide full details) 
1. Ticket printing for e•,ent ... 
2. --- ------ --

+ 
T -

+ 

4. 

+ 

+ 

+ 

6. + 
Total Part IV Expenses (include in Box C) ·----·-

9503P (2010101) Pllge 6 of 8 

$ 

$ 220 00 

s 5,347.02 

$ 500,00 -
s 95.00 

s -
$ -

s 
s 
$ . 

--~. 
$ 

$ . 

$ 6,162.02 

https://48,750.00


4 

7 

j•s"ctlecllile 2 - Fond-Raising F·undfor.i . 
i:J Additional schedule for each event or ;ictivily helrt is/are listed on separate supplementary attachment(S) 

...s____________ 

,___ __ 

Date !Description of event of activity
yyyy MM DD 
2010 04 22 1Fundraising Campaign Activity 
Admission charge (per person)" (may not exceed incfiv"dual contribution limil) 
•11 admission charge per person is nol consistent. attach complete breakdown of all ticket sales. 

Number of tickets sold 

Part I - Ticket Revenue 
Lines: (2A} x (2B) (inclurte in Sc hedule 1) 

Part ll • Other Revenue Deemed A Contribution 
ProvidP. Full cetails (e.g., revenue from goods sold in excess of fair market value) 

1. Contributions received as a result or fundraising campaign activity. 

2. -----

3 . 

5 . 

6. 

8. 

Total Part II Revenue (include in Schedule 1) 

Part 1111 - Other Revenue Not Deemed A Contribution 
Provide Full details (e.g., contributions of S10.00 or less; revenue from refreshmcmt sold at cost) 

1. 

2. 
_3___ 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Total Part Ill Revenue (include in Box C) 

Part IV Expenses Related to Fund Raising Function 

Venue 

Event Advertising 

Food and drink -

Entertainment -

Other {provide full details) 
1. Salary for fundraising campaign personnel 

2. i-Phones and cell phone services lor personnel. 

3. 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

➔· 

•► 

+ 

= 

+ 

+ 

+ 

2A 

__==-::]2s 

s 35,550.00 

$ 

$ 

s._____ 
s 
s 
-----~----- --s 
s 
s 

$ 

$ 
1-----

$ 

s 
$ 
1------- - -

$f-s_______ _ 

~--------- -,s 
$ 

s 
s 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
1--

$ 

",4,500.00 

600 70 

-
. 
. 

-···--· . 

. 

15,100.70 

i 

4. + 

+ 

7. 

8. 

Total Part IV Expenses (Include in Bo:it C) 

95O3P (2010101I 



fscti.e.aule:3 ·-,lriveritorv·,of c'amoai :iri ·Go·ods-~l°hd •Materiiils:1frorr1 P"revious·camrut.idn - =i 
Oescriptlon · Date-Acquired Supplier Unit Value Quantity Tot.al Value 

·- ''""•/m.mlddl -- ,__... - --- . --------- - -- -
2006 Michael Thompson 

Large Signs 2006 Municipal Campaign $ 9.80 75 $ 7350D 
2006 Michael Thompson 

Small Signs 2006 Municipal Campaign $ 3 30 50 $ 165.00 -
$ . . s -------· 
$ . s --- ·- ---- - · 

$ - s . 
··--- .. - --

$ - s . 
- ·- -- ·- - ·- ····-----

! $ - $ 
·-· 

: 
$ $. 

l s - ,: $--
I 
I 

s - : $ 

! s - _J_ ..:.._ $ 
. -

fotal Value of Inventory from Pn:v,ous Campaign Used in Candidate's Campal(Jn 900.00 

ISchedule 4 - lnvcntorv of Camnai ,i, Goods and'.Materlals at T.he·End or·ca·moalan _ _] 
Description · Date Acquired Supplior Unit Value Quantity Tot.ii Value 

.. .. ruvv/mmlddl 
. - -.- ·- . - --·- . 

Large Signs 2010/10/10 Rainbow Sign ,\.1ftg $ 7.35 106 s 779.10--- - -- . ... 

Small S igns 2010/10/10 Rainbow Sign Mltg. $··- 2.83 130 s 367.90 ----- -t 

$ - - s -. 

s . s . 
•··•- - -'---·- -

s - - s ----·--· - ·--

$ - . $ .- - - --·- -

$ $ ·- - -----
i 
!$ . s-- - ----- ·--·-- --

$ . $ . 
·· ·--

$ $ 
·-·- ·- ·· .. 

$ . $ 
Total Value of Inventory of Campaign Goods and Materials-·-·· - s 1,147.00 l 

950JP (2010101) Page 7of8 



~uditor,'s ,Repo·rt.: ·. ·:· .. : . · · · . 
M_(iW~P,~f}fe~tio~s-Act; 1~9-~ (Seitio~ 78) . · 

• ·.•.. _;_;;_·"'------ --~....:....___; 

A candidale who has received contributions or incurred expenses in excess of $10,000 rnust attach an auc1Itor'i; report. The repon must 
be done in accordance with generally ;iccepte<.I audiling !!landards and muse: 

• set out the scope o f 1he e~amina:ion. 
• provide an opinion as lo the com;:,leteness and accuracy of the financial slalement ;:ind whether it is freP. of material 

miss1atemenl. 

AUOITOR'S REPORT 
PURSUAN r TO SECTION 78 OF THE MUNICIPJI.L ELECTIONS ACT. 19!!6 

To: ULLI S WATKISS. Clerk. City of Toronto 

I h:ive ouditcd Ille Financial Siatemenl of Michael ·1 hompson. candidata, for the campaign period from t rom 1 I 20 I 2010 to ;, I 31 12010 rel;Jhny to tl11, 
election ttel::I on Oc1ober 25. 2010, 1ncludir-9 tile S lat~men! of Camp3lgn Period h1come ;rnd E~pensos, l he Slalemer.l of Ass.e!3 ar.tJ Liab11i11~s as al Decerncer 
31. 20 10 and lhe Slateme111of Dete1m 1nation cl Surplus ,,rdeficl! and D1spos1!:an ol Surplus. This financial information has bee11 pro,pared by MichaAI 
ThOmpson, lhe candiualc. :1 accordance. w ith the accounting requirement ot secfons GG to GS. and ~ectiorr 79 of the Municipal Elections Ar.I, 1996 ~nd the 
occounling gui:t~lin~• issued by the Ontario Ministry of Municipal Alfairs :ind 1-10,.,sin~. 

The Candid:it e's Responsibility for the Financ ial Statamont 
The candidate 1s responsible for the preparation of lho rinarrci~I slalement am! such htr.rnal control as prescribed by Seclron 69(1) of tt e l•/un'cioat El~ctio11~ 
Act. 1996. 

A uditor's Responsibility 

My responsibil~y is to exp:ess an op.nlon on th" tinoncial statement base:! on my ;,U<fit. I conducte,J niy audit in accordance with generary occept~d .auditing 
standards. Generally accepted auditing standards require that I comply with ethical requirements, and plan and pcrfonn an audil Jo obtain 1casonable 
assurance whether 1he fin;incial statement 1~ freo of material mlsstaternenl. 

An aud:t ineolvos pcrlormillg procetlures to ob1ain audit ev,dcncc about the amounls and disclosures :n lhc financial informalion. The proc.ed11res ~elected 
depend on ttc audito:'s judgment, inelucin9 t11c assessrno.:nt of the risks of material miss1~\l!rncr.l of lhe financial 1nrormation, whetl-cr due '.O frau:I or error. IN 
making these rislt assessments. the aw:J,tor considers i11ternat control relevant to U1e preparation and fa ir presentation ofthe rinanciot i11fo101alio11 in order to 
clesign B:Jd:t procedures lhat a,u approp1ii1ta in 1he circur:istances. but not for fhe pur;x>se of express an opinion o~ th., t:fft:~tivcm.-ss of the internal contro!s 
An audit also includes evaluating \he appropria:enP.ss or acco11;1ting policies used and Che reasonlbleno!.s ot accounting estimated niade bv m~nagemenl. as 
well ~s evaluating Ille overall i:;resontalion of th~ frnancial 1nformation. 

I believe lh:.I lhe ~udil ev cence I have oblainud :s suf'iciont ond appropriate to provide a b~~i~ for -ny quaI fied oud1l opinion. 

Bas ls for Qualified Opinion 
Due lo the inherent nature of the trnnsad lons of elec:ornl r.~mp.ilgns, lhe complcleaess or contrlil~tion6 :<nd ot11c1 rcvc~~c and e~penses is no\ suseep:ible to 
S3lls lactory <1udit vc1ttrcation. Accordingly, my verification of these ernounls was limiled to '.he 3,nounls rt:cardcd in the campaigns accountmg rccord5 .and I 
was not able lo determine whether any adju:;tm.,rrts might oa necess3ry to cnntr,hutions and other revenue ~nd expenses . As well. tho Munic;pol Elections 
/\ct. i 996 does Ml r11quire me to reporL nor wss it pracLical fa: me Jo rir,tern,:ne. lhal <.'Or.tnbutions re.orted include only I hose wt,,ch mny be proper retained In 
acco1dance with lhe ~rovisions ol lhe Act. 

Qual ified Opin ion 
In my opinion, except for lhe possible effec\s o f the matter dEscribed in the Basis ol Qualified Opinilm pa,agraptt, lhe rinanciat Statement of Michael 
Thompson Is prepared, in all rnalcn,1: re-.pecl. in accordance with th~ ~ccountmg requirements ol lhe Munic:pal Elections Act. 1996 and lh~ accounting 
guidelines issued by the O11h,rio M rnis!ry of Municipal Art.airs and Housing. 

Basis of Accounting 
Without mo:Hfying my op1111on, I draw attention to the basis ol accounting of the Fln~nr.ial Sta1emenl, wh1c'"I ,s as set out in Form 1. As :i resull. the Fi1anc1al 
St.1tcmenl m11y nol 1:1! i~«able fori;other pu,.osc. 

S1911.ture---'---<:b....__/./-.:_f.~'.4-l~"'/:;..A~f...i.J...a...ii,.,.<..:....____ 

. Professio.~al Dcsrgnation of Auditor 

C h artere d Accountant, Lic~nsed Publ ic Accou ntant 
Municipality I Date {yyyylmm/qtl; /

r"7 • 
Toronto I c:d) I/ I c; 3' ; :::u:; 
Contact PersonLast Name · I l .icenco No. 
Last Nama :First Name I 
Nayman _______.....1.._ .::B:.,:e:.:.r:.:n.::.a:.:rd:..__ _ ___________ ..11!!.?_6_________________I 
Add:ess 
S uite/UnH No. IStreel No. IStreet Name 
71 0 1110 1Finch A venue West 

C ity/Town Province Postal Code 
Toront o IOntario j MJJ 2T2 
TelcphOne No. (incl. area code) Fa~ No Email Address 
416-665-1530 I 1-sss-2s5.3os4 Ibcrnard@electionfi nances.com 
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APPENDIX 2 



Sandra Stevens 

8 RaMOck Street. Suite 209 
Scarborough, ON 

/ 
Bill To: 
Michael Thompson Campaign 

I 

i_ 

INVOICE 
DATE: 
6/16/10 

INVOICE# 
2010- 0010 

DESCRIPTION 

Fundralsing services rendered (Jan - May 2010) 

TOTAL 

AMOUNT 

8,500.00 

$ 6,500.00 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR BUSINESSI 



Sandra Stevens 

8 Rannock Stree~ Suite 209 
Scarborough, ON 

BIii To: 
Michael Thompson Campaign 

DESCRIPTION 

Fundraising services rendered (Jun - Jul 2010) 

TOTAL 

AMOUNT 

1,500.00 

$ 1,500.00 

INVOICE 
DATE: 
7/30/10 

INVOICE#I 
2010-0011 

,-

! 
i 
!. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR BUSINESS! 



• • 
INVOICE 

DATE 

Mlchael 'Thompson 2010 campaign May 17th
, 2010 

M11rc;ia Stlles 

For SeNlces rendered 

$10,000.00 

• I. ) .) 

•·· •·-----·····-·- - - - --- - --- ----- ·---- - ------ - - - -- . __ . -··.. -- .--- - ·--·----- ····-
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IN THE MATTER OF AN APPLICATION BY JUSTIN STASYSHYN UNDER THE 
MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS ACT, 1996 TO THE CITY OF TORONTO COMPLIANCE AUDIT 
COMMITTEE IN RESPECT OF THE FINANCIAL STATEMENT OF MICHAEL 
THOMPSON, CANDIDATE FOR ELECTION TO TORONTO CITY COUNCIL, WARD 37. 

WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF MICHAEL THOMPSON 

This application is one of three applications (the "Applications") brought in respect of the 
candidacies of individuals who were elected to Toronto City Council, each of whom are 
represented by the undersigned. This correspondence constitutes the response on behalf of 
Michael Thompson. 

For the convenience of the Compliance Audit Committee (the "Committee"), this submission is 
divided into two portions, the first addresses issues raised that are common to at least two of the 
applications, and is identical in respect of all three responses. The second portion is unique to the 
responding candidate referenced above. 

PART 1 - COMMON ISSUES 

Background 

1. The Applications advance a number of propositions which, if accepted, would affect the 
exercise of the Committee's authority and discretion in deciding upon the disposition of 
these matters. In particular, the Applications assert: 

(a) That the Committee is required to adopt a "standard of certitude" that equates a 
reasonable probability of a breach of the Municipal Elections Act, I 996 (the 
"Act") with a 33% chance that such a contravention may have occurred; 

(b) That a single contravention of the Act may entitle the Committee to direct a 
compliance audit, the scope of which would cover all aspects of the election 
finances of a particular campaign; 

(c) That it is necessary that the Act be interpreted restrictively in order to ensure 
fairness in the electoral process. 

(d) That the reference, in ss. 67(2) of the Act, to "the cost of holding fund-raising 
functions" is to be construed as applying only to discrete events such as dinners, 
dances, garden parties, etc., and that, accordingly, monies spent by the respective 
candidates and reported within this rubric, did not, to the Applicants' 
understanding, fall within this narrow construction, and were wrongfully excluded 
from the Candidates' expenses subject to the spending limit, as reported in their 
financial statements. 



2. While it may be correct that a single finding of a compliance audit committee, to the 
effect that an apparent contravention of the relevant provisions of the Act has been 
identified, can give rise to a compliance audit of potentially unlimited scope, the balance 
of the Applicants' assertions outlined above are wrong or misconceived, as explained 
below. 

The "Belief on Reasonable Grounds" threshold 

3. Subsection 81(1) of the Act provides as follows: 

"An elector who is entitled to vote in an election and believes on 
reasonable grounds that a candidate has contravened a provision of this 
Act relating to election campaign finances may apply for a compliance 
audit of the candidate's election campaign finances." 

4. Subsection 81(5) of the Act provides as follows: 

"Within 30 days after receiving the application, the [compliance audit] 
committee shall consider the application and decide whether it should be 
granted or rejected." 

5. On a plain reading, it may be seen that the question of"belief on reasonable grounds" is a 
threshold question - a condition precedent for an application to be brought. An 
application that does not evidence a belief on reasonable grounds is not proper, and if the 
Committee finds that such a belief is not evidenced on the material before it, then it 
should dismiss the application on that basis. In contrast, the language of subsection 81(5), 
which confers the decision-making power upon the Committee, contains no such 
direction or standard. Rather is it a question for the Committee to "decide whether [the 
application] should be granted or rejected". 

6. . If, as the Applicants suggest, the Committee has "little discretion" to decide whether to 
hold a compliance audit, there is little point in having a Compliance Audit Committee 
with specialized expertise, at all. In fact the court decision they rely upon for this 
proposition is based upon the legislation as it existed prior to the passage of extensive 
amendments in 2009, and is directed to the decision of a non-expert municipal council 
that could make such a decision at that time. 1 Moreover, the point made by the court was 
little more than an editorial comment, upon which the outcome of the case did not turn; in 
lawyers' parlance, an "obiter dicta"• a thing said in passing. 

7. In contrast, the Courts have acknowledged that this Committee (differently constituted) is 
entitled to a higher level of deference than a City Council in two cases to date,2 and the 
expertise giving rise to that deference is such that the Committee is entitled to exercise a 

1 Jackson v. Vaughan (Ci(Y) 2009 CanLII 10991 (ONSC) 

2 Harrison v, Toronto District School Board, unreported, OCJ, June 19, 2008 and Lyras v, Heaps 2008 ONCJ 524 
(CanLII) 
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acting in concert with the Commissioner of Canada Elections (the "Commissioner''), who 
applies a test ofwhether the public interest justifies a prosecution. 5 

13. Similarly, the Ontario Election Act provides in subsection 98.1 (1) that "(n)o prosecution 
shall be instituted under this Act without the Chief Electoral Officer's consent." In this 
respect, Counsel is unaware of any particular guiding principle applied by that official, 
but understands that this question is very much within the unique expertise of this 
Committee. 

14. It is submitted that this "gatekeeper" function is intended to provide a check against the 
potential for frivolous or politically-driven charges against candidates for elected office, 
who, by virtue of the public office which they hold or have sought and the risk of 
vindictive behaviour before, during or after a campaign that may be vociferously 
contested, might otherwise be subject to private prosecutions that seek less to enforce the 
law than to embarrass or weaken a political opponent. 

15. Prior to 2010, this was equally the case under the Act, and this function, whether it had as 
gatekeeper the municipal council or local board, was found by the Superior Court in R. v. 
Half' to be the legislative intention behind the compliance audit application process: 

" 21. Given the Legislative intention, that is, to ensure the legitimacy of 
attacks on elected officials and, I infer, other candidates, by electors, it is 
my view that s. 81 of the Act is, in its purpose and effect, a provision to 
screen allegations by electors of election campaign finance wrongdoing 
by candidates and elected officials, especially where the allegations are 
determined by an auditor and/or a council to be frivolous, vexatious or 
otherwise devoid of merit." 

16. In R. v. Hall, the Court found that the nature of the Act was then structured such that a 
voter could not initiate a charge against a candidate other than through the section 81 
process. This specific constraint informs much of the judicial decision-making under the 
Act prior to the present election cycle. 7 

17. But this "only means" constraint was statutorily overridden by the Province with the 
enactment of subsection 81(17) ofthe Act, as part of the 2009 amendments: 

'This section does not prevent a person from laying a charge or taking 
any other legal action, at any time, with respect to an alleged 

5 
See for example, 

http://www.elections.ca/content.aspx?section-pol&document=pagel3iudex&dir=thi/ec20227&lang-e and 
http://www.elections.ca/content.aspx?section-med&document=feb0499&dir=pre&lang:=e 

6 [2003] O.J. No. 3613 

7 See Chapman v. Hamilton, 2005 ONCJ 158 (CanLII) at 1f39 ("unequivocally a condition precedent"), 
Mastroguiseppe v. Vaughan (City), [2008] 0.J. No. 5734 at 1f33-34 "only remedy"), St. Germain v. Bussin [2008], 
O.J. No. 408 at 1f34, Savage v. Niagara Falls (City) [2005], O.J. No. 5694 at 1fll, 

4 
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contravention of a provision of this Act relating to election campaign 
finances." 

18. The amendment represents a complete paradigm shift from the previous case law. In 
effectively overruling Hall, the legislature has changed the context of a compliance audit 
request. It is no longer the only means by which an elector may pursue a prosecution for a 
perceived contravention. Now it is the only means by which such a voter may cause the 
municipality to carry out an audit of the candidate at its own expense, invoke the 
extraordinary powers of a commission under the Public Inquiries Act and potentially 
cause the municipality to prosecute the perceived contravention, all the while fully 
insulating the complainant from any potential civil action for malicious prosecution 
where a conviction is not obtained. 

19. Under both paradigms, the Committee was a "gatekeeper," but it is submitted that the 
nature of the gatekeeping has now changed. Previously, the gate was one through which 
all complainant-driven prosecutions must pass, now it is one through which only the 
compliance audit driven path of prosecution must pass. In this context, the Committee 
can and should adopt a higher threshold for making a decision that can result in a 
substantial expenditure of public funds. It is suggested that the Commissioner of Canada 
Elections' test of"in the public interest" has an intrinsic appeal. 

20. In short, it is respectfully submitted that the Committee should engage in a two stage 
process. First, it should consider whether the application reflects "an objective belief 
based on compelling and credible information which raises the "reasonable probability of 
a breach of the statute," and secondly, whether the conduct of a compliance audit of the 
financial affairs ofthe subject councillor is in the public interest. 

Interpretation of the Act 

21. It has been said that this Act creates genuine and considerable ambiguity, and that is "not 
pretty legislation."8 It must therefore be read most carefully. 

22. While it is a truism that electoral law must strive to create a "level playing field," it does 
not follow from this proposition that the law should be applied "restrictively" 

23. To the contrary, Part VI of the Legislation Act, 2006 deals with statutory interpretation. 
Section 64 of that Act directs that Ontario Acts be interpreted as being remedial in these 
terms: 

"An Act shall be interpreted as being remedial and shall be given such 
fair, large and liberal interpretation as best ensures the attainment of its 
objects." [emphasis added] 

8 Vaughan (City) v. Di Biase [2011) O.J. No. 1364 at ~27 - 37 

s 



Fund-Raising Functions 

24. The Applicants' argument regardin~ fund-raising function is, in fact, predicated upon 
obiter dicta contained in the Jackson decision and municipal election guideline language 
based upon the language of the Act as it stood in 2006; not as is was amended in 2009. 

25. Prior to the 2009 amendments, the definition of "fund-raising function" contained in the 
Act was as follows: 

"fund-raising function" means an event intended to raise money for a 
person's election campaign; [emphasis added] 

26. This is the definition that was in place and applied in the writinff of the Municipal 
Elections 2006 Guide approved ofby Justice Lauwers in the Jackson1 decision. 

27. But the 2009 amendments changed this definition to read as follows: 

"fund-raising function' means an event or activity held by or on behalf of 
a candidate for the purpose of raising funds for his or her election 
campaign; 

28. It is a fundamental rule of statutory interpretation that each word of a statutory 
pronouncement is to be given meaning; no word is superfluous. If two words are used in 
a definition, they cannot mean the same thing. Moreover it is also presumed that 
amendments to statutory language are enacted to effect change. This is referred to as the 
"presumption ofpurposeful change"11

. Accordingly, in adding the words, "or activity" to 
the statutory definition of "fund-raising function", it is evident that the Legislature 
intended, for the purposes of this legislation, to modify both the dictionary definition of a 
"function" and the previous statutory definition. 

29. Another notable amendment enacted in 2009 is the addition of subsection 67(2.1) to the 
Act: 

(2.1) For greater certainty, the cost of holding fund-raising functions 
under paragraph 5 of subsection (2) does not include costs related to, 

(a) events or activities that are organized for such purposes as 
promoting public awareness of a candidate and at which the soliciting 
of contributions is incidental; or 

(b) promotional materials in which the soliciting of contributions is 
incidental. 

9 See footnote I 

10 See footnote 1 

11 Sullivan on the Construction ofStatutes, 5th Ed., (2008) LexisNexis, at pp. 216, 579. 
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30. It is submitted that, when read together, the intention of these two amendments is clear. It 
is not to create an artificial barrier between fund-raising methodologies such as dinners, 
dances and auctions on the one hand, and the use ofpaid fund-raising staff or consultants 
on the other; this, it is submitted, is a distinction without a difference. Rather the 
legislative intent is to ensure that candidates be prevented from cloaking a campaign 
activity in a fictitious guise of fund-raising, in order to take an event OR activity outside 
ofthe spending limits that are so necessary to ensure a level playing field in a campaign. 

31. It is simply incorrect in this context, for the Applicants to assert that reliance, whether 
judicially approved or not, should be placed upon language written and included in a 
2006 municipal elections guide12, despite the fact that this wording does not appear to 
have been revised in the wake of the 2009 amendments. The inescapable fact is that the 
law was changed. 

32. Moreover the very presence of clause 67(2.l)(b) further highlights the fact that the 
Legislature's concept of a "fund-raising function" is broader that that of the Applicants. 
The plain implication of this provision is that the costs of bare promotional materials (i.e. 
not merely those which promote an event) in which the soliciting of contributions is a 
substantial purpose are costs of holding fund-raising functions. Pursuant to subsection 
76(5), such expenses are not subject to the spending limit. Hence, direct mail solicitations 
plainly fall within the statutorily defined concept of a fund-raising function, and their 
cost, whether or not tied to a personally attended event, is not subject to the maximum 
expenses set out in the Act13

• 

33. The Legislature's intention, in fact, is quite clear: it is to establish a transparent election 
spending regime that applies a consistent spending limit to candidates, but which 
excludes from that limit, the costs incurred in raising the money required to pay those 
expenses. 

12 Such guides, do not, in any event, constitute a statement of the law that the Committee should !alee into account. 
They are summaries and interpretations of the legislation. The 2010 Ministry Guide in facts contains the following 
caution on the cover: "This guide is prepared for information purposes only. Reference should always be made to 
the relevant legislation and regulations." 

13 See also, in this respect, Elections Ontario Guideline G3 ! .05, which cautions that mail solicitations "must not be a 
disguised form of campaiguing," lest the cost of the mailing thereby become an expense subject to the spending 
limit. As noted in the Applications, the statutory definition upon which this Guideline rests is substantively identical 
to the definition in the Municipal Elections Act, 1996. 
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PART 2 - THE ALLEGATIONS IN RESPECT OF MICHAEL 
THOMPSON 

34. The essence of the Applicant's claim is that the costs of fund-raising functions reported 
by Mr. Thompson in his Financial Statement of March 24, 2001, specifically the amount 
of $15,100.70 reported as "Fundraising Campaign Activity" (on the second Schedule 2 
attached to the Statement) is alleged to be improperly reported as such because it appears 
not to relate to a distinct personal attendance event, but rather to salaries and telephone 
expenses paid to, and incurred in respect of, fundraising campaign personnel. 

35. Toe relevant invoices are all attached at Tab 1 of this submission, and are as follows: 

Invoiced Expense Fundraising Services Payment 
Dave McLaughlin 
(musical 
performance) 

$500.00 

Sandra Stevens $6,500.00 
Sandra Stevens $1,500.00 
Marcia Stiles $6,000.00 
TOTAL $14,500.00 

36. As discussed above, there is simply no requirement that "the cost of holding fund-raising 
functions," be interpreted so narrowly as to be limited to personal attendance events. The 
definition of such functions include "activities" - things that are done for the purpose of 
raising funds for the candidate's election campaign. Functions, therefore, may include 
both "events" as contemplated in the old definition, and "activities" - a more generic 
term, with greater scope. 

37. Rather than posit grounds for a belief on reasonable grounds that a contravention has 
taken place, the Application amounts to little more than advocacy in support of a 
particular point of view. With all due respect to the Applicant, the rhetoric about level 
playing fields that pervades the Application should be ignored. The threshold is to 
demonstrate belief on reasonable grounds that a contravention occurred. Moreover, there 
is nothing "unlevel" about a playing field that allows anyone to engage paid fundraising 
staff. Any candidate is entitled to do this; it is submitted that in fact, and at all levels of 
political activity in Canada, most do. A paid fundraiser is worth nothing unless the person 
raises an amount in excess of what he or she is paid. Accordingly, the Applicant's 
submission about grassroots campaigns being unable to raise sufficient money rings 
somewhat hollow. 

38. The true "level playing field" rule connecting fundraising to spending limits is subsection 
67(2.1) of the Act. To fall outside such limits the solicitation of contributions cannot be 
incidental to the expenditure. 
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39. The Application may indirectly allude to this notion in the argument about allowing 
fundraising salaries to create an alternate method of paying campaign staff. Plainly, the 
demonstrable engagement of an employee ostensibly as a fund-raiser, but whose 
responsibilities are so campaign-advocacy based as to make any fundraising function 
merely incidental, would give rise to a potential contravention if the related salary 
expense is declared to be exempt from the spending limit. 

40. But there is a complete and total absence of such evidence in the present application. The 
argument in paragraph 28 of the Application is, on its terms, based upon a "hypothetical 
situation". In contrast to this, the invoices selected by the Applicant for inclusion with the 
Application show $8,000.00 for fund-raising services paid to Sandra Stevens, and the 
allocation14 of $6,000 ofthe $10,000 charged by Marcia Stiles to fundraising. 

41. Marcia Stiles was, in fact, the campaign manager, and worked exclusively on fund­
raising from the beginning of the campaign period until the commencement of the active 
public campaign in late summer of 2010. Throughout that period, there was no 
"campaign" in the colloquial sense. The entire focus of the candidate's re-election effort 
at that time was to raise money. The total payments made to Ms. Stiles by the campaign 
have been allocated separately to fund-raising and campaign activities and this allocation 
was subject to audit. 

42. As the Court in Lyras v. Heaps 15 found, mere speculation and conjecture are insufficient 
to give rise to a basis for ordering a compliance audit. The suggestion that the payments 
allocated as such to Ms. Stiles for fund-raising services were for anything other than this 
falls short even of that notion, and is merely based upon a hypothetical scenario. It cannot 
constitute "reasonable grounds." 

PART 3 - CONCLUSIONS 

43. Any assessment of reasonable grounds for belief that a contravention has occurred must 
be based upon a full, fair and coherent reading of the legislation within the context of the 
above analysis. It is respectfully submitted that no such grounds have been raised by the 
application, and that, accordingly, this Committee should dismiss the Application for a 
compliance audit of the campaign ofMichael Thompson. 

44. In the alternative, if any potential contravention is seen by the Committee to have been 
made out, the matter is a result of no more than a misunderstanding as to the nature of 
what Schedule 2 is intended to elicit, with no compromise of the spending limit or the 

14 See the email correspondence at Tab 2, from the campaign auditor, Bernard Nayman, confirming that the 
allocation of$6,000 ofthis invoice as a fundraising expense. 

" See footnote 2 
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transparency principle. It would therefore constitute a case in which the Committee may 
properly exercise its discretion and decline to order a compliance audit. 

All ofwhich is respectfully submitted, 

Jack B. Siegel 
Blaney McMurtry LLP 
Barristers & Solicitors 
1500-2 Queen Street East 
Toronto, Ontario M5C 3G5 
Tel: 416-593-2958 
Fax: 416-596-2043 
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TAB 1 



Dave Mclaughlin 
Saxophonist/Performer 
1647 Whites Road North 
Suite 102 
Pickering, ON 
L1V 6X1 

905-421-9861 
dmclauqhlin@hotmail.com 

Customer Information 

Michael Thompson Election Campaign 2010 
2139 Lawrence Avenue East 
Toronto, ON 
M1R 3A4 

DATE INVOICE DUE 
# DATE 

22/04/10 3701 Upon receipt 

Description Amount 

Performance at the Michael Thompson Campaign 201 o Fundraiser on April 
22nd 

, 2010. $500.00 

Subtotal $500.00 
Pavments/credits 0.00 
Total $500.00 
Balance Due $500.00 

mailto:dmclauqhlin@hotmail.com


Sandra Stevens 

8 Rannock Street, Suite 209 
Scarborough, ON 

Bill To: 
Michael Thompson Campaign 

INVOICE 
DATE: 
6/16/10 

INVOICE# 
2010-0010 

DESCRIPTION AMOUNT 

Fundraising services rendered (Jan - May 2010) 6,500.00 

TOTAL $ 6,500.00 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR BUSINESS! 



Sandra Stevens 

8 Rannock Street, Suite 209 
Scarborough, ON 

Bill To: 
Michael Thompson Campaign 

INVOICE 
DATE: 
7130/10 

INVOICE# 
2010 - 0011 

DESCRIPTION AMOUNT 

Fundraising services rendered (Jun - Jul 201 O) 1,500.00 

TOTAL $ 1,500.00 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR BUSINESS! 



/ 

/ 

INVOICE 

TO 

Michael Thompson 2010 campaign May 17th
, 2010 

FROM 

Marcia Stiles 

For Services rendered 

$10,000.00 

C, 0CO,- rt-<-iJ\).:/\1 S,,J 'i" 
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7 
Be9""rd 

To: Jack B. Siegel 

Subject: RE: City of Toronto Compliance Audit 
Good morning Jack: 

Further to our meeting, my records show the following: 

1. Sandra Stevens was paid $8,000 for sund raising services. There were no other payments made to her during the campaign. 

2. Marcia Stile was paid a total of $10,000. Of this amount $6,000 was allocated as fund raising expenses and $4,000 as salary. 
There was no other payment made to her. 

I trust this is the information you require. Do not hesitate to get in touch with me if you require further information. 

Regards, 

Bernard 

From: Jack B. Siegel [mallto:Jslegel@blaney.com] 
sent: July-11-11 3:21 PM 
To: bernard@electlonfinances.com 
Subject: City of Toronto Compliance Audit 

I have been retained to represent one of your clients In respect of a Coty of Toronto election Compliance Audit application. 

Could you please contact me at your earliest convenience. 

Thanks, 

Jack Siegel 

Jack 8. Siegel EXPECT TIH n,sr 

Direct TEL 416.593.2958 
Direct FAX 416.596.2043. 
jslegel@blaney.eom A/.( 
Blaney McMurtl)I LLP 
2 Queen Street East. Suite 1500 
Toronto, Canada M5C·3G5 Blaney·
416.593.1221 TEL 
416.593.5437 FAX 
www.blanay.com MsM~!~tfXv 
l);i~1;,wr11\w1i-:,1li~•h i~ U\ltni:k4 ,v1ly fo1 th~ p,iny U, wlwm !! 1:, ,11ldrr~•'\°O• .:rntl llllt." \>(1llnin 
inft.-1111;,lifm ~•bd, 11> i'tl;,ih-'i:cd 11;- ,.·~s11!i1kn11,1! ,.\n:, nfo"'r\ich1-1:1,.. di~h1!m!Hm. i;t•11/lfl)I !Jl 
'1tl;diHH<.' h <Jn,:1l_. 1,r,1h1l,i11.:-J ,111,l b :1•:11:. \~aiv..:t 11r plh ii.:~" ;,r c:n11li,kMnJi1_,, !f:r11,( h;wi.' 
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7/13/11 
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