
John Bidochka 
 Regina, Saskatchewan 

13 June 2016 

The Honourable Maryam Monsef 
Minister of Democratic Institutions 
House of Commons 
Ottawa, Ontario 
K1A 0A6 

Congratulations on your election in Peterborough-Kawartha, as well as in successfully forming 
government.  We are confident that you will do your best as Minister of Democratic Institutions. 

I hold no political party membership of any kind, but have been an advocate for electoral reform 
since 2004.  In the last twelve years and five elections, I have gotten the sense that people do not 
see their vote as counting for much, which results in low voter turnout, voter apathy (especially 
among young voters), and strategic voting, which is negative reinforcement at its finest. 

We live in an era where election results are skewed and misleading, where two-thirds of 
Parliamentarians are elected with less than 50% support in their respective ridings. 

In 2015, 206 of 338 victories were won with most of each riding's voters casting ballots for other 
candidates, and in the case of five certain Quebec ridings, the victors received as little as 28.64% 
support. 

I have a proposal which I hope will be tabled as your committee begins its work. 

I'm not suggesting that electoral would completely eliminate these problems, but it would mitigate 
much of it.  In my view, any efforts we can put forward would only be of benefit to Canadians in the 
long term, and I would be remise if I did not try to contribute. 

First, I wish to explain how I arrived at this idea.  I credit former Scarborough-Rouge River Liberal 
MP Derek Lee for the inspiration. 

In 2005, I was a regular viewer CPAC's program "Focus", and that Spring one of their programs was 
on the subject of electoral reform.  The guests were Mr. Lee, former Conservative MP Chuck Strahl 
(Chilliwack-Fraser Canyon), and former NDP leader Ed Broadbent. 

The focus of the program was the Mixed-Member Proportional system favoured by many countries, 
including New Zealand.  Mr. Lee thoughtfully and articulately made the case against what many 
perceive to be the major flaw in the MMP voting, which is the "candidate list", a list of ranked 
members, submitted by the parties themselves, from which candidates would be chosen to fill "at 
large" seats if the proportion of their respective party's vote requires it to match the percentage of 
seats to the popular vote. 

Mr. Lee's quote from the show was thus; 

"the person on a party list in a PR system is the ultimate manifestation 
of political patronage, where the person is beholden to no one but the  
party bosses who put him or her there." 



I later wrote him a letter challenging his comments, and in my proposal, suggested that a PR system 
does NOT have to be this way. 

Indeed, many people that I have spoken with are NOT in favour of the “list” – some have gone on to 
say that even though they favour a proportional system, they would not support it if it included a 
“party list”. 

I proposed to Mr. Lee, a system of proportional representation that does NOT require a party list, but 
rather, chooses its at-large members from a list created by the voters themselves.  There is no 
reason why a candidate who lost by only a handful of votes, should not have the chance to represent 
their constituents if they have significant support from voters. 

Lee wrote back to say this was a "good idea", and one that "should be made part of the debate". 
His letter is attached for your reference. 

My proposal is based on the following three criteria, based on concerns I have heard from people 
over the past decade. 

1. Voters value local representation

2. Some voters wish to keep the ballot the same

3. No party-compiled candidate’s list.

I have found that voters have difficulty supporting any electoral reform initiative if some combination 
of the above three criteria are not met. 

I define the “DEMOCRATIC DEFICIT” to be the mathematical difference between what is and what 
should have been.  In recent elections, if you compare the percentage of seats won by a party 
versus their popular vote, you can find discrepancies to be as high as a 15%. 



Given that, I propose the following: 

● 15% of Parliamentary seats be designated as “at-large” seats

● The “at-large” seats be filled from the highest ranking “defeated” candidates list.

● The “at-large” candidates have sought election from within provincial boundaries.

My proposal calls for Parliamentary seats to be divided up as 288 geographically-based riding seats, 
plus 50 total “at-large” seats, totalling 338.  Of course, a boundary redraw will become necessary. 

The above graphic demonstrates how each party’s Parliamentary seat count would have differed if 
the last election had been conducted using a proportional system versus the current first-past-the-
post system, recognizing that voting intentions would most certainly change under those 
circumstances.  If we were to treat the entire country as one big region, we could very easily match 
each party’s seats to the popular vote (Single Transferable Vote method), but then local/regional 
representation is lost. 

Using my modified-MMP proposal, a Federal election would see tabulations made within provincial 
boundaries first before totalling all the results nationally. 

We could use my home province of Saskatchewan as an example. 

Since 2004, the first-past-the-post system has allow the Conservative Party to win the vast majority 
of Saskatchewan’s 14 seats with approximately 50% support.  Support for Liberal and New 
Democratic Parties has usually been overwhelmed by Conservative Party support, especially in rural 
areas. 



If Saskatchewan had 12 first-past-the-post constituency elections and 2 at-large seats on offer, the 
results may have played out like so: 

When the twelve constituency elections are tallied, it becomes apparent that the Conservatives are 
over-represented, the NDP are on par, and the Liberal Party is under-represented, so therefore they 
would qualify for a “top-up”.  The Green Party, not reaching the minimum threshold, does not qualify. 

It is at this point that we would refer to the list of DEFEATED CANDIDATES to see which Liberal 
candidates will fill those “at-large” seats: 

Looking at the list of Liberals that attracted significant support without actually winning, we would 
pick from the candidates at the top until the at-large seats are filled.  In this example, Lawrence 
Joseph and Louis Browne would be Saskatchewan’s “at-large” Parliamentarians. 

The Conservatives still have the most seats at eight (8), the NDP retain their three (3) seats, but 
now, the Liberal seats, at three, are closer to what “voter intent” was. 

It is still not a completely proportional result, but the democratic deficit is reduced from 42% total 
representative inaccuracy to 13%.  In provinces like Ontario and Quebec, this modified-MMP system 
would become more accurate as each seat would represent a smaller percentage than it does in 
Saskatchewan, Manitoba, etc. 



Once this process is repeated in every province, the total result is thus: 

Due to rounding errors in regions with fewer seats, the result is not as “pure” as what the Single 
Transferable Vote system would deliver.  However, the democratic deficit is reduced from 29.6% 
representative inaccuracy to 7.7%.  As well, local representation is upheld, and the ballot itself 
remains unchanged.  I believe this to be a fair compromise. 

The chart below compares each party’s seats under the “first-past-the-post” system, the  
proportional “single transferable vote” system, and my proposed modifications to the “mixed 
member proportional” system: 

The Law Commission of Canada has recommended a Mixed Member Proportional voting system, 
and thankfully, the “patronage list” is not included, but in their proposal, provinces with fewer Federal 
constituencies (ie. Saskatchewan) are not granted local representation, and the ballot, while fair, is 
far more complex than some voters might like. 

To conclude, making the system more fair and proportional is only part of the issue – this proposal 
might also help mitigate voter apathy, increase turnout, eliminate strategic voting, and above all, 
foster a collaborative and cooperative working relationship between all parties in Ottawa.  Having the 
federal parties work together is at the core of nearly every conversation I have had over the years. 

You have a commitment to democracy as I do I as an everyday Canadian, and I applaud you in 
bringing this important and timely issue to the forefront.  I hope my proposal will be considered by 
your committee, and that the process will be as inclusive and diverse as Canadians themselves. 

Thank you for your time. 

Regards, 

John Bidochka 
Regina-Lewvan 


