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A compliance audit, in conjunction with a unanimous vote by the Audit 
Committee to pursue charges against Mr. Mark Taylor confirms that there 
are apparent violations of the Municipal Elections Act (MEA).  It’ll now be 
up to the courts to make a determination if he has actually violated the MEA.   
 
Every single candidate in the 2014 Ontario Municipal Election was required 
to comply with the provisions of the MEA, and Mr. Taylor is no exception.  
 
Mr. Taylor’s lawyers, accountants, and spin doctors will undoubtedly twist 
the MEA into knots, and portray Mr. Taylor as an innocent victim of an Act 
that is either too vague, or too complicated.   
 
Before that happens, let’s take a look at what the MEA actually says vs. what 
Mr. Taylor reported on his official financial statement.   
 
Let’s start with a very clear, overriding provision of the MEA:    

 

 
 

Section 92. (5) (a) is equally clear.  It’s an offence to file a document 
(financial statement) that’s incorrect, or does not comply.     

 

 
 
Section 80 (2) describes the penalty for filing a financial statement that is 
incorrect or does not comply.  The candidate forfeits any office to which 
they were elected. 

 
 
Refund of Campaign Funds to Candidate 

Ignore all the noise being made by the candidate and his legal/accounting 
team surrounding this issue, and just look at the official 2014 financial 
statement at face value, there is one simple question to ask.   
 
Does it clearly and accurately reflect Mr. Taylor’s 2014 campaign finances, 
or is it incorrect, or otherwise not comply with the reporting requirements? 
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2014 Official Financial Statement ( http://tinyurl.com/o8kh4xl ): 
 

 
 
A Compliance Audit revealed that Mr. Taylor refunded himself $2,733 after 
the 2014 election campaign.  That isn’t reported on his financial statement.  
The line entry showing a refund of candidate’s contributions is blank.   
 
* This is an apparent violation of Section 92. (5) (a) of the MEA 
 
Section 79.(6) of the MEA says a candidate may refund their own 
contributions to the election campaign IF there is a surplus for the 
campaign.  The financial statement clearly shows there was no campaign 
surplus. No surplus, no refund – it’s that simple.   
 
* This is an apparent violation of Section 79. (6) of the MEA 
 
There were multiple opportunities for Mr. Taylor to disclose this refund.  It 
could have been reported in the official financial statement, the unofficial 
supplementary financial statement, or at the initial compliance audit 
committee meeting.  Unfortunately it wasn’t.  It was only revealed through a 
compliance audit. 
 
 

Deficit Claimed from 2010 Campaign (which reported no deficit) 
Mr. Taylor’s financial statement (shown above) declared that his 2014 
election campaign had an excess of income over expenses of $2,733.  He 
then claimed there was an eligible deficit from 2010 of $4,049. 
 
That turned what would have been a $2,733 campaign surplus (which must 
be paid to the municipal clerk) into a $1,317.04 campaign deficit.   
 
Problem is, Mr. Taylor’s official 2010 financial statement shows there 
was no deficit.  
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2010 Official Financial Statement ( http://tinyurl.com/on683bj ) 
 

 
 
* This is an apparent violation of Section 92. (5) (a) of the MEA 

 
 

Nomination Filing Fee: 
All candidates who are elected, receive a refund of their nomination filing 
fee.  That refund must be recorded on the financial statement, however in 
this case, it wasn’t. 

 
It was claimed as an expense, yet was not claimed as income despite a clear 
line entry for it.  Not declaring the nomination filing fee would have a direct 
impact on the final campaign surplus.   

 

 
 

* This is an apparent violation of Section 92. (5) (a) of the MEA 
* This is one of the apparent violations the audit neglected to identify 

 
Financial Statement - Missing Corporate Donor Information  

The Financial Statement requires the candidate to identify the President or 
Business Mgr. and the Authorized Representative for Corporate donations.  

 
Mr. Taylor neglects to disclose the required information.  
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This is key disclosure information that among other things can help 
determine if companies are legally entitled to make a donation. 
 
In the court decision, Lancaster v. Compliance Audit Committee et al., 2012 
ONSC 5629, the courts ruled (Paragraph 91) that not identifying the 
President or Business Manager is a “significant omission and amounts to a 
breach of the Act”.   http://tinyurl.com/o5dpjor 

 
In Lancaster v. Compliance Audit Committee et al., 2013 ONSC 7631, the 
courts advised on the importance of filing an accurate Financial Statement:  
http://tinyurl.com/ntr5n2s 
 

 
 

* This is a clearly an apparent violation of Section 92. (5) (a) of the MEA 
* This is one of the apparent violations the audit neglected to identify 

 
 
 
 

There’s still the possibility that there are additional apparent violations of the 
MEA.  Only a thorough and independent compliance audit would confirm 
that.  
 
Will the City Clerk’s office refuse to prosecute based on advice they receive 
from the prosecutor they choose?  Sounds like a stretch, but that is exactly 
what was done by the public school board when they refused to prosecute 
Mr. Riley Brockington after the 2010 Election Compliance Audit Committee 
ordered charges be pursued against him. 
 
Considering Mr. Taylor is now Deputy Mayor, will the crown attorney’s 
office step in and take over the prosecution from the City Clerk’s office in 
the name of public interest to ensure a fair and impartial decision on the 
prosecution?  
 
These, and many more questions remain unanswered.  Meanwhile, the 
provincial government sits idly by and lets this process run itself, along with 
the last shred of integrity in the Municipal Elections Act right into the 
ground. 


