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Report December 2006 

As the Elections Committee performed its regular duties, certain shortcomings (described 
below) of the Institute’s current approach to selecting its elected leadership became 
apparent. As a result, the committee is recommending some changes to the election 
process. 

The key recommendations are: 

• the CIA move to a single-ballot system; 

• all members who want to nominate themselves should be added to the ballot; and 

• the terms of reference for the Elections Committee be amended to add the 
following: 

“The Elections Committee is responsible for encouraging people to run for office 
and therefore broaden the list of candidates. The committee is to consult widely as 
it assembles the ballot, looking for the right skill-sets for the positions in question 
and for appropriate practice and geographic representation. Normally, the number 
of candidates to be included on the ballot will be between two and three times the 
number of open positions.” 

In support of these recommendations, the balance of this report: 

• comments on the scope of our review; 

• outlines the current process; 

• presents certain shortcomings of the current process; 

• outlines what options have been considered; and 

• presents the recommended approach. 

Scope 
The scope of our review was largely limited to how the selection and election process 
could be improved in ways that would promote better member participation in the 
process and a highly qualified elected leadership. 

The Elections Committee has not attempted to directly address what some feel is a lack 
of interest on the part of CIA members as evidenced by low voter turnout, which in turn 
can lead to a lack of interest by members in voting and running for office. 

The committee has also not addressed the question of what changes in the broader 
management of the Institute would entice more leaders to run. For example, in the past 
few years, the Elections Committee has regularly experienced the phenomenon of a 
President-Elect candidate from the first ballot declining to run because they perceive the 
job of President as too onerous a time commitment. These potential leaders are lost to the 
profession until such time as the Institute wishes to reallocate the duties of the President, 
the Secretariat, and the Directors to remove this obstacle. 

Any broader, deeper examination along those lines would be part of the role of the Board 
and/or councils. However, we do feel that implementation of these recommendations is a 
step in the right direction, leading to an effective leadership and a well-regarded Institute. 
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Current process 
The current process is presented at the following link: 

http://www.actuaries.ca/members/organization/board_2006_elections_e.cfm

Below is a brief summary of the current election process: 

• Members who have served in certain roles in the Institute within the last five or 
ten years are contacted by the Secretariat to see if the potential candidate would 
be interested in running for certain offices; 

• If a negative response or no response (even after a follow-up) is received from 
any individual contacted, his or her name is not put on the First Ballot. A positive 
response results in that person’s name going on the First Ballot. (This was a 
change from previous years when in the event of no response; the individual was 
still placed on the First Ballot. Unfortunately, with respect to the President-elect 
position, this had resulted in many wasted votes and much wasted time, since 
most of these individuals had then refused to have their names put on the Second 
Ballot); 

• In a totally non-discretionary fashion, other members are also invited to run on the 
First Ballot, through a Bulletin article and via an Announcement. In recent years, 
there have been a few such candidates on the First Ballot; 

• Voters are allowed to write in other names on the First Ballot, in addition to the 
ones already appearing there; 

• The Elections Committee proceeds on a totally non-discretionary basis to contact 
the individuals with the highest number of votes on the First Ballot to secure 
agreement in having their names appear on the Second Ballot. For the Director 
positions only, after five candidates have been obtained solely on the order of 
finish on the First Ballot, certain high placers may be passed over for the Second 
Ballot in order to get better proportional representation on the Board (this is done 
in a non-discretionary fashion); 

• The results of the Second Ballot determine the winners, again without discretion. 

The existing process then can be perceived as entirely fair and non-discriminatory. There 
is no “smoke-filled back room” where the “old boys” decide which candidates to inflict 
on the unwitting membership of the Institute. No initiative is formally taken by any CIA 
entity, least of all the Elections Committee, to get a particular individual on the ballot. 
The outcomes are fully determined by the “passive” process described above. 

Some shortcomings 
While the process is undeniably fair, there are some problems, such as: 

• The process does not elicit a long list of choices, particularly for the President-
elect position; 

• The process can be considered somewhat cumbersome, in that it requires two 
ballots. Probably for this reason, the First Ballot continues to experience a very 
low participation rate; 
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• The process presumes that certain kinds of CIA service are the most important 
requirements for the elected positions, and it produces candidates and victors with 
that service. The process does not recognize that: 

o The ideal skill-set or even “interest set” for these elected positions isn’t 
necessarily the same ones as for the positions that produce the candidate 
lists currently; 

o There can be other individuals who have not happened to have filled the 
positions that produce the candidate lists currently, but that would make 
excellent contributions in the elected positions. 

Options considered 
The committee considered various options to improve the process including (not all are 
mutually exclusive): 

1. The election of the President-elect would be by the Board, rather than by the 
membership at large. While very different from our current approach, this option 
was initially recommended by the Restructuring Task Force in 1998 (it was 
rejected based on input received from the membership and a straw poll, in favour 
of maintaining the current approach). The committee felt that the strong feelings 
exhibited by the membership in 1998 for its “democratic” right to directly elect 
the President-elect would still hold true today, and rejected this option. 

2. The committee considered an extension of the approach to campaigning to 
speeches at general meetings, or use of videotaped speeches, or webcast debates, 
to help the membership make a more informed choice. This approach was in fact 
recommended by a sub-committee of our committee two years ago when asked to 
study means of improving voter participation. However, it was not considered 
favourably by the Board at the time. As well, while aiming to produce a better 
informed voter in choosing between candidates, it does nothing to produce better 
candidates in the first place. 

3. The Elections Committee would be renamed the Nominations and Elections 
Committee, where much of the current approach would be retained (rather than 
the more radical suggestions made in options 4 and 5 below), but where the 
committee would take a more active role than it is allowed to currently in 
identifying, contacting, and encouraging certain individuals to run for office. 
However, the current membership of the Elections Committee includes the two 
most recent CIA Presidents, which could be perceived as fostering “more of the 
same” by the “old boys” network.” Also, the cumbersome two-ballot system, 
currently required, would continue under this option. Therefore, the committee 
would only be supplementing somewhat the current approach of a ballot based on 
names with past Institute service rather than replacing it with a new approach. 

4. The established Nominations Committee would come up with a “recommended 
slate” of candidates for the ballot. This slate would consist of just one person per 
open position. Others who were not on the slate could choose to be put on the 
ballot as well. In the absence of any such others being put on the ballot, the 
“election” would be an endorsement of the slate. While very different from our 
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current approach, some other professional associations use it, at least in part.  (For 
example, the Nominating Committee at the Casualty Actuarial Society (CAS) 
typically puts forward only one name for the President-elect position, which is 
then typically, but not always, uncontested in the election itself. However, for the 
other Board positions, the CAS ballot does include multiple candidates per open 
position.) The majority of the committee members felt that this approach, while 
clearly intended to solicit and install excellent individuals for the “elected” 
positions, was too far removed from our current much more democratic approach 
(this is particularly relevant given the reaction in 1998 referred to above), and 
would not get the support of the membership. 

5. The establishment of a Nominations Committee that would come up with a list of 
candidates for the ballot, where the list would be somewhere between two and 
three times the number of open positions, which would then be voted upon by the 
membership at large on a single ballot (rather than the two-ballot system currently 
in use). This process would maintain the preferential voting system (indicating 
first, second, and third choices where there are three or more candidates) for the 
President-elect and Secretary-Treasurer positions. To help counter the notion of 
an “old boys” network, existing Board members and all past presidents would be 
excluded from the committee. 

The committee members felt that Option 5 was the one best able to overcome the three 
current shortcomings identified earlier. This option would be most likely to lead to a list 
of candidates with the skill-sets required, without an overemphasis on past Institute 
service, while still maintaining a strong element of democratic participation in the 
process. 

However, in light of Board comments made at the June 2005 meeting, the Elections 
Committee is proposing the following option: 

6. The mandate of the Elections Committee would be revised to allow it to 
encourage people to run in an effort to broaden the list of candidates. In addition, 
all members who want to nominate themselves should be added to the ballot. 
Candidates would need to show some minimal level of support (for example, the 
nomination is endorsed by 15 members, which is consistent with the current 
approach where a First Ballot candidate must receive support from at least 0.5% 
of the membership to proceed to the Second Ballot). The list of candidates would 
then be voted upon by the membership at large on a single ballot (rather than the 
two-ballot system currently in use), maintaining the preferential voting system 
(indicating first, second, and third choices where there are three or more 
candidates) for the President-elect and Secretary-Treasurer positions. 

Recommended approach: How would it work? 
While some of the process presented here would be determined by the committee itself, 
and its makeup would be determined by the Board, the committee envisions the following 
process: 

• The Elections Committee would consist of about eight to ten members, drawn 
from each significant practice area and geographic region. At least one member 
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would be, at moment of selection, within five years of having attained CIA 
Fellowship. The committee would be appointed by the Board, with members 
serving three year terms as for other committees. Volunteers would be solicited 
from the Institute’s membership, and a Board working group would select the 
committee members (bearing in mind the need for practice and regional 
representation), subject to ratification by the Board as a whole. 

• The committee would report to the Board. 

• The committee would identify and encourage candidates to run in a variety of 
ways by: 

o formally soliciting suggestions from the Board, the councils, and all 
committees; 

o soliciting the members directly through the Bulletin and Announcements, 
either for those willing to run themselves or for suggestions of others; 

o soliciting names from the actuarial clubs; 

o receiving names from the Secretariat of those currently in leadership 
positions (Board members, council members, and committee/task force 
chairs and vice-chairs); 

o possibly soliciting names from employers, associations, government 
bodies, etc. (but some guidance would be required here to prevent concern 
over the “take-over” of the CIA by these outside entities); 

o developing additional names on its own, especially in the event of under-
representation by practice or geography. 

• The committee would do some preliminary (perhaps very minor) weaning of the 
list, and then approach the remaining individuals to get an indication of interest. 
“Job descriptions”, a statement of desired competencies, and a brief summary of 
issues facing the CIA would all assist in both the committee identifying those to 
approach and the potential candidates assessing their own interest. 

• Those indicating interest would be encouraged to nominate themselves. 

• There would be a single ballot only (i.e., the current two-ballot system would be 
eliminated). 

• Candidates would need to show some minimal level of support (for example, 15 
members endorse the nomination, which is consistent with the current approach 
where a First Ballot candidate must receive support from at least 0.5% of the 
membership to proceed to the Second Ballot). 

• To be included on the election ballot, all candidates would be required to 
complete nomination papers and include any other supporting documents as 
determined by the Elections Committee (such as the candidate’s biography, 
position statements, and nomination papers indicating support from 15 members). 
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• The Elections Committee would manage the election process, including 
establishing and monitoring any “rules”, generating questions during the election 
campaign, etc. 

• The voting period would be cut from four to three weeks. Although the committee 
members discussed various alternatives, the preferential system (indicating first 
and second choices for President-elect and Secretary-Treasurer) would be 
maintained. For example, if there were (to use an extreme example) eight 
candidates running for President-elect, the preferential system would identify the 
top two candidates and redistribute all the remaining votes based on the second 
choice of the voters for candidates three to eight. 

The Elections Committee would continue to be responsible for the following: 

• Contacting candidates and encouraging them to run for office; 

• Dealing with special issues about how to improve the system; 

• Managing the election process, including setting and monitoring any “rules” 
during the campaign, generating questions on the general list for the candidates, 
etc.; 

• The Secretariat would in the future be responsible for counting the ballots, which 
is largely done electronically. Hand-counting would also be done by the 
Secretariat with appropriate controls. At some point in the next few years, the 
Elections Committee may wish to streamline the process and entirely discontinue 
the option of paper ballots; and 

• Informing the winning and losing candidates of the results. 

Conclusion 
The 2005-2006 Elections Committee believes that its recommended changes will lead to 
a better, more effective election process, which will lead to a Board that is representative 
of the membership and possesses the skill-sets necessary to ensure the success of the 
Institute and of the profession in Canada. 
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