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Summary of Past Elections
The following table shows the overall turnout for the past few years’ elections:
Year Unique Voters Eligible Percentage Notes
Voters
2020 4,120 33,764 12.2%
2021 1,738 34,084 5.09% All Executive positions were acclaimed
2022 1,372 29,635 4.63% New governance structure: election
occurred in July this year
2023 1,264 35,160 3.59% First year using the new governance
structure during typical timeline
2024 8,876 35,325 25.13% First year offering a large voter incentive
(Mac book)
2025 7,562 34,870 21.69% Offered another Mac book as a voter
incentive

Voter Demographics

In 2024, there were 8,876 total voters (25.13%) in the WUSA General Election, while in this year’s
election, there was a slight decrease in voters, with a total of 7,562 voters (21.69%).

Faculty

Figure 1 depicts the number of voters in each faculty at the University of Waterloo for 2025. In 2025, the
faculty of Engineering made up the highest percentage of voters at 22.55%. This was followed closely by
Math (20.92%) and then Science (19.07%), Art (17.728%), Health (8.91%), Environment (7.70%). VPA!
students made up the lowest percentage of voters at 3.13%. This distribution of voters across faculties is
very similar to the 2024 data, with the faculties in the same order as in 2024.

To examine trends in voting within a faculty, we calculated the percentage of eligible voters for each
faculty. The percentage of eligible voters illustrates what the pattern of voting within a faculty would look
like if all eligible students voted in the election. Comparing the percentage of voters to the percentage of
eligible voters highlights whether one faculty proportionally has more or less representation in voters.

Comparing these percentages, we can see that the breakdown of voters within the faculties is fairly
consistent with what we would expect. The Art faculty has disproportionally less voters when compared

to the percentage of eligible voters (17.72% vs. 21.37%), while the Science faculty has proportionally
more voters (19.07% vs 16.59%).

1 “VPA” stands for “Vice Provost Academic” and refers to joint faculty programs such as Software Engineering,
Computing and Financial Management and Sustainability and Financial Management.



Figure 1: 2025 Voter Faculty
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Year of Study

Figure 2 shows the number of voters per year of study at the University of Waterloo for 2025. This year,
first year students make up the highest percentage of voters at 28.01%, whereas in 2024, first year
students held the second largest share of voters (24.92%). For 2025, the second highest number of voters
comes from fourth-year students at 26.88%, followed by third-year students at 24.07% and second-year
students at 20.35%. Fifth-year students and ‘no level’ (NL)? students made up very small percentage of
students’ votes (.34% each).

However, as with faculty, it is important to compare these percentages to the percentage of eligible voters
for each year of study. Comparing the percentage of voters and the percentage of eligible voters within a
faculty highlights that there were disproportionally more first-year voters than second, third, and fourth
year students.

Figure 2: 2025 Voter Year of Study
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2 “NL” stands for “no level", meaning the student is: (1) a post-degree student (finished degree but interested in more
courses); (2) a non-degree student; or (3) studying here on a letter of permission (taking courses at Waterloo but
getting a degree at another school)



Exit Survey

After voting, all students were invited to complete the 2025 WUSA Elections Survey by following a link.
The survey received a total of 1782 responses; however, 128 incomplete responses were removed, leaving
1654 for analysis. The number of responses to the survey were lower than last year, where 2850 in total
completed the survey. Moreover, this year’s exit survey had a 23.29% response rate, compared to 32.1%
in 2024.

Survey Demographics

Faculty

Figure 1 presents the faculties of respondents. The faculty of Engineering made up the highest percentage
of respondents (24.97%), followed by Math (21.28%), Arts (18.68%), Science (18.44%), Health (8.83%)
and Environment (7.62%). For the most part, these percentages align with the percentage of voters for
each faculty, as outlined in Figure 1. The only notable distinction is that while 23.28% of voters were
from the Math faculty, only 18.71% of respondents to the survey were from the Math faculty.

Figure 1: Respondent faculties — this is from 2025
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Figure 2 displays respondents’ year of study. Students in their first year of their studies made up the
highest percentage of survey respondents at 26.82%. This was followed by fourth year (25.36%), third
year (21.32%), second year (16.11%), fifth year students and above (1.63%) and lastly, students who
selected ‘other’ (1.46%). Of the students that selected the “Other” category and chose to share their
alternate year of study, co-op was commonly specified as separate from year of study, as well as non-
degrees. Notably, voter demographics accounted specifically for NL students, while the survey had an
“Other” category accounting for NL students instead.

For the most part, these percentages align with the percentage of voters for each year of study, as outlined
in Figure 2. The only notable distinction is that while 20.35% of voters were in their second year, only
16.11% of respondents to the survey were in their second year. Otherwise, the difference between
percentage of voters and percentage of survey respondents was less than 3% for each year of study.



Figure 2: Respondent years of study
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In a select all that apply format, survey respondents were asked to specify where they were studying or on
their co-op this term. Responses with multiple options selected were recoded to contain the most specific
answer. For example, if someone selected ‘On-campus,’ ‘Waterloo Region,” ‘Ontario,” and ‘Canada,’ only
‘On campus’ was selected as it was the most specific response. Some answers with multiple options were
not recoded, such as answers that included ‘Ontario’ and ‘United States’, as the answer could not be made
more specific.

As shown in Figure 3, most respondents (68.05%) were either studying or on their co-op term at the main
Waterloo campus or a satellite campus. Additionally, 11.02% of students selected that they were working
in Waterloo Region, Kitchener, and Cambridge areas, while another 18.39% stated they were working in
Ontario. A small percentage stated they were working in Canada (outside Ontario (1.8%) and the United
States (1.11%). Of students that selected “Other” (2.11%), studying or working abroad in Europe, Latin
America, South Asia, Australia and Southeast Asia were mentioned. It is important to note that since
respondents had the option to select multiple locations, the data shown here represents the percentage of
total respondents who selected each response.

Figure 3: Study/Co-op Location
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Returning Voters

Students were asked if they have ever voted in an election before. The majority of students, 56.91%, had
not voted in an election before, while 43.09% had. This proportion of new voters is somewhat to be
expected given that roughly 46% of respondents of the exit survey were in their first and second year,
meaning that many of the respondents would have had less opportunities to vote prior to the 2025 WUSA
Election.

Figure 4: Have you previously voted in a WUSA Election?
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Satisfaction with vote.wusa.ca

Voters were asked to rate their experience voting through vote.wusa.ca. As can be seen in Figure 4 below,
most respondents (48.93%) indicated that their experience was good, followed by excellent (31.59%),
average (17.46%), below average (1.25%), and lastly, poor (0.77%). These results are consistent with the
results from 2024. In 2024, most respondents (48.02%) indicated that their experience was good, followed
by excellent (29.20%), average (19.34%), below average (2.57%), and lastly, poor (0.87%).

Figure 4: Experience voting through vote.wusa.ca ratings
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Do you have any feedback about voting through vote.wusa.ca that would be helpful for
WUSA?

There were 340 students who shared their feedback about voting through vote.wusa.ca. These responses
were grouped into 10 categories, which are displayed in Figure 5.

Figure 5: Categories of Comments on Vote.wusa.ca
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The largest category was titled, ‘No or NA’ (n=134). This category includes students answering ‘no’ or
providing similar answers to the question, as well as comments of gratitude towards WUSA. The answers
categorized here are typically broad comments about the voting process, such as comments, “No, it’s a
pretty good system’.

The second largest category was ‘candidate profiles’ (n=68). Some students (n=14) stated they liked how
the candidates’ profiles were displayed, explaining they received the necessary information. However,
other students recommended that the profiles be displayed more accessibly (n=14), such as allowing for
direct compare/contrast with other profiles (n=3) or to display the profiles on a separate page or a PDF
file (n=9). Having the candidates’ profiles on a separate page would prevent students from having to
scroll up and down when trying to make informed decisions when ranking the profiles. Twelve students
recommended embedding the ranking options directly in the candidates’ profiles as another solution to
prevent excessive scrolling. Fifteen recommended that candidates’ profiles should be standardized, such
as enforcing candidates adhere to the profile limitations (i.e. 3 bullet points, write a 100 words, etc.). Of
these 15 respondents, three recommended disqualifying candidates who do not complete a profile or who
do not follow the profile guidelines. Other recommendations included making candidate profiles more
concise (n=4), avoiding primacy bias (n=4), including photos and/or pitch videos in the profiles (n=5) and
providing more information on candidates (n=1).

The third largest category was ‘voting website’ (n=52). A few students reported they liked the website
and the user interface (n=3), the majority of responses categorized in this group provided
recommendations. Respondents recommended that the candidates’ names on the ballot should: include the
same name (i.e. Nick vs. Nicolas), in the same format (e.g. order of last and first names), and in the same
order as the candidates’ profiles (n=15). Students recommended changing the location of the ‘decline
vote’ button (n=6), which students stated was too close to the ‘cast vote’ option. Students stated they had
accidentally chosen the wrong button and could not change their vote. Another respondent recommended



that there be confirmation after selecting either option (n=1). Similarly, students also recommended
allowing for or making it easier for students to change their ranking (n=5). One student explained that
without a ‘not yet ranked’ option, there was no way for them to change their ranking without refreshing
the page and starting from scratch. Students also recommended an upgrade to the user interface (n=17),
such as making the website more mobile friendly, better accommodation of the large pool of candidates,
including active links, allowing for expanding/collapsing categories, change in colour or other way to
indicate that information has been collapsed or hidden. Additional recommendations were to provide
information on each position, run test votes, and creating a validation to ensure students are reading
candidate profiles before voting.

The fourth largest category was ‘less candidates’ (n=45). This category almost exclusively includes
comments that there were too many directors to rank, the ranking system should be limited to the top
three, or that ranking choices become ‘arbitrary’ after the first few ranks.

The fifth largest category was the ‘ranking system’ (n=29). Roughly 31% (n=9) of the students’ answers
categorized in this group stated they liked the ranking system, with one student specifying they liked
‘how it’s more of a ranking than just a simple vote’. However, the same number of students (31%) had
difficulties with the interface or mechanics of the ranking process (n=9), recommending a ‘click and drag’
method or other alternatives than the drop-down menus. An additional three students (10%) recommended
creating a better system when ranking more than 15 candidates at a time, while two students questioned
the usefulness of a ranking system and another two recommended not using a ranking system at all.
Furthermore, there was one recommendation for the following: to provide how the ranking system
counted votes, make it easier to change one’s ranking, and to add a force validation to ensure students are
reading all the candidate profiles before they can vote.

The remaining categories are: ‘candidate representation’, which was one response that there was not a
lot of Indigenous representation among the candidates, ‘increase accessibility’, which included two
responses that the voting platform was not complaint with the AODA and was too visually confusing,
‘voter incentive’, which included comments referring to the MacBook draw, and ‘miscellaneous’. The
miscellaneous category included comments about WUSA or for WUSA, such as bringing back the
bookstore, reducing student fees, better transparency with previous candidates’ success and more
information on the roles of the Directors.

Voting Promotions

Voters were asked to indicate where they first learned about this year’s WUSA Elections. As depicted in
Figure 6, most students (58.23%) were informed through an email from WUSA, by posters on campus
(15.73%), or through the @yourwusa Instagram (10.43%). Additionally, a smaller percentage of students
first heard about WUSA Elections directly from a candidate campaign (4.52%), from a friend (4.4%),
Wausa.ca (1.45%), booth in the SL.C (1.33%), Reddit (0.96%), @yourwusa LinkedIn (0.3%). Of the small
percentage (1.69%) of students that selected the “Other” category and shared how they were informed,
hearing from professors in lecture, through Discord, being employed at WUSA and Taco Tuesdays were
mentioned.



Figure 6: Method of hearing about the 2025 WUSA Election
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What motivated you to vote this year?

Students were asked to select all factors that motivated them to vote in the 2025 WUSA Elections. As
illustrated in Figure 7, the most frequently selected choice was ‘I was interested in the voter incentives’
(45.43%). This was followed by ‘I saw posters, digital screens, and/or marketing about the election’
(33.29%), ‘I want to see changes throughout the university’ (32.5%), ‘I felt it was my civic duty’ (32.5%),
‘My friend was running and I wanted to support them’, and ‘Other’ (5.12%). The students who explained
their ‘other’ reported being motivated by: a specific advocacy issue, friend’s suggestion to vote, being a
candidate, a curiosity in the election process, speaking with a candidate, responding to WUSA’s email,
and the voter incentive.

Figure 7: Motivations to Vote in the 2025 Election
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Candidate Research and Familiarity

Respondents were asked to indicate how much candidate research they did prior to voting in the 2025
WUSA Elections by rating their efforts on a scale from 1 (I did no research) to 5 (I read full platforms for
all candidates, in all positions). As seen in Figure 8 most voters (31.55%) rated their efforts a 3, followed
by a rating of 2 (24.39%), 1 (21.18%), 4 (12.86%), and lastly, 5 (9.34%). These results are comparable to
the 2024 survey results where the most frequently rated level of research was a ‘3’ (32.16%), and the
minority (10.54%) of voters rated their efforts a 5. However, there was a slight decrease in the number of
voters who rated their efforts a ‘4’ from 15.39% in 2024 to 12.86% in 2025 and a slight increase in the
number of voters who did no research from 19.02% in 2024 to 21.18% in 2025. Voters that ranked their
efforts a ‘2’ merely increased from 22.88% in 2024 to 24.39% in 2025.

Figure 8: Student’s levels of candidate research conducted prior to voting in this election
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Areas of Information

Respondents were asked where they found information about the candidates. As presented in Figure 9, the
most frequently reported source of information was Wusa.ca (43.14%). Students also reported posters on
campus (25.8%), directly from a candidate campaign (24.69%), an email from WUSA (21.2%), and
@yourwusa Instagram (10.05%). To a lesser extent, friends (5.76%), booths in the SLC (3.74%), Reddit
(3%), @yourwusa LinkedIn (1.16%), and ‘other’ (4.23%) were also reported. For students who selected
“other,” the additional ways they found information on candidates was through the voting website, during
election-related events or on the candidates’ websites. Some students also clarified that they could not
find information on the candidates.



Figure 9: Where are Students Learning About Candidates
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Accessibility of Candidate Information

To examine the accessibility of candidate information, students were asked on a scale of easy to difficult,
how easy it was for them to find information on the candidates. As Figure 10 illustrates, the majority of
students reported it was ‘mildly easy’ (51.9%), followed by ‘easy’ (30.74%), ‘mildly difficult’ (15.46%)
and lastly, ‘difficult’ (1.9%).

Figure 10: How easy was it for students to find information on candidates
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Confidence of Comprehension of Candidate’s Position

To examine students’ comprehension of the candidates’ positions, we asked them to indicate on a scale of
‘very confident' to ‘not at all confident” how confident they are they understand each candidate’s position
based on the information they found. As depicted in Figure 11, the most frequently selected option was
‘somewhat confident’ (44.16%), followed by 'confident’ (39.54%), ‘very confident’ (9.10%) and lastly,
‘not at all confident’ (7.20%). Even though it was the least frequently selected option, the rate of ‘not at
all confident’ of 7.2% is higher than expected given how easy it was to find information on candidates.



Figure 11: How confident students are they understand the candidates’ position
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Additional Information
Is there any other information you would like to provide?

A limited number of students (n=135) shared additional information. The majority of students (n=114)
responded to say ‘no’, ‘no thank you’, good luck to the candidates or to express gratitude towards WUSA.

Four students provided general comments on the voting process, with two providing positive comments
and the remaining student providing critiques on student governance processes. The fourth student stated
the ranking system should only rank students’ top three choices. An additional student asked for the
election to not be held during midterm season and another student explicitly asked for the voter incentive.

Eight students’ answers were related to the candidates, with two students wishing the candidates good
luck and another praising the candidates’ personalities. The remaining answers were related to the
candidates’ profiles on vote.wusa.ca; three students explained they did not have any prior insights into the
candidates’ positions, one recommended to make the links alive, and the remaining answer was a
recommendation to include elevator pitch videos.

Four answers were connected to communication or promotion. Two students asked for updates on the
election, such as knowing who the winners are and updates on their progress implementing their platform.
Another student explained that emails are an effective form of communication and another recommended
marketing to increase voter turnout.

The remaining three answers were: about Indigenous inclusion, a request to bring back the bookstore, and
an explanation that online students can feel feeling left out or ‘forgotten’.



2025 Election Survey Draft

Q1 What year of study are you in? [MC — Select one]
a) 1A
b) IB
c) 2A
d) 2B
e) 3A
f) 3B
g) 4A
h) 4B
1) 5+
j) Other

Q2 What faculty are you in? [MC — Select one]
a) Engineering
b) Environment
¢) Math
d) Science
e) Arts
f) Health

Q3 Have you voted in a WUSA election before? [MC — Select one]
e Yes
e No

Q4 Please rate your experience voting through vote.wusa.ca [MC — Select one]
a) Excellent
b) Good
c) Average
d) Below Average
e) Poor

QS Do you have feedback about voting through vote.wusa.ca? [Textbox]

Q6 Where did you first learn about the 2025 WUSA Election? [MC — Select one]
a) (@yourwusa Instagram
b) @yourwusa LinkedIn
¢) Wusa.ca
d) Reddit
e) Poster on campus
f) From a friend
g) Directly from a candidate campaign
h) Booth in the SLC
i) Email from WUSA
j)  Other

Q7 What motivated you to vote this year? [MC — Select multiple]
a) [ felt it was my civic duty
b) My friend was running and I wanted to support them
¢) Isaw posters, digital screens, and/or other marketing about the election
d) I want to see changes throughout the University
e) [ was interested in the voter incentives



f) Other

Q8 Where did you find information about the candidates? [MC — Select multiple]
a) (@yourwusa Instagram
b) @yourwusa LinkedIn
c¢) Wusa.ca
d) Reddit
e) Poster on campus
f) From a friend
g) Directly from a candidate campaign
h) Booth in the SLC
i) Email from WUSA
j)  Other

Q9 On a scale of 1-5, how much candidate research did you do prior to voting in this election? [MC
— Select one]

a) 1 -1did no research

b) 2

c) 3

d 4

e) 5 -Iread full platforms for all candidates, in all positions

Q10 How easy was it to find information on the candidates? [MC — Select one]
a) Difficult
b) Mildly difficult
¢) Mildly easy
d) Easy

Q11 Based on the information you found, how confident are you that you understand each
candidate’s position? [MC — Select one]

a) Very confident

b) Confident

¢) Somewhat confident

d) Not at all confident

Q12 Where are you studying or doing a co-op this term? [MC — Select multiple]
a) On campus (main campus, satellite campus or on-campus for co-op)
b) Waterloo Region (Kitchener, Waterloo or Cambridge)
¢) Ontario
d) Canada (outside Ontario)
e) United States
f) Other

Q13 Is there any other information you would like to provide? [Textbox]



