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Author’s Note

This white paper was written by Scott William Wilson, who, along with his family, is currently
facing tens of millions of dollars in potential fines from the Township of Wainfleet. The township
has even taken action to seize his home after he disclosed a few short-term rentals that
predated and were exempt from the township’s new Short-Term Rental (STR) bylaw. Scott
believes that the Township of Wainfleet is unlawfully misusing the Administrative Monetary
Penalty System (AMPS) to impose punitive fines against him, which violates the foundational
principles of the AMPS law, as it explicitly prohibits penalties from being punitive.

Scott would also like to disclose that his perspective on AMPS involves both appreciation and
frustration. He values the efficiency and cost savings that AMPS brings, particularly in handling
small fines, such as parking infractions, where the system has been effective. However, he is
deeply concerned by the punitive misuse he has personally experienced and the lack of a
judicial recourse when such abuses occur.

Scott is fighting this case in court, with a hearing date set for June 2025. He is determined to
raise awareness about the injustices within the AMPS system and how municipalities can
exploit it in ways that harm law-abiding citizens. Through the press, this white paper, and
upcoming caselaw, Scott hopes to bring attention to the urgent need for reform, so that the
AMPS system can better serve Canadians fairly and equitably.

Scott is also seeking community support. A GoFundMe campaign has been launched to help
cover legal costs and advocacy efforts, supporting the fight for positive change and justice.
Donations will help ensure that this case sheds light on the issues within AMPS and encourages
reform to prevent similar cases from affecting other Canadians in the future.

https://gofund.me/544dc0be
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Section 1: Introduction

The Administrative Monetary Penalty System (AMPS) in Canada was developed as an
alternative regulatory mechanism designed to streamline the enforcement of minor regulatory
offenses. Traditionally, such offenses—ranging from minor traffic violations to administrative
compliance issues—required court adjudication, placing a burden on the judicial system and
causing delays. Introduced as a solution, AMPS sought to offload these minor infractions from
the court, thereby saving taxpayer money, increasing efficiency, and expediting enforcement
outcomes. In essence, AMPS was intended to be a civil rather than punitive instrument that
allowed Canadian provinces and municipalities to efficiently manage regulatory compliance
without overwhelming the judiciary.

Since its inception, AMPS has been seen as a powerful tool for regulatory bodies across
Canada. It is widely adopted in provinces and major cities to ensure adherence to various local
laws, from parking to business compliance. The underlying philosophy was to make regulatory
enforcement fair, quick, and cost-effective, allowing infractions to be penalized without invoking
the often-lengthy process of a criminal trial. The penalties under AMPS were designed to be
corrective rather than punitive, meaning that penalties were issued not with the intent to punish
but rather to encourage compliance and uphold regulatory standards. Legislators made it clear
that AMPS penalties were not to be excessive or oppressive. However, despite its noble



intentions, AMPS has become controversial as some local governments and municipalities have
allegedly misused this system to raise revenue rather than ensure fairness in enforcement.

1.1 Purpose and Scope of the White Paper

This white paper examines the evolution, benefits, and unintended consequences of the AMPS
system. While it recognizes the original efficiencies and cost savings AMPS brought to
regulatory enforcement, the paper also highlights the serious challenges that have arisen over
time. It outlines cases where municipalities appear to have used AMPS not as a regulatory
instrument but as a financial resource. As municipalities grow more reliant on AMPS-generated
revenue, questions emerge about whether these penalties have strayed from their original intent
and entered punitive territory. The lack of judicial oversight and avenues for fair appeals under
the AMPS system also presents pressing issues about due process and legal rights in a
democratic society.

This white paper aims to address the following questions:

● What are the origins of the AMPS system, and what problems was it designed to solve?
● How has AMPS benefited provincial and local governments and the public at large?
● What mechanisms of oversight or limitations exist to prevent misuse of AMPS?
● In what ways have municipalities allegedly misused the AMPS system, and what are the

impacts on individuals and businesses?
● What steps can be taken to prevent AMPS from being used as a revenue-generating

tool, ensuring that it remains a fair and just enforcement mechanism?

1.2 Overview of AMPS

AMPS was initially developed to address various regulatory offenses that did not require full
judicial proceedings. Rooted in regulatory principles, it established a civil penalty model for
minor offenses, which effectively decriminalized certain infractions, moving them out of criminal
court and into an administrative context. For example, parking tickets and minor municipal code
violations became subject to AMPS, enabling cities to resolve such issues quickly without court
intervention. In this way, AMPS sought to create a “middle ground” where individuals or
businesses could face penalties for minor violations but avoid criminal records or the stigma
associated with criminal proceedings.

In the AMPS process, alleged offenders are issued notices of violation and given the option to
pay the fine or contest the penalty through a local administrative body. A hearing
officer—appointed by the local authority—typically reviews contested cases rather than a judge,
which significantly reduces the time and resources needed to resolve disputes. The process is
less formal and is intended to be more accessible to the public. Offenders are not entitled to the
same level of defense as they would in a criminal court, and in most cases, they do not have the
option to escalate their case to a traditional judicial system if they disagree with the decision of
the hearing officer. While this streamlines the process, it raises significant concerns about



fairness and access to justice, especially in cases where individuals believe they have been
unjustly penalized.

1.3 Rationale and Potential of AMPS

The primary rationale for AMPS was to eliminate unnecessary court cases and to reduce the
costs associated with minor infractions. By diverting minor cases out of the judicial system,
AMPS allows courts to focus on more serious criminal and civil cases. This, in theory, leads to a
more efficient judicial process and reduces taxpayer expenses associated with court operations.
Moreover, AMPS supports municipalities by allowing for the rapid collection of fines and
enforcing compliance in a timely manner. In its ideal form, AMPS is a win-win solution:
individuals are not criminalized for minor offenses, and the judicial system is less burdened.

Moreover, the structure of AMPS provides government authorities with a flexible regulatory tool.
It allows municipalities to respond swiftly to minor infractions that could disrupt community life,
such as parking violations or building code issues. By maintaining a system that enforces
compliance without criminal repercussions, municipalities can foster a sense of accountability
among citizens while reinforcing local standards and regulations.

1.4 The Need for Reform

Despite its strengths, there is growing evidence that AMPS may be subject to abuse in certain
jurisdictions. Reports indicate that some municipalities have implemented high fines and other
practices that may be perceived as financially motivated. Without adequate oversight, the risk of
misuse increases, with local authorities potentially using AMPS as a steady revenue source
rather than a compliance mechanism. Such practices run counter to the original purpose of
AMPS, undermining public trust in local governance. Furthermore, the limited options for appeal
or judicial review create a situation in which citizens may feel unfairly penalized without
recourse.

This white paper will examine these concerns and suggest potential reforms that could restore
public confidence in AMPS. By reinforcing the principles of fairness and justice, ensuring
transparency, and implementing safeguards against misuse, Canada’s AMPS system can better
serve its intended purpose as an efficient, non-punitive regulatory tool.

Section 2: Historical Context of AMPS

The Administrative Monetary Penalty System (AMPS) in Canada emerged in response to a
growing need for efficient, cost-effective methods of enforcing minor regulatory infractions. In
the late 1990s and early 2000s, as municipalities and provincial governments sought ways to
alleviate the burden on Canada’s judicial system, AMPS presented a solution that diverted
minor offenses out of courtrooms. This system allowed local governments to enforce regulations
in a way that reduced costs, increased efficiency, and enabled swifter responses to



non-compliance. By transitioning these matters from the criminal realm to an administrative
context, AMPS aimed to improve both the speed and accessibility of justice.

2.1 Origins of AMPS and Legislative Development

AMPS was first conceived in Ontario in 1999 under the province’s “Administrative Penalties
Regulation,” following amendments to the Municipal Act, which allowed for alternative penalty
mechanisms. The Municipal Act changes were designed to grant municipalities greater authority
over certain types of regulatory offenses that did not justify full judicial proceedings. The intent
was to offload cases such as parking violations and municipal bylaw infractions from the courts,
thereby reducing costs and improving efficiency.

Ontario’s initial success with AMPS inspired similar systems in other provinces. By 2001, British
Columbia followed suit, and Alberta and other provinces soon adopted administrative penalty
systems. These early implementations set a precedent, marking a shift in Canada’s approach to
minor infractions. The scope of AMPS varied between provinces, depending on local needs, but
the principles were consistent: allow municipalities and regulatory bodies to enforce minor
offenses efficiently while maintaining fairness and accessibility.

Each jurisdiction's legislative framework adapted AMPS to specific contexts, with regulations
developed around procedural safeguards to ensure that administrative penalties would not be
punitive. Penalties were explicitly framed as corrective measures to encourage compliance, not
as revenue-generating tools or punishments. This foundational principle was intended to
prevent the overreach of authority, ensuring penalties were proportionate to the infraction.

2.2 Key Milestones in AMPS Implementation

In Ontario, AMPS became more widespread in 2010, when the Municipal Act was amended
again to expand the scope of administrative penalties. Municipalities were granted more
authority to issue fines for parking, animal control, and other bylaw violations. This expansion
marked a significant turning point in how minor infractions were managed. AMPS systems
proliferated in urban centers, allowing cities like Toronto and Ottawa to handle parking and
bylaw violations outside of traditional court proceedings. This change not only improved
efficiency but also relieved significant pressure on the courts, allowing them to focus resources
on more complex cases.

Another notable milestone came with the federal government’s adaptation of AMPS for specific
regulatory enforcement, such as the Canada Labour Code and the Financial Transactions and
Reports Analysis Centre of Canada (FINTRAC) regulations. These applications extended AMPS
beyond municipal enforcement to the national regulatory landscape. In this context, AMPS
allowed federal agencies to penalize non-compliant entities directly, without a court process, as
long as infractions fell under a civil rather than criminal category. For example, FINTRAC used
AMPS to enforce anti-money laundering laws by issuing monetary penalties to financial
institutions that violated reporting requirements. This use of AMPS demonstrated its versatility
as a tool for regulatory enforcement across various governmental levels and sectors.



2.3 Problems Solved by AMPS

The introduction of AMPS addressed several critical issues facing the Canadian judicial and
regulatory landscape. First and foremost, it alleviated the burden on courts, which were
increasingly bogged down with minor cases. By redirecting these minor offenses to an
administrative context, AMPS freed up court time and resources, allowing judges and court staff
to focus on more serious civil and criminal cases. This was a significant advantage, as court
resources were—and continue to be—limited, with backlogged cases leading to delayed justice
for more severe matters.

Another problem AMPS helped to solve was the inefficiency in handling non-criminal offenses
that required rapid enforcement. Traditional court processes were often slow and complex,
which led to lengthy delays in enforcement for offenses like parking violations or minor
regulatory infractions. AMPS offered a faster route to resolution, as offenders could resolve their
cases more efficiently, either by paying the penalty or requesting a review before an appointed
hearing officer. This expedited process benefited both the public, who could avoid prolonged
legal entanglements, and the municipalities, which could ensure compliance with local laws
without incurring high costs.

Additionally, AMPS improved accessibility to justice for minor infractions. For individuals and
businesses, it provided a less intimidating environment than criminal court, often involving
minimal procedural requirements and limited legal formalities. This informal setting was intended
to allow individuals to navigate the process independently, without the need for legal
representation. By making justice more accessible, AMPS encouraged a greater degree of civic
engagement, with individuals able to contest fines in a straightforward manner without the
complex procedural barriers associated with criminal court.

2.4 Emergence of Concerns and Allegations of Misuse

Despite its initial success, AMPS has not been immune to criticism. Over the years, several
municipalities have faced allegations of misuse, with critics arguing that some jurisdictions have
leveraged AMPS as a revenue-generating tool rather than a compliance mechanism. Reports
indicate that some municipalities have imposed high fines on minor offenses, with limited
avenues for appeal, leading to public frustration and accusations of unfairness.

A key concern is the limited oversight and lack of judicial review within the AMPS framework.
Since AMPS operates primarily through administrative hearings, individuals facing penalties do
not have automatic access to a court trial, even if they believe the penalty to be unjust. Appeals,
if allowed, are often reviewed by the same administrative body that issued the initial penalty,
creating potential conflicts of interest and perceptions of bias.

In recent years, these concerns have prompted calls for reform, particularly to ensure that
municipalities cannot exploit AMPS for financial gain. The challenge lies in balancing the
efficiency and cost-effectiveness that AMPS offers with the need to safeguard fairness and
access to justice. As the system evolves, discussions around potential reforms are intensifying,



with advocates pushing for clearer guidelines, independent oversight, and greater opportunities
for individuals to challenge penalties in court.

2.5 Conclusion

The evolution of AMPS in Canada reflects a pragmatic response to the needs of an
overburdened judicial system, offering an efficient means of enforcing minor regulatory
infractions. Yet, the system’s success has been marred by growing concerns about misuse at
the municipal level, where financial incentives may be driving enforcement practices in ways
that undermine its intended purpose. This historical context underscores the importance of
revisiting AMPS’s framework, ensuring that its benefits do not come at the cost of fairness,
transparency, and public trust. The subsequent sections of this white paper will explore these
challenges in greater detail, assessing the legal framework, case studies of alleged misuse, and
potential reforms to restore confidence in Canada’s AMPS system.

Section 3: Objectives and Benefits of AMPS

The Administrative Monetary Penalty System (AMPS) in Canada was created to provide an
efficient, cost-effective alternative to handling minor regulatory infractions. The traditional court
system was often overburdened with such cases, which, while important for maintaining
regulatory standards, did not require the time and resources of a criminal or civil trial. AMPS
introduced a streamlined approach that preserved the intent of regulatory enforcement while
alleviating pressure on the judicial system. This section explores the primary objectives of
AMPS and the benefits it provides to both government bodies and citizens, including increased
efficiency, reduced costs, enhanced compliance, and improved public access to justice.

3.1 Reducing Court Congestion and Associated Costs

One of the key objectives behind implementing AMPS was to reduce congestion in Canada’s
court system. The volume of minor offenses requiring adjudication was placing a significant
strain on judicial resources, delaying more serious cases and leading to increased costs for both
the government and the public. The traditional process involved sending every minor
infraction—such as parking violations, minor municipal code breaches, or low-level regulatory
offenses—through the court system. This was an inefficient use of resources, and as case
backlogs grew, the courts became increasingly unable to provide timely responses to both minor
and serious matters.

By shifting these minor infractions out of the judicial system, AMPS achieved a substantial
reduction in court congestion. Local administrative bodies were empowered to handle these
cases, relieving the courts of a considerable workload and allowing them to focus on more
pressing civil and criminal cases. This approach not only lightened the load for the judiciary but
also saved taxpayers money by reducing the costs associated with court proceedings. For
example, with AMPS, there was no longer a need for judicial officers to oversee minor cases,



and resources previously dedicated to these matters could be reallocated to address more
serious legal issues.

3.2 Enhancing Regulatory Compliance

Another central objective of AMPS was to improve compliance with local and provincial
regulations by providing an accessible, efficient system that encouraged citizens and
businesses to adhere to the law. Unlike criminal penalties, which can be intimidating and
stigmatizing, administrative penalties under AMPS are civil in nature. This shift in approach
made it easier for local governments to enforce regulations without resorting to harsh punitive
measures, which may have previously deterred people from actively engaging with the legal
system.

With AMPS, penalties are meant to be corrective rather than punitive. The system encourages
compliance by holding individuals accountable without imposing severe punishments. For
example, an individual who receives a parking violation penalty under AMPS can resolve the
matter by paying a fine or requesting an administrative review, rather than going through a
lengthy court process that could result in a criminal record or additional legal fees. This
straightforward process has been shown to promote compliance with regulatory standards, as
people are more likely to accept and respond to penalties when they are reasonable and do not
carry disproportionate consequences.

Moreover, AMPS provided municipalities and provinces with the flexibility to adjust penalty
amounts according to the severity of the offense. This adaptability enables enforcement
agencies to tailor penalties to specific contexts and prioritize compliance over punishment,
reinforcing a sense of proportional justice. When penalties align with the offense, individuals are
more likely to comply and perceive the system as fair, enhancing overall adherence to local laws
and regulations.

3.3 Providing Timely Resolutions

AMPS was designed with a key emphasis on efficiency and expedience, aiming to provide swift
resolutions for minor infractions. Under the traditional court system, even minor offenses could
take months to resolve due to backlogs and procedural requirements. This delay in resolution
not only inconvenienced individuals but also weakened the impact of regulatory enforcement, as
delayed penalties may no longer serve as effective deterrents. AMPS addressed this issue by
allowing for prompt administrative action, meaning that penalties could be issued and resolved
in a matter of days or weeks rather than months.

For individuals and businesses, this meant a quicker path to closure. Offenders could settle their
penalties without waiting for a court date, and those contesting penalties had a simpler route to
request an administrative hearing. This expedited process benefited both the public and
enforcement agencies, as penalties were applied in a timely manner, increasing the
effectiveness of the regulatory framework. The ability to resolve cases quickly also allowed



administrative bodies to address repeat offenders more efficiently, further reinforcing compliance
and reducing the likelihood of habitual infractions.

3.4 Accessibility and Public Engagement

A major benefit of AMPS is its accessibility to the public. Unlike traditional criminal courts, which
often require legal representation and familiarity with formal procedures, the AMPS process is
relatively straightforward. The administrative nature of AMPS allows individuals to handle cases
themselves, often without the need for costly legal assistance. This ease of access helps
demystify the regulatory process and encourages greater public engagement, as individuals feel
empowered to contest penalties when they believe they have been unjustly issued.

The AMPS model also improves transparency by simplifying the dispute resolution process.
Instead of navigating complex legal jargon and procedural requirements, individuals can
participate in a review with an appointed hearing officer. While the review process varies by
jurisdiction, it is generally structured to provide a fair assessment without requiring in-depth legal
knowledge. This user-friendly approach promotes a sense of justice and ensures that people
can participate in the system without facing undue barriers.

Furthermore, AMPS’s accessibility fosters public trust by creating a system that is perceived as
fair and open to all. When individuals feel that they have a clear and reasonable way to resolve
minor infractions, they are more likely to view the regulatory system positively and comply with
future regulations. This trust-building aspect is crucial for local governments, as it reinforces the
legitimacy of their regulatory authority and encourages voluntary compliance with community
standards.

3.5 Encouraging Accountability in Regulatory Bodies

AMPS also promotes accountability within regulatory bodies by providing a structured yet
flexible framework for enforcement. Local governments and agencies are empowered to enforce
rules without the procedural burdens of the criminal system, but they must also adhere to
established guidelines and procedural fairness. This balance of authority and accountability has
encouraged regulatory bodies to develop clearer enforcement policies, ensuring that penalties
align with community standards and public expectations.

In addition, the public accessibility and transparency of the AMPS process mean that regulatory
agencies are subject to public scrutiny. When individuals can contest penalties or request
reviews, they can hold administrative bodies accountable for enforcing regulations fairly. This
oversight function strengthens the credibility of enforcement agencies and helps prevent
potential abuses of power.

Conclusion

The objectives and benefits of AMPS have made it a valuable tool in Canadian regulatory
enforcement, providing an efficient, accessible, and fair alternative to traditional court
proceedings. By reducing court congestion, enhancing compliance, offering timely resolutions,



and fostering public engagement, AMPS has shown itself to be a significant improvement over
previous systems. However, as AMPS grows in scope, maintaining these benefits while
preventing misuse becomes increasingly important. The next sections will delve into the legal
framework and specific challenges that have arisen, highlighting areas where AMPS could be
reformed to sustain its benefits and address any emerging issues.

Section 4: Legal Framework Governing AMPS

The Administrative Monetary Penalty System (AMPS) in Canada is governed by a set of federal,
provincial, and municipal statutes that outline its purpose, scope, and limitations. Each level of
government has established frameworks for implementing AMPS according to the needs and
regulatory goals of their respective jurisdictions. These frameworks aim to balance efficiency
with fairness, ensuring that penalties are administered in a way that respects the rights of
individuals while promoting compliance with local laws. In this section, we will explore the main
statutes that govern AMPS, the procedural guidelines that define its operation, and the
enforcement mechanisms that help uphold its principles. This legal framework is crucial to
understanding both the strengths and limitations of AMPS as a regulatory tool and the ongoing
challenges in maintaining its integrity.

4.1 Federal Legislation on AMPS

The federal government first introduced the AMPS framework to address issues in sectors
where regulatory compliance is essential but where traditional criminal penalties may not be
appropriate or efficient. For instance, the Canada Labour Code, the Canadian Environmental
Protection Act, and the Financial Transactions and Reports Analysis Centre of Canada
(FINTRAC) Act all include provisions for administrative penalties. These penalties are designed
to enforce compliance in critical areas such as workplace safety, environmental protection, and
financial regulations, providing a way to impose fines without requiring a lengthy court process.

Under federal law, AMPS serves as an alternative to criminal prosecution for regulatory
offenses, emphasizing corrective actions rather than punitive measures. Each regulatory agency
at the federal level has its own set of guidelines governing how penalties are issued and
contested. For example, under FINTRAC, penalties can be issued to financial institutions that
fail to comply with anti-money laundering regulations. The purpose here is to create a
compliance culture where organizations take proactive steps to avoid infractions, knowing that
penalties for non-compliance are both swift and substantial.

While federal AMPS frameworks vary by agency, they generally include clear procedural
guidelines for issuing penalties, contesting infractions, and conducting administrative reviews.
Agencies like the Canada Labour Program and FINTRAC are also required to maintain
transparency in their enforcement activities, which involves publicly disclosing penalty amounts
and compliance issues. This transparency is intended to promote public trust in the fairness of



the AMPS process and to discourage regulatory bodies from using penalties as a revenue
stream rather than as compliance tools.

4.2 Provincial Legislation on AMPS

At the provincial level, AMPS has been incorporated into various legal statutes that empower
municipalities and regional authorities to enforce minor infractions, primarily under the Municipal
Act and other local government legislation. Ontario, for instance, was a pioneer in provincial
AMPS legislation, amending the Municipal Act in 1999 to enable municipalities to adopt AMPS
for minor bylaw infractions. This amendment allowed municipalities to bypass the courts for
cases involving parking violations, property standards, and other non-criminal municipal
offenses.

Provincial legislation sets out specific guidelines on how municipalities can establish AMPS,
including requirements for procedural fairness, transparency, and accountability. These
frameworks dictate how penalties can be imposed, the limits of administrative authority, and the
rights of individuals to contest fines. For instance, in Ontario, the Municipal Act requires that all
AMPS be reasonable and non-punitive. Penalties are intended to reflect the severity of the
offense while providing a mechanism for dispute resolution through an appointed hearing officer.
This process includes an initial review where individuals can present evidence or arguments if
they believe a penalty was unjustly imposed.

One notable feature of provincial AMPS legislation is that it provides some level of flexibility for
municipalities to tailor the system to their needs. However, this flexibility has also raised
concerns, as it may lead to inconsistencies in how AMPS is applied across different regions.
While one municipality may strictly adhere to AMPS guidelines, another may take a more
aggressive approach, imposing higher fines or limiting appeal options. These discrepancies
underscore the importance of provincial oversight and standardized guidelines to ensure that
AMPS is applied fairly and consistently throughout the province.

4.3 Municipal Guidelines and Procedures

Municipalities operate under provincial AMPS legislation but have considerable autonomy in
determining how they implement and manage their administrative penalty systems. Municipal
governments are responsible for creating their own procedures for issuing penalties, conducting
reviews, and handling appeals, all of which must align with provincial standards. This allows
municipalities to address specific local needs, such as parking enforcement in high-traffic urban
areas or compliance with property maintenance codes in residential neighborhoods.

However, the variation in municipal guidelines and procedures has led to diverse interpretations
of AMPS’ legal boundaries, sometimes resulting in conflicts between local policies and
provincial legislation. Municipal AMPS guidelines typically involve the issuance of a penalty
notice, which informs the offender of the violation, the penalty amount, and the process for
contesting the fine. The municipality then provides a hearing or review option, usually conducted
by an administrative officer who acts independently of the original issuing authority. This review



is intended to provide an impartial assessment of the case, although the lack of judicial
oversight has raised concerns about potential biases or conflicts of interest.

Municipalities also determine the scale of penalties within the limits set by provincial legislation.
While the intent of AMPS is to issue reasonable, corrective penalties, some municipalities have
faced accusations of inflating fines or applying AMPS aggressively to increase revenue. Critics
argue that this undermines the corrective purpose of AMPS, turning it into a punitive system that
disproportionately impacts lower-income residents who may struggle to pay these fines or to
contest them within the limited appeal structure.

4.4 Enforcement and Appeal Mechanisms

Enforcement under AMPS relies on an administrative rather than a judicial approach, which
allows for swift imposition of penalties but also limits the opportunities for appeal. In most cases,
individuals issued a penalty have two options: pay the fine or request an administrative review.
Unlike traditional court cases, where defendants have the right to a full trial and the option to
escalate appeals to higher courts, AMPS typically restricts appeals to an internal review
process. This process varies by jurisdiction but usually involves an appointed officer who
reviews the case and makes a final decision.

The lack of judicial oversight in AMPS has been a point of contention, as individuals contesting
penalties may feel that they lack sufficient recourse. Critics argue that AMPS violates principles
of natural justice by denying offenders the right to a day in court, particularly in cases where
penalties may feel excessive or unfair. In response, some jurisdictions have proposed reforms
to AMPS appeal mechanisms, including introducing independent tribunals or third-party
reviewers to ensure a fair hearing process. These reforms aim to provide more balanced checks
on the powers of administrative bodies, reducing the risk of biased or arbitrary decisions.

4.5 Limitations and Potential for Reform

While AMPS provides a streamlined alternative to traditional courts, its limitations underscore
the need for reform. The primary issues include the lack of judicial oversight, inconsistencies in
municipal application, and the potential for financial exploitation by municipalities. Addressing
these issues would involve creating clearer, standardized guidelines for AMPS implementation,
enhancing transparency in municipal penalty practices, and possibly introducing an independent
appeal process to reinforce fairness.

In summary, while the AMPS legal framework is rooted in principles of efficiency and fairness,
its decentralized application poses challenges. As AMPS evolves, the need for a refined legal
framework and potential reforms grows, ensuring that the system can fulfill its intended purpose
while respecting individual rights. The next sections will delve into case studies of AMPS
application and examine real-world challenges that underscore the necessity for ongoing
evaluation and reform.



Section 5: Case Studies: Municipal Implementation of AMPS

Examining the implementation of the Administrative Monetary Penalty System (AMPS) at the
municipal level reveals both effective applications and significant concerns regarding fairness
and consistency. While some municipalities have utilized AMPS to streamline enforcement of
minor infractions, others have faced criticism for leveraging it as a revenue generation tool,
potentially abusing the system and straying from its original intent. Through case studies of
various municipalities, this section explores examples of both effective and problematic uses of
AMPS. These examples provide valuable insights into how AMPS has been applied across
Canada, highlighting successes and areas in need of reform.

5.1 Effective Implementation: City of Toronto

The City of Toronto has been a prominent example of effective AMPS implementation,
especially in its approach to parking violations. Toronto adopted AMPS in 2017 to handle
parking infractions outside of the traditional court system, citing the need to reduce court
congestion and administrative costs. Under this system, individuals receiving parking tickets are
informed of the offense and given options to pay or request a review through a simple,
accessible process. Toronto’s AMPS process is designed to be straightforward, with clear
instructions on how to request an online or in-person hearing to contest the penalty.

Toronto’s approach emphasizes fairness and accessibility, with hearing officers independent of
ticket-issuing authorities, ensuring an impartial review. This structure upholds principles of
procedural fairness while providing a quick and efficient alternative to the court system. The city
also allows residents to request ticket reductions in cases where extenuating circumstances
may apply, reinforcing the system’s intent to be corrective rather than punitive. Through this
approach, Toronto has successfully balanced regulatory enforcement with fairness and
accessibility, aligning with AMPS’ original goals.

The results in Toronto indicate that AMPS can be an effective tool for managing minor
infractions. By keeping penalties reasonable, providing accessible channels for contesting
infractions, and maintaining impartiality in the review process, Toronto has created a model of
AMPS that many consider fair and efficient. This implementation has garnered positive feedback
from residents, who appreciate the transparency and accessibility of the process. Toronto’s
approach demonstrates that, when applied thoughtfully, AMPS can be an efficient system that
upholds fairness and public trust.

5.2 Problematic Implementation: City of Mississauga

Mississauga, Ontario, offers a contrasting case, where the implementation of AMPS has led to
public concerns about fairness and the potential for revenue generation. The city expanded its
use of AMPS to include various bylaw violations, from parking offenses to property standards.
While AMPS was intended to simplify and improve enforcement, residents and advocacy groups
have raised concerns that Mississauga’s approach has been excessively punitive. Reports
suggest that Mississauga has imposed high fines for relatively minor infractions, leading to



allegations that the city may be using AMPS as a financial resource rather than a compliance
tool.

One of the key issues with Mississauga’s approach is the perception that the city is leveraging
AMPS for profit, straying from its original intent as a non-punitive, corrective measure. For
instance, the penalties for property standards violations can be steep, and the appeal process is
often limited to a review by a municipal hearing officer rather than a judicial review. This limited
recourse has led to complaints about a lack of due process and allegations of bias, with
residents expressing concerns about their ability to receive fair treatment.

The high fines and restricted appeal mechanisms in Mississauga have led to public outcry and
calls for reform. Residents have voiced frustration with a system they perceive as unfairly
targeting low-income homeowners and small business owners, who may struggle to afford the
fines or the resources needed to challenge them. This case highlights how AMPS can
potentially be misused when municipalities focus on revenue generation rather than maintaining
fairness and accountability. Mississauga’s experience underscores the importance of
establishing checks and balances to prevent AMPS from becoming a tool of financial
exploitation.

5.3 Example of Abuse: Town of Caledon

The Town of Caledon provides a stark example of alleged abuse within the AMPS system.
Reports from Caledon indicate that the town has imposed fines through AMPS that critics argue
are excessively punitive and applied without transparency. One prominent example involved
property owners receiving substantial fines for minor bylaw infractions, such as having long
grass or improperly stored waste bins. Caledon’s approach, which many residents view as
harsh and unjust, has raised concerns about due process, fairness, and the potential for AMPS
to be misapplied for profit.

In Caledon, complaints often center on the lack of judicial oversight, with residents arguing that
the administrative review process is biased and lacks transparency. Critics claim that the appeal
process is burdensome, with limited opportunities for individuals to contest penalties effectively.
Additionally, there are concerns about the arbitrary nature of the fines, as some property owners
report being penalized for issues that would traditionally warrant a warning rather than a fine.
This situation has led to public mistrust and calls for an overhaul of the AMPS process in
Caledon, where residents are demanding more oversight and fairness in the way penalties are
issued and enforced.

Caledon’s case highlights a critical issue within AMPS: the risk of abuse when local
governments are not held accountable to fair standards. Without adequate transparency and
judicial oversight, AMPS can be leveraged in ways that disproportionately impact residents,
particularly those from lower-income backgrounds who may not have the resources to contest
fines. Caledon’s experience underscores the importance of reforming AMPS to ensure that it
serves as a tool for fair regulatory enforcement rather than a source of revenue.



5.4 Lessons Learned from Municipal Case Studies

The cases of Toronto, Mississauga, and Caledon illustrate the varied applications and outcomes
of AMPS across different municipalities. Toronto demonstrates that AMPS can be an effective
and fair system when implemented thoughtfully, with clear guidelines and accessible processes
for residents. By contrast, Mississauga and Caledon highlight the risks of misuse and abuse
within AMPS, where municipalities may prioritize financial gains over fairness and due process.

These case studies emphasize the importance of implementing AMPS with clear, enforceable
guidelines that limit the potential for overreach and misuse. Transparency, reasonable penalty
structures, and accessible appeal mechanisms are all crucial components of a fair AMPS
process. Additionally, municipal governments must be held accountable for ensuring that AMPS
is applied in a non-punitive manner, as originally intended.

5.5 Conclusion

Municipal case studies reveal both the potential and challenges within Canada’s AMPS system.
While cities like Toronto illustrate how AMPS can streamline regulatory enforcement without
compromising fairness, examples from Mississauga and Caledon reveal significant issues with
revenue-focused enforcement and limited appeal processes. These contrasting experiences
underline the need for reform to standardize AMPS applications across municipalities,
preventing misuse and ensuring that the system remains fair, transparent, and corrective. Going
forward, these lessons can guide policymakers and municipalities as they refine the AMPS
framework, ultimately strengthening public trust in local governance and preserving AMPS’s
intended benefits.

Section 6: Challenges and Criticisms of AMPS

The Administrative Monetary Penalty System (AMPS) in Canada was originally designed to offer
an efficient, cost-effective alternative to traditional court processes for handling minor regulatory
infractions. However, since its implementation, the system has encountered various challenges
and criticisms, particularly at the municipal level. While AMPS has succeeded in reducing court
congestion and providing a streamlined process for minor offenses, it has also raised significant
concerns about fairness, access to justice, and potential abuse. This section explores the
primary challenges and criticisms surrounding AMPS, focusing on the lack of judicial oversight,
the potential for punitive measures, public trust issues, and inconsistent applications across
municipalities.

6.1 Lack of Judicial Oversight

One of the most frequently cited criticisms of AMPS is the limited judicial oversight inherent in
the system. AMPS was established as an administrative process, meaning that most penalties
do not pass through the traditional judicial system. Instead, alleged offenders are issued
penalties that can typically be contested only through an administrative review conducted by a



hearing officer. This officer is often appointed by the same municipal body that issued the initial
penalty, raising concerns about impartiality and fairness.

Without access to a judicial review or appeal process in many cases, individuals subject to
AMPS penalties may feel that their rights to due process are compromised. Critics argue that
this lack of judicial oversight violates principles of natural justice by depriving individuals of the
opportunity to have their cases heard by an independent, impartial body. In a traditional court
setting, defendants have the right to present their cases before a judge and, if necessary,
appeal the decision to a higher court. With AMPS, however, most individuals do not have the
option to escalate their cases beyond the local administrative level, which can lead to feelings of
frustration and helplessness, especially when penalties are perceived as unfair or excessive.

6.2 Potential for Punitive Measures Contrary to Legislative Intent

Although AMPS was initially intended to be corrective rather than punitive, there is growing
concern that some municipalities are leveraging the system to impose penalties that are
excessively harsh. In theory, AMPS is supposed to promote compliance with local regulations by
issuing reasonable fines for minor infractions, such as parking violations or bylaw breaches.
However, reports from various municipalities suggest that some local governments are using
AMPS as a tool to generate revenue rather than simply enforce compliance.

For instance, in certain cities, individuals have reported receiving high fines for minor infractions,
with limited options for appeal. This trend suggests that AMPS may be drifting from its original
mandate, as municipalities become increasingly reliant on the revenue generated by these
penalties. Critics argue that the punitive application of AMPS undermines its purpose,
transforming what was meant to be a fair and corrective system into a financial burden for
residents, particularly those from lower-income backgrounds who may struggle to pay these
fines.

The potential for punitive measures within AMPS has also fueled debates about the ethics of
municipal revenue generation. When municipalities rely on AMPS to supplement their budgets,
there is a risk that enforcement efforts may prioritize financial gain over fairness and equity. This
approach not only erodes the public’s trust in the system but also raises questions about the
role of local government in enforcing compliance versus generating revenue.

6.3 Public Perception and Trust Issues

The perception of fairness is critical to the success of any regulatory system, and AMPS is no
exception. Public trust in AMPS has been affected by reports of clear and illegal abuses and a
lack of transparency in some municipalities. When individuals feel that they are being unfairly
targeted or that penalties are issued with financial motivations, they are less likely to view the
system as legitimate. In recent years, various media outlets and advocacy groups have
highlighted cases in which individuals or small business owners faced disproportionate penalties
for minor infractions, which they were unable to contest effectively due to AMPS’ limited appeal
processes.



A significant barrier to fair access within AMPS is the inconsistent and sometimes extremely
short appeal periods enforced by certain municipalities. In Wainfleet, for example, individuals
have only five days to request an appeal—a timeframe that many feel is insufficient to gather
necessary documentation or consult legal advice. This short window contrasts sharply with more
reasonable appeal periods in other jurisdictions, creating an additional hurdle for those seeking
a fair hearing. Furthermore, the lack of discretionary judgment in AMPS processes exacerbates
this issue, as individuals who may have valid reasons for delay or mitigating circumstances are
still subject to strict timelines and penalties without flexibility.

These factors contribute to growing public skepticism about AMPS, particularly in municipalities
where high-profile cases of alleged misuse have been reported. When residents perceive the
system as unfair or overly rigid, they are less likely to comply voluntarily with local regulations,
ultimately undermining the system’s effectiveness as a regulatory tool.

6.4 Inconsistencies in Municipal Applications

Another challenge facing AMPS is the inconsistency in how it is applied across different
municipalities. Since each municipality has a certain level of autonomy in designing and
implementing its AMPS framework, the application of penalties, appeal processes, and
enforcement priorities can vary widely. This inconsistency creates a fragmented system in which
residents in one municipality may face a very different experience with AMPS than those in a
neighboring region.

For example, while some cities like Toronto have implemented fair and accessible AMPS
processes, others have faced criticism for excessive fines and limited appeal options. This
inconsistency leads to confusion and frustration among residents, who may feel that they are
being treated unfairly compared to individuals in other municipalities. Moreover, the lack of
standardized guidelines across municipalities increases the risk of misuse and arbitrary
enforcement, as local authorities may interpret and apply AMPS in ways that deviate from its
original intent.

To address these inconsistencies, critics have called for a standardized AMPS framework that
sets clear guidelines for all municipalities. Such a framework could establish uniform procedures
for issuing penalties, handling appeals, and determining penalty amounts based on offense
severity. By creating a more consistent approach, policymakers could reduce public confusion
and enhance the system’s fairness and transparency.

6.5 Recommendations for Addressing Challenges

Addressing the challenges associated with AMPS requires a multifaceted approach. To mitigate
concerns about judicial oversight, one potential reform could be to introduce an independent
tribunal or third-party review body for AMPS-related appeals. Such an entity could provide
individuals with a fair and impartial review process, increasing public confidence in the system
and ensuring that penalties are issued justly.



To prevent municipalities from using AMPS as a revenue-generation tool, stricter regulations on
penalty amounts and appeal options could be implemented. For example, guidelines could cap
penalties for specific types of infractions and require municipalities to disclose AMPS revenue
as part of an annual public report. This transparency would help hold local governments
accountable and discourage them from relying on AMPS to supplement their budgets.

Furthermore, creating standardized guidelines across municipalities could address
inconsistencies and promote fairness. A provincial or federal oversight body could establish
minimum standards for AMPS applications, ensuring that penalties are reasonable and that
residents across regions are treated equitably. Such reforms would help preserve the corrective
nature of AMPS and enhance its role as a tool for fair regulatory enforcement.

Conclusion

AMPS was developed with the intention of streamlining regulatory enforcement and promoting
compliance in a fair and efficient manner. However, as the system has evolved, it has faced
challenges related to judicial oversight, potential punitive measures, public trust, and
inconsistent applications across municipalities. By addressing these issues through targeted
reforms, Canada can ensure that AMPS remains an effective and equitable system, fulfilling its
original promise of reducing court congestion while safeguarding the rights of individuals.

Section 7: Legal Analyses and Commentaries

The Administrative Monetary Penalty System (AMPS) in Canada, while intended as a fair and
efficient alternative to traditional court proceedings, has raised significant legal questions
regarding fairness, judicial oversight, and the balance between administrative efficiency and
individuals’ rights to due process. Legal scholars, practitioners, and advocacy groups have
closely examined these aspects of AMPS, expressing concerns about the potential for misuse
and abuse, the absence of adequate appeal mechanisms, and the implications of its
revenue-driven application in some municipalities. In this section, we delve into key legal
analyses and commentaries that explore these issues, providing insight into both the system’s
advantages and its controversial aspects.

7.1 Judicial Oversight and Due Process Concerns

A recurring theme in legal analyses of AMPS is the concern over the lack of judicial oversight,
which many argue undermines due process. Traditionally, individuals accused of legal
infractions have the right to a judicial hearing where evidence can be contested, and a neutral
judge can render a decision. However, AMPS circumvents this process by transferring cases to
administrative bodies, which are often managed by the same municipalities that issue the
penalties. Critics argue that this administrative setup compromises impartiality and denies
individuals their fundamental right to a fair trial.



In particular, legal scholars argue that AMPS potentially violates principles of natural justice,
which require that individuals have the right to be heard by an unbiased tribunal. By relying on
hearing officers appointed by municipal authorities, AMPS raises concerns about potential
conflicts of interest, as these officers may be perceived as less impartial than judges.
Furthermore, because AMPS decisions are often final and cannot be escalated to a higher court
for appeal, critics contend that the system effectively denies individuals the opportunity for
judicial review, a cornerstone of Canadian justice.

For example, legal scholar Karen McLean has noted that the lack of judicial recourse in AMPS
could be interpreted as a violation of Section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms, which guarantees the right to life, liberty, and security of the person. While AMPS
deals primarily with civil, non-criminal matters, the imposition of high penalties without judicial
oversight has, in some cases, resulted in financial hardship for individuals, raising concerns
about procedural fairness and the need for independent review mechanisms.

7.2 Revenue Generation and Punitive Use of AMPS

Another critical issue highlighted by legal commentators is the potential for municipalities to use
AMPS as a tool for revenue generation. While AMPS was designed to be corrective rather than
punitive, reports of municipalities using the system to impose high fines on minor infractions
suggest that some local governments may prioritize financial gain over fair enforcement. Critics
argue that such practices undermine the corrective purpose of AMPS and shift the system
toward a punitive framework, where penalties are used to fill municipal coffers rather than to
promote compliance.

In her analysis, municipal law expert Dr. Anne McDonald has examined cases where AMPS
penalties have escalated dramatically for relatively minor infractions. Dr. McDonald argues that
when municipalities rely on AMPS for significant portions of their budgets, there is an inherent
incentive to increase fines and enforcement, which conflicts with the principle that penalties
should be proportionate to the offense. This, she argues, transforms AMPS from a system of
administrative regulation into a quasi-criminal enforcement mechanism, where individuals are
effectively “punished” for minor offenses without the procedural protections that would normally
apply in criminal cases.

Furthermore, legal commentators have noted that this approach disproportionately affects
low-income individuals, who are less able to pay fines or to navigate the administrative appeal
process. The financial burden imposed by high AMPS penalties can have serious
consequences, from lost income to reduced access to essential services. Advocacy groups
argue that this trend of revenue-driven enforcement exacerbates social inequalities and
disproportionately impacts vulnerable populations, further eroding public trust in local
government.

7.3 Implications for Access to Justice



Access to justice is a fundamental principle in Canadian law, and AMPS’ structure raises
important questions about whether individuals have equitable access to justice under this
system. By design, AMPS was intended to make the enforcement of minor regulatory infractions
more accessible, providing an expedited and less intimidating alternative to the court system.
However, the limited appeal process and lack of judicial recourse have led some legal
commentators to argue that AMPS actually restricts access to justice, particularly for those who
wish to contest penalties.

For instance, law professor Robert LeBlanc has argued that AMPS essentially bypasses the
judiciary and places decision-making power in the hands of municipal hearing officers, limiting
individuals’ ability to seek an impartial review. Professor LeBlanc contends that this setup
inherently disadvantages individuals who believe they have been unfairly penalized, as they
may have no meaningful way to challenge the decision beyond the municipal level. This lack of
access to an independent appellate body is especially concerning in cases where individuals
face substantial fines or multiple penalties, which can have significant financial and personal
consequences.

LeBlanc’s commentary echoes broader criticisms of AMPS as a “closed system” that
discourages meaningful participation from those affected by its penalties. Without the option of
judicial review, individuals may feel that they lack control over their cases and may be less likely
to view the penalty process as fair or just. To address this issue, some legal scholars have
proposed reforms to allow for independent third-party review boards or tribunals that can
provide a more impartial review process for AMPS-related cases.

7.4 The Call for Standardized Guidelines and Greater Transparency

Many legal experts and advocacy groups have called for standardized guidelines to ensure that
AMPS is applied consistently across municipalities and that penalties remain fair and
non-punitive. One of the primary challenges with AMPS is the wide variation in how it is applied,
which leads to discrepancies in penalty amounts, enforcement priorities, and appeal options.
Standardized guidelines at the provincial or federal level could help address these
inconsistencies, providing municipalities with clear boundaries on penalty limits, appeal
procedures, and transparency requirements.

Legal scholars like Sarah Collins advocate for greater transparency in AMPS operations,
suggesting that municipalities be required to publish annual reports detailing the revenues
generated through AMPS and how these funds are allocated. This transparency would help
reduce public concerns about revenue-driven enforcement and demonstrate that AMPS is being
used as a regulatory tool rather than a financial one. Additionally, Collins proposes that all
AMPS-related processes, from penalty issuance to appeal outcomes, be standardized to ensure
equitable treatment of all residents, regardless of where they live.

7.5 Conclusion



Legal analyses and commentaries on AMPS highlight both the system’s potential benefits and
its serious limitations. While AMPS offers a streamlined approach to regulatory enforcement, its
lack of judicial oversight, potential for punitive misuse, and impact on access to justice have
sparked ongoing debates. The growing reliance on AMPS for municipal revenue further
complicates these issues, prompting calls for reform to ensure fairness, transparency, and
respect for individual rights.

Addressing these concerns will require a careful balance between administrative efficiency and
judicial safeguards. By implementing standardized guidelines, enhancing transparency, and
considering independent review mechanisms, Canadian policymakers can work to restore
public confidence in AMPS and ensure that it remains a fair, corrective system. Ultimately, the
insights provided by legal commentators underscore the need for an evolving AMPS framework
that can adapt to both regulatory demands and the expectations of Canadian citizens for a just
and accountable administrative system.

Section 8: Recommendations for Reform

As the Administrative Monetary Penalty System (AMPS) in Canada has grown, so have the
criticisms and challenges surrounding its application. While AMPS was designed to streamline
enforcement of minor infractions, bypass court congestion, and reduce taxpayer costs, it has
faced significant scrutiny for perceived misuse, lack of transparency, limited judicial oversight,
and inconsistency across municipalities. To address these issues and restore public trust,
reforms are needed to ensure that AMPS functions as a fair, corrective, and non-punitive
system. This section outlines key recommendations for reform, focusing on transparency,
accountability, standardized guidelines, improved appeal processes, and independent oversight.

8.1 Enhancing Transparency and Accountability

One of the most pressing concerns surrounding AMPS is the perception that it is used as a
revenue generation tool by municipalities, rather than as a compliance and regulatory
enforcement mechanism. This perception erodes public trust, as individuals feel that penalties
are imposed more for financial gain than for promoting community standards. To counter this,
municipalities should be required to improve transparency in their AMPS operations. Annual
reporting requirements could be implemented, mandating municipalities to disclose the total
revenue generated from AMPS, the types of infractions penalized, and how the funds are
allocated.

Additionally, these reports should provide detailed breakdowns of how AMPS funds are
reinvested into the community, such as improvements to public services or infrastructure. This
level of transparency would help reassure the public that AMPS is not merely a financial tool but
a legitimate means of enforcing compliance and supporting community initiatives. Publicly
available reports on AMPS-related revenue would also allow for greater scrutiny and
accountability, ensuring that funds are used in a way that benefits the local community.



8.2 Standardizing Guidelines Across Municipalities

A significant issue with AMPS is the wide variation in its application across municipalities. Some
municipalities enforce AMPS in a fair and reasonable manner, while others impose
disproportionately high penalties with limited options for appeal. To address these
inconsistencies, standardized guidelines should be implemented at the provincial or even
federal level, providing a cohesive framework for municipalities to follow.

These standardized guidelines could include limits on penalty amounts based on the severity of
the infraction, clearer criteria for determining fines, and minimum procedural requirements for
appeal options. Standardization would help ensure that residents across different municipalities
experience similar treatment under AMPS, reducing confusion and frustration stemming from
inconsistent practices. Moreover, standardized penalty limits would prevent municipalities from
using AMPS punitively, ensuring that fines remain proportionate to the offense.

In addition to setting guidelines for penalty amounts, standardized procedures for notifying
individuals of infractions and explaining their rights to contest the penalty could be established.
These guidelines should be clearly outlined and made easily accessible to the public, reinforcing
the corrective rather than punitive intent of AMPS.

8.3 Improving Appeal Processes and Access to Justice

A core criticism of AMPS is the limited appeal options available to individuals who wish to
contest a penalty. In most municipalities, individuals are only able to request a review by a
hearing officer, often appointed by the same municipal body that issued the penalty. This lack of
independent review raises concerns about impartiality and fairness, as individuals may feel that
they are not receiving a truly unbiased assessment of their case.

To address this issue, an independent tribunal or third-party review board should be established
at the provincial level to handle AMPS-related appeals. This tribunal would provide an impartial
forum for individuals to present their cases, free from potential conflicts of interest associated
with municipal review processes. Additionally, this independent body could provide a uniform
standard of appeal for all municipalities, ensuring consistency and fairness in the review
process.

Access to this independent tribunal should be straightforward and affordable, so that individuals
from all backgrounds can effectively exercise their right to contest penalties. Ideally, the tribunal
would operate similarly to other administrative tribunals in Canada, offering individuals the
opportunity to appeal without the need for extensive legal representation. This reform would
strengthen public confidence in AMPS by ensuring that individuals have access to justice and
an impartial review process.

8.4 Preventing Revenue-Driven Enforcement

To further discourage municipalities from using AMPS primarily as a revenue source, regulations
could be introduced to cap the percentage of a municipality’s budget that can be derived from



AMPS-related revenue. This would prevent municipalities from becoming overly reliant on
penalties to balance their budgets, reducing the incentive to use AMPS as a financial tool.

Another potential reform could involve requiring that AMPS revenue be earmarked for specific
public purposes, such as infrastructure improvements, public safety initiatives, or community
programs. By designating AMPS funds for reinvestment in the community, municipalities would
demonstrate a commitment to using these resources for public benefit rather than as a general
revenue stream. This approach could also encourage municipalities to prioritize fair and
reasonable enforcement over aggressive ticketing practices.

8.5 Establishing Oversight and Monitoring Mechanisms

Introducing an independent oversight body to monitor AMPS application across municipalities
would be a critical step in ensuring fair and consistent practices. This body could be tasked with
auditing AMPS operations in municipalities, investigating complaints of misuse, and providing
recommendations for improvement. Regular audits and evaluations would allow this body to
identify any instances of overreach or non-compliance with AMPS guidelines, ensuring that
municipalities adhere to the system’s corrective intent.

This oversight body could also serve as a resource for municipalities, offering guidance on best
practices for implementing AMPS in a way that aligns with legal and ethical standards.
Additionally, a centralized database for tracking AMPS-related complaints and resolutions could
be established, providing valuable insights into trends and common issues. By monitoring
AMPS usage and addressing emerging concerns, this oversight body would help maintain
public trust in the system and uphold the principles of fairness and transparency.

8.6 Encouraging Community Involvement and Education

Another recommendation to improve AMPS is to increase community involvement and public
education on the system. Many individuals are unaware of their rights under AMPS, the process
for contesting penalties, or the corrective purpose behind the system. Municipalities could host
informational sessions, distribute educational materials, and offer online resources to ensure
that the public understands how AMPS works and the options available to them if they wish to
dispute a penalty.

Involving community representatives in discussions about AMPS policies and practices could
also be beneficial. By consulting with local residents, businesses, and advocacy groups,
municipalities can better align their AMPS practices with community values and address specific
concerns. Regular public forums could provide a platform for residents to voice their opinions on
AMPS and for municipalities to respond to these concerns, fostering greater transparency and
accountability.

8.7 Conclusion

While AMPS has the potential to be a fair and efficient regulatory tool, addressing its current
challenges is essential to fulfilling its original promise. Enhancing transparency, standardizing



guidelines, improving appeal processes, and establishing independent oversight can help
restore public confidence in AMPS. By implementing these reforms, municipalities and
provinces can create a more balanced system that prioritizes fairness and justice over financial
gain, ensuring that AMPS remains a corrective, non-punitive solution for enforcing minor
infractions. With these changes, AMPS can better serve its intended purpose and maintain the
trust of Canadian residents.

Section 9: Conclusion

The Administrative Monetary Penalty System (AMPS) in Canada was originally designed as a
forward-thinking alternative to traditional court processes for handling minor regulatory offenses.
By diverting minor infractions from the judicial system to an administrative setting, AMPS has
achieved significant gains in efficiency, allowing courts to focus on more serious matters while
providing a quicker, more accessible way for individuals to resolve penalties. However, as this
system has matured, a range of issues has emerged, revealing areas where AMPS has
deviated from its original purpose and raising concerns about its fairness, consistency, and
transparency.

This white paper has examined the history of AMPS, its objectives, benefits, challenges, and the
criticisms that have surfaced as the system has been applied across various Canadian
municipalities. While AMPS has succeeded in reducing court congestion, improving regulatory
compliance, and providing a timely response to minor infractions, it has also exposed
fundamental flaws that necessitate careful reform.

9.1 Summary of Key Issues

One of the most pressing issues with AMPS is the lack of judicial oversight and limited appeal
options, which many believe compromise due process and fairness. Under the current
framework, most individuals penalized under AMPS cannot take their cases to court, but instead
must rely on administrative reviews conducted by hearing officers appointed by the same
municipal body that imposed the penalty. This setup has raised concerns about impartiality, as
the administrative review process lacks the independence and checks associated with
traditional court systems. Legal scholars and advocacy groups have argued that this lack of
recourse is contrary to fundamental principles of justice, particularly in cases where penalties
are perceived as excessive or unjust.

Additionally, while AMPS was designed to be a corrective, non-punitive system, its application in
certain municipalities has raised concerns that it is increasingly used as a revenue-generation
tool. Reports of high fines for minor infractions and limited opportunities to contest these
penalties suggest that some municipalities may be prioritizing financial gain over fairness. This
revenue-driven approach has led to a perception that AMPS is, at times, punitive,
disproportionately affecting low-income individuals and eroding public trust in local
governments.



Another significant issue is the inconsistency in how AMPS is applied across municipalities. The
autonomy granted to municipalities in designing and implementing their own AMPS frameworks
has led to varying penalty structures, appeal processes, and enforcement priorities. This
inconsistency not only causes confusion among residents but also leads to disparities in how
individuals are treated under the system. As a result, the public is left with an uneven playing
field, where the consequences for similar infractions differ widely depending on location.

9.2 Recommendations Recap

In response to these challenges, this white paper has proposed several reforms to enhance the
fairness, transparency, and accountability of AMPS:

1. Transparency and Accountability: Requiring municipalities to provide detailed, publicly
accessible reports on AMPS revenue, types of infractions penalized, and the allocation
of funds can reassure the public that AMPS is not being misused as a financial tool.
Transparency is essential to restore public confidence and ensure that AMPS serves a
regulatory rather than a revenue-generating purpose.

2. Standardized Guidelines: Establishing standardized AMPS guidelines at the provincial
or federal level would help reduce inconsistencies across municipalities, ensuring that
penalties are fair and proportionate to the offense. Standardized procedures for issuing
penalties and conducting appeals would create a more cohesive system and reduce
public confusion.

3. Improved Appeal Mechanisms: Introducing an independent tribunal or third-party
review board for AMPS-related appeals would address concerns about impartiality and
due process. This tribunal would offer individuals a fair, accessible forum for contesting
penalties, ensuring that they have meaningful recourse in cases where penalties are
perceived as unjust.

4. Regulations to Prevent Revenue-Driven Enforcement: Imposing a cap on the
percentage of municipal budgets that can be derived from AMPS revenue and requiring
that these funds be reinvested in public projects would discourage municipalities from
using AMPS as a financial resource. By tying AMPS revenue to specific community
improvements, municipalities can demonstrate that these funds benefit the public good
rather than simply adding to municipal coffers.

5. Independent Oversight and Monitoring: Establishing an independent oversight body
to audit AMPS operations and monitor complaints would provide a valuable check on
municipal enforcement practices. Regular audits and investigations of AMPS practices
across municipalities would ensure that penalties are issued fairly and that municipalities
comply with the system’s corrective intent.

9.3 Moving Forward: A Balanced Approach

Implementing these recommendations would mark a significant step toward addressing the
issues within AMPS and reinforcing its intended purpose. Achieving a balance between
administrative efficiency and fair, accessible justice is paramount, as AMPS is ultimately a



system that impacts everyday Canadians. For the system to maintain its legitimacy and public
support, it must be perceived as fair, corrective, and non-punitive.

Canada’s AMPS system has the potential to be a model for efficient, non-criminal regulatory
enforcement. By relieving pressure on the courts, it allows the judicial system to focus on more
serious matters, reducing costs and delays for all parties involved. However, for AMPS to fulfill
this role effectively, it must be subject to standards that safeguard individuals’ rights and ensure
that penalties remain proportionate to the offense. Reforming AMPS along the lines of
transparency, consistency, and accountability will help restore public trust and reinforce the
system’s value as a regulatory tool.

9.4 Final Call to Action

This white paper has illustrated that AMPS, while valuable, requires refinement to ensure it
aligns with Canada’s values of justice, fairness, and accessibility. Policymakers, municipal
leaders, and provincial governments must collaborate to address the challenges highlighted in
this report and work toward a reformed AMPS framework that is fair, consistent, and
transparent.

To ensure the success of AMPS moving forward, policymakers must commit to ongoing
evaluations and reforms, remaining responsive to public concerns and changing societal needs.
Engaging with community members, advocacy groups, and legal experts will be essential in
shaping a system that serves both the regulatory needs of municipalities and the rights of
individuals. Through these efforts, Canada can establish an AMPS model that not only provides
efficient regulatory enforcement but also stands as a testament to the nation’s commitment to
justice and fairness in governance.
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