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Friday, April 10, 2026, 12:00 P.M.

Council Chambers
Hamilton City Hall

71 Main Street West

Council's Weekly Correspondence Listing is circulated pursuant to section 5.14 of the City's
Procedural By-law 21-021, as Amended.  
 
If a Member of Council would like a correspondence item listed in the Council's Weekly
Correspondence Listing placed on a Committee agenda, the Member must advise the Clerk's Office
no later than 12:00 p.m. (Noon) on the day prior to the meeting.

1. CWCL 113-2026
Memorandum respecting Speed Cushion - Freeman Place.

2. CWCL 114-2026
Resolution from the City of Mississauaga respecting its strong support for maintaining locally
elected school board trustees.

3. CWCL 115-2026
Resolution from the Township of East Zorra-Tavistock in support of the Township of Oro-
Medonte's correspondence respecting Provincial leislation amendments to strengthen
protections for municipal staff and contractors. 

4. CWCL 116-2026
Resolution from the Municipality of South Huron in support of the Township of Oro-
Medonte's correspondence respecting Provincial leislation amendments to strengthen
protections for municipal staff and contractors.

Members of the public can contact the Clerk's Office to acquire the documents contained within this
correspondence listing, in an alternate format.



5. CWCL 117-2026
Resolution from the Township of Terrace Bay respecting the maintenance and protection of
reduced-rate postal distribution for library materials through legislation.

6. CWCL 118-2026
Correspondence from Hafeez Hussain, resident, respecting Ontario Works - Service
Delivery Manager Report on Overpayments and Recoveries for the City of Hamilton for the
Period of 2022-2025.

7. CWCL 119-2026
Correspondence from the Municipal Engineers Association (MEA) respecting the Province of
Ontario's plan to harmonize municipal road construction standards.

Members of the public can contact the Clerk's Office to acquire the documents contained within this
correspondence listing, in an alternate format.



Memorandum 

To:	 Mayor Horwath and Members of Council 

Date:	 March 23, 2026 

Report No:	 SCM26002 

Subject/Title:	 Speed Cushion - Freeman Place 

Ward(s) Affected:	 Ward 2 

Information 

• A petition for a speed cushion to be installed on Freeman Place between James

Street South and Mountwood Avenue was sent out to residents. The Ward 2

office received responses from residents at 8 out of 12 addresses (67%) with

residents at 7 out of 12 addresses in favour (58%) of installing the speed

cushion.

• This petition has successfully met the threshold for the installation of the speed

cushion. The responses to the petition have been provided to Public Works staff

for their records.

• This memorandum satisfies the requirement put in place by the Public Works

Committee to submit information in writing before the speed cushion is installed.

Consultation 

Residents on Freeman Place between James Street South and Mountwood Avenue 

Prepared and Submitted by: 	

Cameron Kroetsch, Ward 2 Councillor

CWCL 113-2026
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RESOLUTION 0060-2026 
adopted by the Council of  

The Corporation of the City of Mississauga 
at its meeting on April 1, 2026 

0060-2026 Moved by: Councillor B. Butt   Seconded by: Councillor S. McFadden 

WHEREAS locally elected school board trustees provide essential community 
representation and ensure accountability within Ontario’s education system; 

AND WHEREAS the City of Mississauga relies on dedicated trustee representation to 
reflect local priorities and advocate for the success of students across our diverse 
communities; 

AND WHEREAS recent provincial supervision of the Peel District School Board and the 
Dufferin-Peel Catholic District School Board, alongside proposed governance changes, 
raises concerns regarding the future of local democratic accountability; 

AND WHEREAS maintaining direct, elected representation is critical to ensuring that 
Mississauga’s unique geographic and growth needs are reflected in education decision-
making; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 

1. Mississauga Council affirms its strong support for maintaining democratically elected
school board trustees for both the Peel District School Board and the Dufferin-Peel Catholic
District School Board;

2. Council formally recognizes the vital role of locally elected trustee representation for
Mississauga and supports the continuation of meaningful, locally accountable
representation;

3. The Province of Ontario be requested to pause any legislative or regulatory changes
that would reduce or eliminate elected trustees until a transparent, province-wide
consultation with municipalities, school boards, trustees, parents, students, educators and
other education stakeholders is completed;

4. The City Clerk forward this resolution to the Premier of Ontario, the Minister of Education,
all MPPs representing Mississauga, the Peel District School Board, the Dufferin-Peel
Catholic District School Board, all MPPs representing Peel Region, and all Ontario
municipalities to encourage collective advocacy for local democratic representation in
education.

CWCL 114-2026
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Recorded Vote YES NO ABSENT ABSTAIN 
Mayor C. Parrish     
Councillor S. Dasko X    
Councillor A. Tedjo X    
Councillor C. Fonseca X    
Councillor J. Kovac X    
Councillor N. Hart X    
Councillor J. Horneck X    
Councillor D. Damerla X    
Councillor M. Mahoney X    
Councillor M. Reid X    
Councillor S. McFadden      X    
Councillor B. Butt  X    

Carried (11, 0) 



TOWNSHIP OF EAST ZORRA-TAVISTOCK 
89 LOVEYS STREET, PO BOX 100 HICKSON, ONTARIO, N0J 1L0 

519-462-2697.  WWW.EZT.CA . EZT@EZT.CA

April 2, 2026 

Re: Township of Oro-Medonte – Association of Ontario Road Supervisors Request for 
Provincial Legislation Amendments 

Please be advised that at their regular meeting on April 1, 2026, the Council of the Corporation 
of the Township of East Zorra-Tavistock carried the following resolution: 

Moved by Councillor Scott Zehr  
Seconded by Councillor Matthew Gillespie 

THAT Council supports the resolution from Township of Oro-Medonte regarding the Association 
of Ontario Road Supervisors request for Provincial Legislation Amendments to strengthen 
protections for municipal workers and contractors. 

AND THAT a copy of this resolution be sent to: 

• The Premier of Ontario
• Michael Kerzner, Solicitor General of Ontario
• Jill Dunlop, Minister of Emergency Preparedness and Response
• Rob Flack, Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing
• Prabmeet Sakaria, Minister of Transportation
• MPP Ernie Hardeman
• Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO)
• Association of Ontario Roads Supervisors (AORS)
• Ontario municipalities

CARRIED       

Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or concerns. 

Yours truly, 

Meaghan Vader 
Corporate Initiatives Manager/Clerk 
mvader@ezt.ca  

CWCL 115-2026
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March 13, 2026 

Hon. David Piccini 
Ministry of Labour, Immigration, Training and Skills Development 
14th Floor, 400 University Ave 
Toronto ON M7A 1T7 

Re: Request for Provincial Legislation Amendments, Health and Safety Concerns 

Dear Minister Piccini, 

At its meeting of Council on March 11, 2026, the Council of the Township of Oro-
Medonte received correspondence from Association of Ontario Road Supervisors 
(AORS) regarding the above-mentioned request for support. 

The Township of Oro-Medonte fully supports AORS in their request, as our staff have, 

on numerous occasions, been subjected to abusive and aggressive behaviour from 

members of the public. We respectfully request your support in advancing measures 

that will strengthen protections for municipal workers and contractors. With provincial 

partnership, municipalities can better safeguard the individuals who work tirelessly to 

maintain critical services and keep our communities functioning safely. 

Sincerely, 

Mayor Randy Greenlaw 

Cc: Premier Doug Ford 
Hon. Michael Kerzner, Solicitor General of Ontario 
Hon. Jill Dunlop, Minister of Emergency Preparedness and Response 
Hon. Rob Flack, Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing 



Hon. Prabmeet Sakaria, Minister of Transportation 
Hon. Todd McCarthy, Acting Minister of Infrastructure 
Doug Downey, MPP Barrie – Springwater - Oro-Medonte 
Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO) 
Association of Ontario Roads Supervisors (AORS) 
Ontario Municipalities 
Members of Oro-Medonte Council 



Minister of Labour, Immigration, Training and Skills Development David Piccini 
14th Floor, 400 University Avenue 
Toronto, ON M7A 1T7 

February 5, 2026 

Dear Minister Piccini, 

On behalf of Ontario’s municipal public works professionals, we are writing to raise an urgent health 
and safety concern that is increasingly placing municipal workers and subcontractors at risk while 
they maintain the critical infrastructure our communities rely on every day. 

While the Occupational Health and Safety Act establishes important protections against workplace 
hazards, it does not adequately address a growing and very real threat: unsafe working conditions 
created by interference, harassment, and dangerous actions from members of the public. 

Through consultations with AORS members across the province, we are hearing consistent and 
deeply troubling examples of escalating behaviour directed at municipal workers - particularly 
winter maintenance operators. These are not isolated incidents, but a pattern that is becoming 
increasingly normalized during significant weather events. Examples reported to AORS include: 

• An individual throwing a large chunk of ice at an active piece of municipal equipment while it was
operating.
• A resident threatening to kill a sidewalk plow operator.
• A man climbing onto a snow plow and refusing to get off until the operator agreed to plow his road
next.
• Two municipal staff members being confronted, accosted, and aggressively yelled at in public -
one at a gas station and another while simply standing in line for coffee - by individuals angry about
road conditions that were not even under that municipality’s jurisdiction, as well as a mailbox that
had been struck.
• A voicemail left by a resident threatening to shoot a municipal plow driver with a shotgun the next
time the street was plowed.
• A resident angry about snow at the end of their driveway jumping in front of an active plow and
refusing to move. The plow was delayed for over an hour during a major snow event, placing service
levels and the municipality’s overall emergency response at risk. The situation was only resolved
once supervisors and by-law officers arrived on scene.

These incidents represent only a small sample of what municipal plow drivers and winter 
maintenance crews are experiencing across Ontario. What was once limited to disgruntled 
complaints has escalated into direct threats, physical interference, and dangerous confrontations 
that place workers, subcontractors, and the public at risk. This issue is becoming a systematic 
threat to municipal service delivery and is only amplified during significant weather events.  

Municipal workers and their contracted partners are responsible for maintaining roads, bridges, 
sidewalks, and other essential services - often in extreme weather and high-risk environments. 
When these workers are threatened or obstructed, it becomes not only a workplace safety issue, 
but a broader public safety concern. In some cases, conditions have become so unsafe that 



municipal staff and subcontractors have walked off job sites, jeopardizing timely service delivery 
during critical events. 

We respectfully ask the Province to consider the following changes: 

• Under the Emergency Management and Civil Protection Act, when a municipality declares a
Significant Weather Event, municipal winter maintenance vehicles and operators - including
subcontractors working on behalf of municipalities - should be afforded enhanced protection, with
interference or obstruction treated with the same severity as interference with police, fire, or
paramedic services.
• Establish clear public-safety interference provisions, similar in intent to Ontario’s Slow Down,
Move Over legislation, that recognize the essential role of municipal roadside workers.
• Consider adopting provisions similar to Manitoba’s recently passed Bill 38, an amendment to
their Highway Traffic Act effective January 1, 2026, which requires motorists to maintain a minimum
distance of 30 metres behind snowplows where speed limits are 80 km/h or lower, and 100 metres
where speed limits exceed 80 km/h.

These changes would provide clarity, deterrence, and enforceability—sending a strong message 
that interference with municipal workers performing essential services will not be tolerated. Just as 
Ontario protects first responders from obstruction during emergencies, we must extend similar 
protections to the public works professionals who keep our communities safe, connected, and 
functioning. 

AORS would welcome the opportunity to meet with you and your staff to discuss these concerns 
further and to collaborate on legislative solutions that better protect municipal workers and 
subcontractors while strengthening public safety across the province. 

Thank you for your consideration of this critical issue. 

Sincerely, 

Karla Musso-Garcia, CRS-I Kelly Elliott 
President, Association of Ontario Road Supervisors Interim Executive Director 
Operations Manager, Township of Oro-Medonte Association of Ontario Road Supervisors 

Cc (via e-mail) 
Premier Doug Ford 
Minister of Emergency Preparedness and Response Jill Dunlop 
Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing Rob Flack 
Minister of Transportation Prabmeet Sarkaria 
Acting Minister of Infrastructure Todd McCarthy 
Scott Butler, Good Roads Executive Director 
Walid Abou-Hamde, Ontario Road Builders’ Association Chief Executive Officer 



Solicitor General of Ontario Michael Kerzner 
George Drew Building, 25 Grosvenor Street 
Toronto, ON  M7A 1Y6 

February 5, 2026 

Dear Solicitor General Kerzner, 

On behalf of Ontario’s municipal public works professionals, we are writing to raise serious 
concerns regarding the safety of municipal workers and subcontractors who are increasingly facing 
harassment, threats, and dangerous interference from members of the public while delivering 
essential municipal services - particularly during winter maintenance and emergency operations. 

Across Ontario, municipal public works teams are responsible for maintaining critical infrastructure 
that residents depend on every day, including roads, sidewalks, bridges, and drainage systems. 
During significant weather events, these workers are frontline responders, ensuring emergency 
vehicles can travel safely and that communities remain connected and accessible. However, the 
behaviour directed at them has escalated well beyond routine complaints and has become a direct 
threat to both worker safety and public safety. 

Through consultations with AORS members province-wide, we continue to receive troubling reports 
that illustrate the seriousness of this issue. These include: 

• An individual throwing a large chunk of ice at an active piece of municipal equipment while it was
operating.
• A resident threatening to kill a sidewalk plow operator.
• A man climbing onto a snowplow and refusing to get off until the driver agreed to plow his road
next.
• Two staff members confronted and aggressively accosted in public - one at a gas station and
another while simply waiting in line for coffee - by individuals angry about road conditions and a
mailbox strike that were not even related to that municipality.
• A voicemail threatening to shoot a plow driver with a shotgun the next time the street was plowed.
• A resident jumping in front of an active plow during a major snow event and refusing to move,
delaying operations for over an hour and jeopardizing service levels and overall emergency
response.

These examples represent only a small sample of the experiences municipal plow drivers and 
winter maintenance crews are facing across the province. What was once occasional frustration 
has escalated into intimidation, threats of violence, and direct interference with equipment and 
operations. 

Equally concerning is that municipalities do not always receive consistent enforcement support 
when these incidents occur. We have heard directly from members who contacted the Ontario 
Provincial Police for assistance and were advised that, unless a physical assault had already taken 
place, the situation was “not a police matter.” Waiting until a worker has been physically harmed 
before intervention is neither preventative nor acceptable. 



This gap leaves municipalities and workers vulnerable and sends an unintended message that 
threatening or obstructive behaviour toward municipal staff carries little consequence. It also 
places supervisors and by-law officers in situations that may exceed their authority or capacity to 
manage safely. 

We believe a proactive and coordinated response is needed. Municipal workers and their 
subcontractors should not have to choose between their personal safety and providing critical 
services during storms and emergencies. 

We respectfully ask that the Province of Ontario and the Ontario Provincial Police take a clear and 
strong stance that interference, threats, and harassment directed at municipal public works staff 
will not be tolerated. Specifically, we would welcome: 

• Clear direction and guidance to police services, including the OPP, that threats, intimidation, and
obstruction of municipal workers performing essential duties warrant timely enforcement and
support.
• Recognition that interference with winter maintenance and emergency public works operations
presents a broader public safety risk, not merely a municipal operational issue.
• Enhanced coordination between municipalities and local police services during significant
weather events and emergency responses to ensure worker safety and continuity of service.
• Consideration of legislative or policy tools that provide stronger deterrence and consequences for
those who threaten or obstruct municipal staff and contractors.

Municipal public works professionals are essential workers. They keep roads open for ambulances, 
fire trucks, school buses, and the travelling public. Their safety should be treated with the same 
seriousness as that of other frontline responders. 

AORS would welcome the opportunity to meet with you and your staff to discuss these concerns 
and explore practical steps to ensure consistent enforcement support and stronger protections for 
municipal workers across Ontario. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter and for your continued leadership in public 
safety. 

Sincerely, 

Karla Musso-Garcia, CRS-I Kelly Elliott 
President, Association of Ontario Road Supervisors Interim Executive Director 
Operations Manager, Township of Oro-Medonte Association of Ontario Road Supervisors 

Cc (via e-mail) 
Premier Doug Ford 



CORPORATION OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF SOUTH HURON 
322 Main Street South   P.O. Box 759   

Exeter Ontario   
 N0M 1S6 

Phone: 519-235-0310   Fax: 519-235-3304  
 Toll Free:  1-877-204-0747 

www.southhuron.ca 

April 9, 2026 

Via email: david.piccini@pc.ola.org 

Ministry of Labour, Immigration, Training and Skills Development 
14th Floor, 400 University Ave 
Toronto, ON M7A 1T7 

Dear Hon. David Piccini, 

Re: Request for Provincial Legislation Amendments, Health and Safety 
Concerns 

Please be advised that South Huron Council passed the following resolution at 
their April 7, 2026, Regular Council Meeting: 

160-2026
Moved By: Ted Oke
Seconded by: Jim Dietrich

That South Huron Council supports the March 13, 2026, correspondence of 
the Township of Oro Medonte regarding a Request for Provincial 
Legislation Amendments, Health and Safety Concerns; and  

That this supporting resolution and the originating correspondence be 
circulated to the Minister of Labour, Immigration, Training and Skills 
Development, the Minister of Transportation, the Minister of Infrastructure, 
MPP Lisa Thompson, AORS, AMO, and all Municipalities in Ontario.  

Result: Carried 

Please find attached the originating correspondence for your reference. 

Respectfully,  

Kendra Webster, Legislative & Licensing Coordinator 
Municipality of South Huron 
kwebster@southhuron.ca 
519-235-0310 x. 232

CWCL 116-2026
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Encl. 
cc:  Minister of Transportation, Hon. Prabmeet Singh Sarkaria, 

prabmeet.sarkaria@pc.ola.org; the Minister of Infrastructure, Hon. Kinga 
Surma, kinga.surma@pc.ola.org; MPP Lisa Thompson, 
lisa.thompson@pc.ola.org; AORS, admin@aors.on.ca; AMO, 
resolutions@amo.on.ca;  and all municipalities in Ontario.   
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March 13, 2026 

Hon. David Piccini 
Ministry of Labour, Immigration, Training and Skills Development 
14th Floor, 400 University Ave 
Toronto ON M7A 1T7 

Re: Request for Provincial Legislation Amendments, Health and Safety Concerns 

Dear Minister Piccini, 

At its meeting of Council on March 11, 2026, the Council of the Township of Oro-
Medonte received correspondence from Association of Ontario Road Supervisors 
(AORS) regarding the above-mentioned request for support. 

The Township of Oro-Medonte fully supports AORS in their request, as our staff have, 

on numerous occasions, been subjected to abusive and aggressive behaviour from 

members of the public. We respectfully request your support in advancing measures 

that will strengthen protections for municipal workers and contractors. With provincial 

partnership, municipalities can better safeguard the individuals who work tirelessly to 

maintain critical services and keep our communities functioning safely. 

Sincerely, 

Mayor Randy Greenlaw 

Cc: Premier Doug Ford 
Hon. Michael Kerzner, Solicitor General of Ontario 
Hon. Jill Dunlop, Minister of Emergency Preparedness and Response 
Hon. Rob Flack, Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing 



Hon. Prabmeet Sakaria, Minister of Transportation 
Hon. Todd McCarthy, Acting Minister of Infrastructure 
Doug Downey, MPP Barrie – Springwater - Oro-Medonte 
Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO) 
Association of Ontario Roads Supervisors (AORS) 
Ontario Municipalities 
Members of Oro-Medonte Council 



 

 
Minister of Labour, Immigration, Training and Skills Development David Piccini 
14th Floor, 400 University Avenue 
Toronto, ON M7A 1T7 
 
February 5, 2026 

Dear Minister Piccini, 

On behalf of Ontario’s municipal public works professionals, we are writing to raise an urgent health 
and safety concern that is increasingly placing municipal workers and subcontractors at risk while 
they maintain the critical infrastructure our communities rely on every day. 

While the Occupational Health and Safety Act establishes important protections against workplace 
hazards, it does not adequately address a growing and very real threat: unsafe working conditions 
created by interference, harassment, and dangerous actions from members of the public. 

Through consultations with AORS members across the province, we are hearing consistent and 
deeply troubling examples of escalating behaviour directed at municipal workers - particularly 
winter maintenance operators. These are not isolated incidents, but a pattern that is becoming 
increasingly normalized during significant weather events. Examples reported to AORS include: 

• An individual throwing a large chunk of ice at an active piece of municipal equipment while it was 
operating. 
• A resident threatening to kill a sidewalk plow operator. 
• A man climbing onto a snow plow and refusing to get off until the operator agreed to plow his road 
next. 
• Two municipal staff members being confronted, accosted, and aggressively yelled at in public - 
one at a gas station and another while simply standing in line for coffee - by individuals angry about 
road conditions that were not even under that municipality’s jurisdiction, as well as a mailbox that 
had been struck. 
• A voicemail left by a resident threatening to shoot a municipal plow driver with a shotgun the next 
time the street was plowed. 
• A resident angry about snow at the end of their driveway jumping in front of an active plow and 
refusing to move. The plow was delayed for over an hour during a major snow event, placing service 
levels and the municipality’s overall emergency response at risk. The situation was only resolved 
once supervisors and by-law officers arrived on scene. 

These incidents represent only a small sample of what municipal plow drivers and winter 
maintenance crews are experiencing across Ontario. What was once limited to disgruntled 
complaints has escalated into direct threats, physical interference, and dangerous confrontations 
that place workers, subcontractors, and the public at risk. This issue is becoming a systematic 
threat to municipal service delivery and is only amplified during significant weather events.  

Municipal workers and their contracted partners are responsible for maintaining roads, bridges, 
sidewalks, and other essential services - often in extreme weather and high-risk environments. 
When these workers are threatened or obstructed, it becomes not only a workplace safety issue, 
but a broader public safety concern. In some cases, conditions have become so unsafe that 



municipal staff and subcontractors have walked off job sites, jeopardizing timely service delivery 
during critical events. 

We respectfully ask the Province to consider the following changes: 

• Under the Emergency Management and Civil Protection Act, when a municipality declares a
Significant Weather Event, municipal winter maintenance vehicles and operators - including
subcontractors working on behalf of municipalities - should be afforded enhanced protection, with
interference or obstruction treated with the same severity as interference with police, fire, or
paramedic services.
• Establish clear public-safety interference provisions, similar in intent to Ontario’s Slow Down,
Move Over legislation, that recognize the essential role of municipal roadside workers.
• Consider adopting provisions similar to Manitoba’s recently passed Bill 38, an amendment to
their Highway Traffic Act effective January 1, 2026, which requires motorists to maintain a minimum
distance of 30 metres behind snowplows where speed limits are 80 km/h or lower, and 100 metres
where speed limits exceed 80 km/h.

These changes would provide clarity, deterrence, and enforceability—sending a strong message 
that interference with municipal workers performing essential services will not be tolerated. Just as 
Ontario protects first responders from obstruction during emergencies, we must extend similar 
protections to the public works professionals who keep our communities safe, connected, and 
functioning. 

AORS would welcome the opportunity to meet with you and your staff to discuss these concerns 
further and to collaborate on legislative solutions that better protect municipal workers and 
subcontractors while strengthening public safety across the province. 

Thank you for your consideration of this critical issue. 

Sincerely, 

Karla Musso-Garcia, CRS-I Kelly Elliott 
President, Association of Ontario Road Supervisors Interim Executive Director 
Operations Manager, Township of Oro-Medonte Association of Ontario Road Supervisors 

Cc (via e-mail) 
Premier Doug Ford 
Minister of Emergency Preparedness and Response Jill Dunlop 
Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing Rob Flack 
Minister of Transportation Prabmeet Sarkaria 
Acting Minister of Infrastructure Todd McCarthy 
Scott Butler, Good Roads Executive Director 
Walid Abou-Hamde, Ontario Road Builders’ Association Chief Executive Officer 



Solicitor General of Ontario Michael Kerzner 
George Drew Building, 25 Grosvenor Street 
Toronto, ON  M7A 1Y6 

February 5, 2026 

Dear Solicitor General Kerzner, 

On behalf of Ontario’s municipal public works professionals, we are writing to raise serious 
concerns regarding the safety of municipal workers and subcontractors who are increasingly facing 
harassment, threats, and dangerous interference from members of the public while delivering 
essential municipal services - particularly during winter maintenance and emergency operations. 

Across Ontario, municipal public works teams are responsible for maintaining critical infrastructure 
that residents depend on every day, including roads, sidewalks, bridges, and drainage systems. 
During significant weather events, these workers are frontline responders, ensuring emergency 
vehicles can travel safely and that communities remain connected and accessible. However, the 
behaviour directed at them has escalated well beyond routine complaints and has become a direct 
threat to both worker safety and public safety. 

Through consultations with AORS members province-wide, we continue to receive troubling reports 
that illustrate the seriousness of this issue. These include: 

• An individual throwing a large chunk of ice at an active piece of municipal equipment while it was
operating.
• A resident threatening to kill a sidewalk plow operator.
• A man climbing onto a snowplow and refusing to get off until the driver agreed to plow his road
next.
• Two staff members confronted and aggressively accosted in public - one at a gas station and
another while simply waiting in line for coffee - by individuals angry about road conditions and a
mailbox strike that were not even related to that municipality.
• A voicemail threatening to shoot a plow driver with a shotgun the next time the street was plowed.
• A resident jumping in front of an active plow during a major snow event and refusing to move,
delaying operations for over an hour and jeopardizing service levels and overall emergency
response.

These examples represent only a small sample of the experiences municipal plow drivers and 
winter maintenance crews are facing across the province. What was once occasional frustration 
has escalated into intimidation, threats of violence, and direct interference with equipment and 
operations. 

Equally concerning is that municipalities do not always receive consistent enforcement support 
when these incidents occur. We have heard directly from members who contacted the Ontario 
Provincial Police for assistance and were advised that, unless a physical assault had already taken 
place, the situation was “not a police matter.” Waiting until a worker has been physically harmed 
before intervention is neither preventative nor acceptable. 



This gap leaves municipalities and workers vulnerable and sends an unintended message that 
threatening or obstructive behaviour toward municipal staff carries little consequence. It also 
places supervisors and by-law officers in situations that may exceed their authority or capacity to 
manage safely. 

We believe a proactive and coordinated response is needed. Municipal workers and their 
subcontractors should not have to choose between their personal safety and providing critical 
services during storms and emergencies. 

We respectfully ask that the Province of Ontario and the Ontario Provincial Police take a clear and 
strong stance that interference, threats, and harassment directed at municipal public works staff 
will not be tolerated. Specifically, we would welcome: 

• Clear direction and guidance to police services, including the OPP, that threats, intimidation, and
obstruction of municipal workers performing essential duties warrant timely enforcement and
support.
• Recognition that interference with winter maintenance and emergency public works operations
presents a broader public safety risk, not merely a municipal operational issue.
• Enhanced coordination between municipalities and local police services during significant
weather events and emergency responses to ensure worker safety and continuity of service.
• Consideration of legislative or policy tools that provide stronger deterrence and consequences for
those who threaten or obstruct municipal staff and contractors.

Municipal public works professionals are essential workers. They keep roads open for ambulances, 
fire trucks, school buses, and the travelling public. Their safety should be treated with the same 
seriousness as that of other frontline responders. 

AORS would welcome the opportunity to meet with you and your staff to discuss these concerns 
and explore practical steps to ensure consistent enforcement support and stronger protections for 
municipal workers across Ontario. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter and for your continued leadership in public 
safety. 

Sincerely, 

Karla Musso-Garcia, CRS-I Kelly Elliott 
President, Association of Ontario Road Supervisors Interim Executive Director 
Operations Manager, Township of Oro-Medonte Association of Ontario Road Supervisors 

Cc (via e-mail) 
Premier Doug Ford 



The Corporation of the 
Township of Terrace Bay 
P.O. Box 40, 1 Selkirk Avenue, Terrace Bay, ON, P0T 2W0 
Phone: (807) 825-3315 Fax: (807) 825-9576 

April 9, 2026 

Honorable Joel Lightbound 
Joel.lightbound@parl.gc.ca 

Dear Mr. Lightbound. 

At the Township of Terrace Bay’s Regular Council Meeting held on Tuesday April 7, 2026, the following 
resolution of support was passed: 

RE: Resolution Regarding Reduced Rate Distribution of Library Resources 

Resolution: 88-2026 
Moved By: Councillor Dube 
Seconded By: Councillor Adduono 

WHEREAS public libraries play a vital role in ensuring equitable access to information, literacy, education, 
and culture for all residents; 

AND WHEREAS inter-library loan services are an essential component of public library operations, 
particularly for small and rural communities with limited local collections; 

AND WHEREAS reduced postal rates for library materials have historically enabled libraries to share 
resources efficiently and affordably across Canada; 

AND WHEREAS recent amendments to the Canada Post Corporation Act have removed the legislative 
requirement to provide reduced postal rates for library materials, creating uncertainty for the continued 
delivery of this essential service; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Council of the Corporation of the Township of Terrace Bay calls 
upon the Government of Canada to maintain and protect reduced-rate postal distribution for library 
materials through legislation; 

AND THAT Council requests that the Minister responsible for Canada Post ensure continued, affordable 
postal access for libraries and inter-library loan services; 

AND THAT a copy of this resolution be forwarded to The Honorable Joel Lightbound, Minister of 
Government Transformation, Public Works and Procurement, Patty Hajdu, MP Thunder Bay-Superior North, 
Lise Vaugeois, MPP Thunder Bay-Superior North and all Ontario municipalities for support. 

CWCL 117-2026

mailto:Joel.lightbound@parl.gc.ca


The Corporation of the 
Township of Terrace Bay 
P.O. Box 40, 1 Selkirk Avenue, Terrace Bay, ON, P0T 2W0 
Phone: (807) 825-3315 Fax: (807) 825-9576 

Sincerely, 

J. Hall
Chief Administrative Officer/Clerk

CC: 
MP Patty Hajdu – patty.hajdu@parl.gc.ca  
MPP Lise Vaugeois – lvaugeois-gp@ndp.on.ca 
Ontario Municipalities 

mailto:patty.hajdu@parl.gc.ca
mailto:lvaugeois-gp@ndp.on.ca


Friday, April  10, 2026 

Matthew Trennum, City Clerk 
Office of the City Clerk  
The Corporation of the City of Hamilton 
71 Main Street,  
Hamilton ON  
L8P 4Y5 

Dear City Clerk, 

Re: Ontario Works - Service Delivery Manager Report on Overpayments and Recoveries for the 
City of Hamilton for the Period of 2022-2025 

Please find attached the following appendix for Council reference in regards to the upcoming Ontario 
Works Eligibility, Verification and Fraud Value for Money Audit with the Office of the Auditor General. 

Information was obtained through the Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act 
(MFIPPA) as well as the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act (PIPPA) 

Appendix A -​ Ministry of Children, Community and Social Services - Ontario Works 
Overpayment Outstanding Balance and Recoveries Report - (January 2022 - December - 2024) 

Appendix B - ​ 2022 - 2024 Monthly Summary of Total Repayments, Recoveries and 
Reimbursements on Ontario Works Basic and Mandatory Assistance Comparison between the 
City of Hamilton G/L and MCCSS Overpayment Outstanding Balance and Recoveries Report  

Appendix C - Ontario Works Policy Directive - 9.3 - Recovery of Overpayments 

Key highlights for Council review:  

Appendix A -​ Ministry of Children, Community and Social Services - Ontario Works Overpayment 
Outstanding Balance and Recoveries Report - (January 2022 - December - 2024)  

● During the beginning of this term of Council (November 2022) - Outstanding
Overpayments Balance for the City of Hamilton was $46.76 million of all active and
inactive cases of 19,093.

● Outstanding Overpayment Balance for the City of Hamilton as of December 2025 is
$56.98 Million of all active and inactive cases of 21,890.

● Outstanding Overpayments increased $10.22 million during this council term as of
December 2025

● These amounts represent funds that the City needs to collect and return to the Ministry
of Children, Community and Social Services.

CWCL 118-2026



Appendix B - 2022 - 2024 Monthly Summary of Total Repayments, Recoveries and 
Reimbursements on Ontario Works Basic and Mandatory Assistance Comparison between the 
City of Hamilton G/L and MCCSS Overpayment Outstanding Balance and Recoveries Report 
 

●​ This report shows discrepancies between what was reported in recoveries of overpayments 
by the City and returned to MCCSS vs. what is recorded on MCCSS SAMS system.  

●​ The Appendix contains discrepancies and differences between the two reports for your 
review.  

 
Appendix C  -  Ontario Works Policy Directive - 9.3 - Recovery of Overpayments  
 

●​ This is the policy directive for the CIty and its role and responsibilities as service delivery 
agent to implement and collect overpayments.  

 
 
Sincerely, 

Hafeez Hussain  

Cc:​ Magda Green, Office of the City Clerk  



 
APPENDIX A - Ministry of Children, Community and Social Services - Ontario Works Overpayment Report 
(January 2022 - December - 2024)  
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APPENDIX B 

2022 - 2024 Monthly Summary of Total Repayments, Recoveries and Reimbursements on Ontario Works Basic and Mandatory Assistance

City of Hamilton

2022
Total Amount of Overpayments
Active/Inactive - MCCSS Report

City of Hamilton 
Reported G/L MCCSS Reported - FOI

Month Amount Outstanding Total Cases

Total Repayments, 
Recoveries and 
Reimbursements 
Collected

Total Amount of Overpayment 
Recoveries

January $44,870,000.00 18,774 $334,275.79) $280,000.00

February $48,340,000.00 18,800 $366,615.98) $300,000.00

March $45,570,000.00 18,860 $348,845.06) $370,000.00

April $45,800,000.00 18,880 $376,559.59) $320,000.00

May $45,710,000.00 18,887 $311,584.90) $310,000.00

June $46,010,000.00 18,888 $378,579.42) $290,000.00

July $46,170,000.00 18,958 $327,563.94 $240,000.00

August $46,070,000.00 18,975 $320,028.46) $310,000.00

September $46,220,000.00 19,905 $347,484.85) $220,000.00

October $46,510,000.00 19,032 $312,532.21) $280,000.00

November $46,760,000.00 19,093 $337,498.67) $310,000.00

December $46,970,000.00 19,144 $305,636.36 $310,000.00

Total $46,970,000.00 $4,067,205.23) $3,540,000.00

Difference $527,205.23)

2023
Total Amount of Overpayments
Active/Inactive - MCCSS Report

City of Hamilton 
Reported G/L MCCSS Reported - FOI

Month Amount Outstanding Total Cases

Total Repayments, 
Recoveries and 
Reimbursements 
Collected

Total Amount of Overpayment 
Recoveries



January $47,070,000.00) 19,196 $324,306.03) $300,000.00

February $47,100,000.00) 19,257 $356,124.67) $290,000.00

March $47,330,000.00) 19,292 $406,556.64) $340,000.00

April $47,480,000.00) 19,297 $473,097.30) $360,000.00

May $47,550,000.00) 19,338 $353,066.50) $340,000.00

June $48,070,000.00) 19,394 $453,129.91) $370,000.00

July $48,270,000.00 19,416 $395,156.24 $300,000.00

August $48,610,000.00) 19,450 $337,812.01) $270,000.00

September $48,970,000.00) 19,540 $388,178.94) $310,000.00

October $48,870,000.00) 19,553 $361,419.18) $370,000.00

November $49,010,000.00) 19,574 $390,707.89) $300,000.00

December $49,020,000.00 19,626 $351,912.69 $320,000.00

Total $4,591,468.00) $3,870,000.00

Difference $721,468.00)

2024
City of Hamilton 
Reported G/L MCCSS Reported - FOI

Month Total Cases

Total Repayments, 
Recoveries and 
Reimbursements 
Collected

Total Amount of Overpayment 
Recoveries

January $48,960,000.00) 19,689 $387,503.04) $340,000.00

February $49,240,000.00) 19,685 $285,994.57) $290,000.00

March $49,380,000.00) 19,791 $308,176.00) $270,000.00

April $49,520,000.00) 19,813 $253,605.60) $250,000.00

May $49,790,000.00) 19,883 $255,822.31) $290,000.00

June $49,950,000.00) 19,993 $293,853.89) $260,000.00

July $50,190,000.00 20,053 $285,421.74 $220,000.00

August $50,910,000.00) 20,158 $546,567.38) $270,000.00

September $51,100,000.00) 20,273 $423,328.36) $280,000.00



October $51,360,000.00) 20,369 $302,376.16) $280,000.00

November $52,000,000.00) 20,550 $422,173.33) $290,000.00

December $52,460,000.00 20,854 $317,376.90 $270,000.00

Totals $4,082,199.28) $3,310,000.00

Difference $772,199.28)



9.3 Recovery of overpayments

August 2025

Legislative authority

Sections 19–23, 28 (6) and 32 of the Ontario Works Act

Section 62 of the Ontario Works General Regulation

Section 10 of the Ontario Works General Regulation

Audit requirements

Documentation is on file to support decisions made.

Overpayments are documented properly to support both the decision and the

calculation, and are being recovered.

A copy of the Notice of Decision is kept on file.

Systems are updated and maintained.

Accounting principles are adhered to.

Previous (https://www.ontario.ca/document/ontario-works-policy-directives/92-absence-

ontario)

Next (https://www.ontario.ca/document/ontario-works-policy-directives/94-overpayments-due-

excess-assets)

 (https://www.ontario.ca/page/government-ontario)



Delivery agent and delivery partner employees and contracted agencies adhere to all

legislation, regulations and directives governing the methods and processes for the

collection of debts.

A signed Rights and Responsibilities form is on file. For clarity, a signature may be

provided electronically via approved methods or as a “wet signature” (pen to paper).

Random file reviews are completed to ensure that all requirements are met.

Application of policy

The delivery agent and delivery partners must ensure that a recipient receives only the

amount of assistance for which they are eligible, based on all available information.

The delivery agent and delivery partners must ensure that a recipient is aware of their

reporting requirements. If notification regarding a new or changed circumstance is

provided by a recipient or identified through a file review, this information must be

actioned in a timely manner to prevent the creation of, or reduce the amount of, a new

overpayment.

If an amount has been provided to the recipient that exceeds the amount they were

eligible to receive, the excess is an overpayment. In addition, if a recipient, spouse or

dependent fails to honour an Assignment or Agreement to Reimburse, the amount is

an overpayment.

All overpayments are subject to recovery. Only under exceptional circumstances is an

overpayment considered uncollectible.

The overpayment must be calculated accurately, and the reason(s) for the

overpayment and the period of time to which it applies must be fully documented.

Overpayment collection should only take place if there is documentation to

substantiate the overpayment.

For active cases, notice must be given to the recipient in writing (and spouse, if

applicable) of the amount of the overpayment, the period to which it applies, the

reason it was incurred, and their rights to appeal (see Directive 9.5: Sharing of



overpayments between spouses (https://www.ontario.ca/document/ontario-works-

policy-directives/95-sharing-overpayments-between-spouses) for more information).

Overpayments on active cases should be recovered by reducing monthly financial

assistance.

Where arrears of basic financial assistance are owed to the recipient, the

Administrator may apply up to 100% of the arrears toward an existing overpayment.

Staff should exercise discretion before applying arrears towards an existing

overpayment and consider a recipient’s individual circumstances (for more

information, please see the Applying Arrears to an Overpayment section).

Establishing an overpayment

An overpayment should be established where a recipient receives an amount in excess

of the amount to which the recipient was eligible to receive. Reasons for establishing

an overpayments includes, but are not limited to, delays in reporting changes in

circumstances, non-disclosure of information, misrepresentation of facts,

administrative error, and excess income and assets that are not exempt under Ontario

Works (see Directive 9.4: Overpayments due to excess assets

(https://www.ontario.ca/document/ontario-works-policy-directives/94-overpayments-due-

excess-assets) for more information).

An overpayment should only be established if there is documentation to substantiate

it. If upon review of an existing overpayment, the delivery agent or a delivery partner

cannot find sufficient documentation or evidence to validate the overpayment, it

should not be established or recovered and should be recommended for write off (for

more information, please see the Administrative write-off process section).

Where a recipient does not use their financial assistance payment for the intended

purpose (for example, to pay for their shelter costs) an overpayment should not be

established. Rather, pay direct or trusteeship may be options to consider to ensure the

recipient retains their lodging (see Directive 3.6 – Trusteeship

(https://www.ontario.ca/document/ontario-works-policy-directives/36-trusteeship) and

Directive 3.7 – Pay direct (https://www.ontario.ca/document/ontario-works-policy-

directives/37-pay-direct) for more information).

Overpayment for non-compliant recipients



Where basic financial assistance is reduced or cancelled because of non-compliance

(for example, not showing up for an eligibility review meeting, not providing necessary

information to determine eligibility) and it is determined that the recipient received

assistance that they were not eligible to receive, an overpayment should be

established. The overpayment should apply to the period of time for which there is

documentation to substantiate that the recipient received assistance that exceeded

the amount they were eligible to receive (see Directive 6.13: Calculating reduced

assistance (https://www.ontario.ca/document/ontario-works-policy-directives/613-

calculating-reduced-assistance) and Directive 9.1: Reviewing eligibility

(https://www.ontario.ca/document/ontario-works-policy-directives/91-reviewing-

eligibility) for more information).

Overpayment on benefits

A payment for a benefit provided to a recipient, spouse or dependent in a month

where they were deemed ineligible should be established as an overpayment and may

be recovered, with the following exceptions:

where the amount of the benefit cannot be quantified

where a recipient was found to be ineligible for social assistance for a month due

to high earnings but was eligible the following month.

Recovery of overpayments

The delivery agent and delivery partners should attempt to collect 100% of an

overpayment where there is evidence to substantiate the overpayment.

In exceptional circumstances and/or where a recipient requests an internal review of

an overpayment decision, an overpayment may be reduced or not recovered where

the situation warrants reduction or non-recovery. In exercising this discretion, staff

should consider the individual circumstances of the case, including but not limited to

the role of the recipient in the creation of the overpayment (for example, whether

there is a history of overpayments on file as a result of not reporting changes in

circumstances), the role of staff in creating the overpayment and hardship. There may

also be circumstances that may warrant suspending recovery (please see the

Temporarily uncollectible overpayments section) or deeming part or all of an

overpayment permanently uncollectible (for example, the balance of an overpayment

remaining after a bankruptcy settlement). 



Overpayment recovery should be activated when an overpayment balance is over

$2.50. Where the balance is $2.50 or less, the overpayment should be deemed

temporarily uncollectible, and may be recommended for write off during the annual

write off process (for more information, please see the Temporarily uncollectible

overpayments section and the Administrative write-off process section).

Where ongoing recovery has reduced the overpayment to $2.50 or less, recovery

should continue until the overpayment is reduced to $0.

Overpayments on active cases

Overpayments on active cases, including cases previously terminated and re-granted,

are recovered by reducing monthly financial assistance. The default recovery rate in

the Social Assistance Management System (SAMS) is set at 5% of budgetary

requirements. However, the prescribed rate of recovery is a maximum of 10% of

budgetary requirements.

Recovery of overpayments may be increased up to the maximum prescribed rate of

10% where there is evidence of the recipient’s capacity to pay. Additionally, an

Administrator should increase recovery to the prescribed rate of 10% when a new

overpayment is established through the following circumstances:

Eligibility Verification Process (EVP) review

Complaint Assessment (preliminary or secondary review)

the new overpayment is covering three or more benefit months

new overpayment created is $1,000 or more

the recipient has multiple overpayments on file that were a result of separate

changes and were collectively not a result of an administrative error or do not

have valid exceptional circumstances for late reporting.

Administrators may use their discretion to not recover an overpayment at the rate of

10% as described above and may set a lower recovery rate when the following

circumstances are present:

individual was not informed of their reporting requirements

the reason for the overpayment was an administrative error



factors reasonably beyond an individual’s control that prevented reporting in a

timely and/or accurate manner (for example, hospitalization, fleeing abuse and/or

exploitation).

In situations where the recipient provides evidence that demonstrates, to the

satisfaction of the Administrator, that the application of the maximum prescribed rate

of overpayment recovery will result in undue hardship, the Administrator may use

their discretion to set a lower recovery rate.

Applying arrears to an overpayment

Where arrears of basic financial assistance are owed to a recipient, the Administrator

may apply 100% of such arrears to an existing overpayment. The recipient (and

spouse, if applicable) must be advised in writing that arrears owed are being applied

to an existing overpayment.

The Administrator should review the amount of the arrears that will be applied to an

existing overpayment with the recipient. Where arrears may be owing to a recipient

(and spouse, if applicable) that has an existing overpayment, the Administrator should

exercise discretion in applying this policy so that it does not create undue hardship for

the recipient. In situations where arrears are incurred as a result of circumstances

outside the control of the recipient, full arrears should be paid to a recipient rather

than applying them to the overpayment. For example, arrears should be paid to a

recipient if their rent is increased retroactively following a Landlord and Tenant Board

decision.

Personal needs allowance and special boarder allowance

If the recipient receives a personal needs allowance (PNA), and this amount is the

recipient's only source of income, then the Administrator may consider the

overpayment amount as temporarily uncollectible (for more information, please see

the Temporarily uncollectible overpayments section).

If the recipient receives a PNA and the recipient has chargeable income against their

basic financial assistance, overpayment recovery may take place as long as the

recipient's monthly income from all sources does not fall below the amount of the

PNA. Where recovery would result in the recipient’s monthly income falling below the

amount of the PNA, then the Administrator may consider the overpayment amount as



temporarily uncollectable (for more information, please see the Temporarily

uncollectible overpayments section).

In cases where the Special Boarder Allowance (SBA) is a component of the financial

assistance and an overpayment exists, overpayment recovery may continue as long as

the recipient's monthly income from all sources does not fall below the SBA amount.

Support deduction notice and overpayment recovery

If a Support Deduction Notice (SDN) issued by the Family Responsibility Office (FRO) is

received for a recipient and an overpayment is being recovered, the SDN has priority

over the overpayment recovery. The combined total amount that may be deducted to

recover an overpayment and to honour a SDN cannot exceed 10% of budgetary

requirements unless the recipient agrees in writing to the remittance of a greater

amount (see Directive 6.15: Protection from seizure or garnishment

(https://www.ontario.ca/document/ontario-works-policy-directives/615-protection-

seizure-or-garnishment) for more information). This means that the rate of recovery

may need to be reduced or overpayment recovery may need to be suspended while

the SDN is in effect (for more information, please see the Temporarily uncollectible

overpayments section).

Overpayments on inactive cases – referral for overpayment recovery to the
ministry

All overpayments for persons no longer receiving assistance are subject to recovery.

Ontario Works delivery partners are to refer “new inactive” Ontario Works

overpayments to the ministry, in accordance with the timelines set out in Schedule 1.

“New inactive” overpayments are debts owed by former Ontario Works recipients who

terminated from the program on or after the date that office was designated as a

delivery partner. This includes all pre-existing overpayments on the recipient’s file.

Debts owed to the City of Toronto that were deemed as Crown debt as of May 2013

may also be referred to the ministry for recovery.

For a “new inactive” overpayment to be eligible for referral to the ministry, all of the

following criteria must be met:



date of termination of the Ontario Works case is on or after the applicable date

(by geographic area) as set out in Schedule 1 to this Directive;

the case has been closed for at least 60 days and notice was sent to the recipient

to advise of the outstanding overpayment and the right to appeal;

the period to request an Internal Review and/or an appeal to the Social Benefits

Tribunal related to the overpayment has expired or all decisions made were final,

and;

overpayments must have been validated (meaning, all details of the overpayment

are assessed and determined to be accurate), determined to be collectible and

documented in SAMS.

Historical debts, which are overpayments owed by former Ontario Works recipients

whose Ontario Works case was terminated before the date the office was designated

as a delivery partner, are not eligible for referral at this time and remain owed to, and

collectible by, the delivery partner for the geographic area.

Overpayments on inactive cases – recovery by municipalities (delivery partners
with historical debt that was incurred before the date they became a delivery
partner)

All overpayments for persons no longer receiving assistance are subject to recovery.

When a case is terminated with an outstanding overpayment, the delivery partner

should review the file to ensure that the amount of the overpayment is correct and

make a recommendation regarding the status and collection of the overpayment.

Attempts to recover the overpayment debt from the former recipient through

voluntary repayment arrangements should be made. The delivery partner will respond

to former recipient and/or advocate inquiries regarding the overpayment according to

established protocols.

The delivery partner should ensure a variety of payment methods are available to

former recipients, including payment via cheques, post-dated cheques, money orders,

credit cards, electronic transfer of funds and cash.

The delivery partner may choose to engage a third party (for example, a private

collection agency) to perform debt collection activities in accordance with delivery

partner procedures based on relevant provincial guidelines.



Reporting personal information to the Credit Bureau about a former recipient with an

overpayment is not part of the overpayment recovery process and the overpayment

does not include interest on the overdue amount.

The Canada Revenue Agency (CRA) Refund Set-off (RSO) Program

The CRA RSO Program intercepts personal income tax refunds on behalf of the

province and applies them against outstanding debts that the province has been

unable to collect.

Overpayment debt that may be referred to the CRA RSO

The CRA RSO Program only applies to provincial Crown debt. This means that it only

applies to those delivery partners whose overpayment debts have been formally

deemed or declared by the Director of Ontario Works to be debt due to the Crown.

The Director of Ontario Works has deemed debts of the City of Toronto as Crown debt

as of May 2013 and declared the inactive debt of municipal delivery partners as Crown

debt if the case was terminated on or after the dates set out in Schedule 1 of this

Directive.

Delivery partners will begin referring new inactive overpayments to the ministry for

collection for clients who terminated on or after the respective dates set out in

Schedule 1. This includes all pre-existing overpayments on their file.

Only debts that meet the criteria for referral to the ministry (as set out in the section of

this Directive titled: Overpayments on Inactive Cases – Referral of Overpayment

Recovery to the Ministry) will be accepted for collection by the ministry.

Historical debts, which are overpayments owed by former Ontario Works clients

whose Ontario Works case was terminated before the respective dates set out in

Schedule 1, are not eligible for referral at this time and remain owed to, and collectible

by, the municipality or DSSAB. Collection should continue to be pursued based on local

collection processes.

Also, effective from the dates set out in Schedule 1, all new Ontario Works

overpayments (active and inactive), will be debts owed to the Crown in right of

Ontario.



Ontario Works offices are expected to continue the collection of active overpayments

as per current business processes. New business processes have been developed to

support the referral of new inactive overpayments to the ministry for collection.

Overpayment debt that is NOT referrable to the CRA RSO

Overpayments that have not been formally deemed or declared by the Director to be

debts due to the Crown in right of Ontario are not eligible for the CRA RSO Program.

Note: The following overpayments are ineligible for referral to the CRA RSO Program

and may be recommended for write off where the case is inactive (for more

information, please see the Administrative write-off process section):

overpayments incurred under the General Welfare Assistance (GWA) Act

as these overpayments are not debt due to the Crown, they should not be

referred to the CRA RSO Program under any circumstances (including

overpayments incurred under the GWA Act by persons who were

subsequently granted Ontario Works or ODSP), and may be recommended

for write off after local collection efforts have been made

any overpayment under the Family Benefits Act (FBA) where the person has never

been in receipt of Ontario Works or ODSP and did not have the right to appeal the

overpayment decision

these overpayments are only collectible if the person returns to social

assistance and receives notice of the right to appeal.

Returning recipients

When a former social assistance recipient returns to Ontario Works, the delivery agent

or delivery partner should review the file to determine whether there are any

outstanding overpayments that are subject to recovery, including past Social Benefits

Tribunal (SBT) decisions and previously written off overpayments (for more

information, please see the Administrative write-off process section).

The delivery agent or delivery partner must advise the recipient in writing (and spouse,

if applicable) that the outstanding overpayment is being recovered.

If a case with an outstanding overpayment is being granted assistance retroactively,

the retroactive payment (or arrears) must be applied to recovery of the overpayment,



subject to the factors outlined in the section on Applying Arrears to an Overpayment,

as may be applicable.

Temporarily uncollectible overpayments

Under certain circumstances, overpayment recovery may be suspended and the

overpayment deemed temporarily uncollectible for a period of time. Examples of valid

reasons for suspending overpayment recovery include situations where:

the overpayment balance on an active case is $2.50 or less and the overpayment

has not yet been recommended for write off (for more information, please see the

Recovery of overpayments section)

recovery of the overpayment would result in undue hardship (for more

information, please see the Overpayments on active cases section)

the recipient’s only income is the personal needs allowance, or where recovery

would result in the recipient’s monthly income from all sources to fall below the

amount of the personal needs allowance (for more information, please see the

Overpayments on active cases section)

financial assistance is being deducted and applied to a Support Deduction Notice

(SDN) and the amount deducted for the SDN equals 10% of the recipient’s

budgetary requirements (the prescribed maximum) (for more information, please

see the Overpayments on active cases section)

the overpayment is on an inactive Temporary Care Assistance (TCA) case and the

adult caregiver is a member of an active social assistance benefit unit (for more

information, please see the Temporary Care Assistance overpayments section)

the overpayment is on an inactive “dependent of dependent” case and the

dependent parent is a member of an active social assistance benefit unit (for

more information, please see the “Dependent of dependent” overpayments

section)

the overpayment is pending the outcome of bankruptcy proceedings, unless the

court has granted permission for recovery to continue (for more information,

please see the Bankruptcy section)

the case is under criminal investigation/court proceedings for fraud and protocol

with local authority requires that overpayment recovery be suspended until the



outcome of the investigation/court proceedings is known (for more information,

please see the Cases of alleged fraud section)

the overpayment is pending the outcome of a Consumer Proposal (for more

information, please see the Negotiated settlements to defer collection activity on

inactive cases section)

the overpayment is under internal review

the overpayment is under appeal and the Social Benefits Tribunal (SBT) has

ordered Interim Assistance to be paid to the recipient

Caseworkers should set a reasonable review date (for example, one month, three

months, and so on) for these overpayments on a case-by-case basis according to the

circumstances. At the review, a decision should be made on the appropriate status of

the overpayment (for example, begin collection, maintain as temporarily uncollectible,

recommend for write off per the write off criteria in this directive, and so on), and

should provide written notice of the decision to the recipient (and spouse, if

applicable).

Temporary care assistance overpayments

An overpayment on an active Temporary Care Assistance (TCA) case may only be

recovered from the TCA benefit unit.

If a TCA benefit unit terminates from assistance, any outstanding overpayments may

be recovered from the adult caregiver (meaning, the recipient) according to regular

recovery procedures for inactive Ontario Works cases. If the adult caregiver is a

member of an active Ontario Works or ODSP benefit unit, the Administrator should

suspend recovery until the caregiver terminates from social assistance (for more

information, please see the Temporarily uncollectible overpayments section). Financial

assistance for the adult caregiver’s benefit unit cannot be deducted to repay the TCA

overpayment.

"Dependent of dependent" overpayments

An overpayment may be established where a dependent parent received an amount

for his/her dependent child which they were not eligible to receive (see Directive 6.1:

Calculating assistance (https://www.ontario.ca/document/ontario-works-policy-

directives/61-calculating-assistance) for more information). The overpayment may only

be recovered from the dependent of dependent’s benefit unit.



If the dependent of dependent case terminates from assistance, any outstanding

overpayments belonging to the benefit unit may be recovered from the dependent

parent (meaning, the recipient) according to regular recovery procedures for inactive

Ontario Works cases. If the dependent parent is a member of an active Ontario Works

or ODSP benefit unit, the Administrator should suspend recovery until the dependent

parent terminates from social assistance (for more information, please see the

Temporarily uncollectible overpayments section). Financial assistance for the benefit

unit to which the dependent parent belongs cannot be deducted to repay the

overpayment on the dependent of dependent case.

Bankruptcy

If a recipient or former recipient with an outstanding overpayment files for

bankruptcy, no action can be taken against that person (the debtor) or their property

until the person has been discharged from the bankruptcy. In such cases,

overpayment recovery should be suspended and the overpayment should be deemed

temporarily uncollectible once the delivery agent is notified of the filing of bankruptcy

unless the court has granted permission to the delivery agent to continue recovery

during the bankruptcy proceedings (for more information, please see the Temporarily

uncollectible overpayments section).

The dividend paid, if any, after the notice of discharge is received should be accepted

as full settlement of the overpayment and the balance of the overpayment should be

recommended for write off.

Surviving bankruptcy

An overpayment survives bankruptcy and remains recoverable only where there is a

criminal or civil court decision that the overpayment was incurred by fraud (meaning, a

fraud conviction).

Cases of alleged fraud

Eligibility investigations on active or inactive cases, which result in an overpayment,

may or may not be pursued for fraud.

Where an overpayment has been established and the case will not be referred to

police for fraud investigation, the recipient/former recipient should be advised of the

reason for the overpayment amount, and appropriate collection efforts should begin.



Where a case has been referred for police investigation/court proceedings for fraud,

the collection of the overpayment can proceed in accordance with regular recovery

procedures. However, if there is an agreement with local authorities for overpayment

collection to be suspended until the outcome of the investigation/court proceedings is

known, overpayment recovery should be suspended (for more information, please see

the Temporarily uncollectible overpayments section).

Acquittals

If a recipient/former recipient is acquitted without a finding by the court on the merits

of the case, the overpayment should be considered collectible and recovered in

accordance with regular recovery procedures.

In cases where the recipient/former recipient is acquitted and the finding of the court

is that fraud has not been proven, there must be a careful review of the circumstances.

An overpayment may still be recovered notwithstanding the acquittal on a fraud

charge if the recipient/former recipient received assistance in excess of the amount

they were eligible to receive.

Criminal convictions

In cases where a recipient/former recipient is convicted of fraud, if the overpayment

amount originally calculated is more than the amount confirmed by the findings of

fact by the court, the difference should be recommended for write off.

If negotiations have occurred between the accused (either personally or through

his/her defence counsel) and the Crown Attorney, they must be taken into account to

determine whether or not, and how much of the overpayment should be recovered. If

the Crown Attorney agreed not to pursue recovery in exchange for a guilty plea, or at

the time of sentencing indicated no recovery would be pursued, it would not be

appropriate to proceed with an overpayment recovery. In this case, the balance of the

overpayment should be recommended for write off (for more information, please see

the Administrative write-off process section).

Restitution orders

In cases where a recipient/former recipient is convicted of fraud and the Court has

ordered restitution for all or part of the overpayment in question, the delivery agent or



delivery partner specified in the restitution order is responsible for monitoring

compliance with the terms of the restitution order.

If a recipient is not making payments per the terms of the restitution order, the

delivery agent or delivery partner may deduct a portion of the recipient’s financial

assistance to recover the overpayment amount subject to the restitution order as

provided under section 20 of the Ontario Works Act, 1997.

An overpayment amount subject to a restitution order is not portable between the

delivery agent or delivery partner and programs and should not be recommended for

write off while the restitution order is enforceable.

In cases where there is a fraud conviction and no restitution is ordered, or where the

restitution order covers only a portion of the overpayment, the overpayment amount

that is not subject to a restitution order is considered to be collectible (unless the

Crown Attorney has agreed not to pursue that amount). The delivery agent or delivery

partner should make a determination as to the appropriate method for dealing with

these overpayments, in accordance with regular recovery procedures.

Administrative errors

Overpayments may, at times, result from administrative errors such as

miscalculations, a delay or failure to act on information.

When a recipient provides information that would reduce the amount of financial

assistance they receive, every effort must be made to promptly act to reduce the

amount of financial assistance in order to prevent an overpayment. If the information

is not processed and the recipient receives an amount they know to be incorrect, the

onus is on the recipient to notify Ontario Works staff of this error. These

overpayments are recoverable. The overpayment should be properly documented on

the file and action taken to avoid recurrence of the problem.

In extenuating circumstances, an overpayment resulting from an administrative error

may be recommended for write off (see below for more information on the write off

process). For example, if a change(s) to a recipient’s financial assistance is not made

even after notification of an error in distribution of assistance and the recipient has

done everything possible to notify Ontario Works or ministry staff (meaning, there is

documented evidence that the recipient had advised staff of the error), an

overpayment may not be recovered.



Negotiated settlements to defer collection activity on inactive cases

If all reasonable efforts have been made to collect an overpayment in full, and the

former recipient indicates a willingness to enter into a repayment plan for the total or

partial repayment of the outstanding overpayment, the delivery agent or delivery

partner may negotiate a reasonable settlement, subject to local approval.

As part of any repayment plan, the Administrator should include a specific term

whereby the individual consents to the plan being reviewed in the future and consents

to the overpayment being collectible should, in the opinion of the Administrator, the

individual’s financial circumstances improve. Letters outlining the proposed

settlement, and details and acceptance of the terms are to be kept on file.

Where an individual submits a Consumer Proposal to the delivery agent or delivery

partner, recovery should be suspended until a decision is made on the Consumer

Proposal (for more information, please see the Temporarily uncollectible

overpayments section).

In accordance with the terms of the settlement, the balance of the overpayment may

be recommended for write off (see below for more information on the write off

process).

The administrative write-off process

Following reasonable collection efforts, an overpayment may be considered

uncollectible and may be recommended for write off by the Administrator.

The recommended write off of an overpayment is subject to local delivery partner

approval and should be completed each fiscal year. The process of writing off

overpayment debts is administrative only and does not mean that the debt is forgiven,

and a recipient should not be advised that the overpayment has been forgiven or that

an administrative write off has taken place.

There are two categories of overpayments that may be recommended for write off:

Uncollectible overpayments

Overpayments where collection efforts have not resulted in recovery (inactive

cases only).

1.

2.



1. Uncollectible overpayments

Overpayments that are uncollectible may be recommended for write off annually

where:

the former recipient has been deported

there is insufficient documentation to substantiate the overpayment (for more

information, please see the Establishing an overpayment section)

the overpayment balance is $2.50 or less (for more information, please see the

Recovery of overpayments section)

the former recipient is deceased and there is no estate, and where applicable

(meaning, where the overpayment section applies only to those delivery partners

whose overpayment debts have been formally deemed or declared by the

Director of Ontario Works to be debt due to the Crown), the overpayment debt

has been with the Canada Revenue Agency Refund Set-off (CRA RSO) Program for

two full taxation years (for more information, please see the Canada Revenue

Agency Refund Set-off Program section)

the overpayment on an inactive case is not eligible for the CRA RSO Program, and

local collection efforts have not produced results (meaning, overpayments

incurred under the General Welfare Act, and overpayments incurred under the

Family Benefits Act where the person has never been in receipt of Ontario Works or

ODSP and has not received notice of the right to appeal; for more information,

please see the Canada Revenue Agency Refund Set-off Program section)

the recipient or former recipient has had their overpayment debt discharged in a

bankruptcy proceeding:

the dividend paid, if any, after the notice of discharge is received should be

accepted as full settlement of the overpayment and the balance of the

overpayment should be recommended for write off (except where there is a

criminal or court decision that the overpayment was a result of fraud or

misrepresentation; for more information, please see the Bankruptcy section)

there has been a court decision of fraud or misrepresentation:

if the overpayment amount originally calculated is-oreater than the amount

confirmed by the findings of the court, the difference, or the amount the

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.



Crown Attorney agreed not to pursue, should be recommended for write off

(for more information, please see the Criminal convictions section)

the overpayment was established due to an administrative error, and there is an

extenuating circumstance (meaning, there is evidence that the recipient had

advised staff of the error, for more information, please see the Administrative

errors section)

the delivery agent or delivery partner has negotiated a reasonable settlement

the balance of the overpayment should be recommended for write off (for

more information, please see the Negotiated settlements to defer collection

activity on inactive cases section)

the Social Benefits Tribunal (SBT) made a final decision, ordering that an

overpayment not be recovered (for more information, please see the Jurisdiction

of the Social Benefits Tribunal section).

2. Overpayments where collection efforts have not resulted in recovery (inactive
cases only)

Overpayments on inactive cases may be recommended for write off based on their

age (date of termination of the case or last voluntary payment) and the amount

outstanding, after collection efforts outlined below have been made.

Overpayments that are less than $20 and at least 120 days old may be

recommended for write off once all collection efforts have been made, including

the issuance of the Outstanding Overpayment Balance Letter on the date the

overpayment was established

Overpayments that are between $20 and $499 and at least 3 years old may be

recommended for write off once the Ontario Works Administrator has taken the

following collection activities:

Outstanding Overpayment Balance Letter has been issued twice - on the date

the overpayment was established and again after 30 days

where applicable, the overpayment has been submitted to the CRA RSO

Program for collection but has not resulted in material recovery for at least

two full annual taxation cycles

Overpayments that are over $500 and at least five years old may be

recommended for write off once the Ontario Works Administrator has made

8.

9.

10.



reasonable collection efforts, including:

timely invoicing and statements issuance (for example, minimum two letters

in each of the five years)

direct verbal contact has been attempted (for example, minimum three calls

in each of the five years)

delinquency notices have been issued (for example, minimum two letters

explaining possible referral to collection agency and/or possible legal action in

each of the five years)

where appropriate (meaning, in accordance with delivery agent debt

collection policies and procedures), specialized collection activities (for

example, Private Collection Agency) and legal action (for example, Small

Claims Court) have been taken.

Table: Treatment of overpayments where collection efforts have not resulted in
recovery (inactive cases)

Amou

nt

Age of

overpay

ment

<120

days

Age of

overpayme

nt 120

days to <3

years

Age of

overpaym

ent 3

years to <5

years

Age of

overpaym

ent 5 years

or

greater>

<$20 Collect Write off    

Betwe

en $20

and

$499

Collect Collect Write off  

> $500 Collect Collect Collect Write off

Note: for overpayments eligible for CRA RSO Program see below



Overpayments that are eligible for the CRA RSO Program (for more information,

please see the CRA RSO Program section) may be recommended for write off in

accordance with the above table with the following exceptions:

Debts between $500 and $25,000 and more than 5 years old must have been

submitted to the CRA RSO Program for collection without successful recovery for

at least two full annual taxation cycles.

Debts greater than $25,000 must be resubmitted to the CRA RSO Program after

five years before being recommended for write off.

Reactivation of recovery of previously written off overpayments

In cases where an overpayment was previously written off and the Administrator

determines that opportunities to recover amounts owed have improved, then the

Administrator should initiate efforts to collect the written off overpayment except in

the following cases:

there is insufficient documentation to substantiate the overpayment (for more

information, please see the Establishing an overpayment section)

the overpayment was written off because the balance was $2.50 or less (for more

information, please see the Recovery of overpayments section)

the former recipient is deceased and there is no estate

the overpayment was discharged in a bankruptcy proceeding (for more

information, please see the Bankruptcy section)

the overpayment amount was written off as a result of court proceedings

(meaning, based on findings of fact by the court or negotiations by the Crown

Attorney; for more information, please see the Criminal convictions section)

the overpayment was incurred due to an administrative error and was written off

due to an extenuating circumstance (for more information, please see the

Administrative errors section)

the SBT made a final decision, ordering that the overpayment on an inactive case

not be recovered (see below for more information).

Rights of appeal



Decisions regarding the correctness of an overpayment assessment and the rate of

recovery of an overpayment can be appealed to the Social Benefits Tribunal (SBT).

Appropriate information on the right to request an internal review and the right to

appeal must be provided to the recipient (and spouse, if applicable) in writing.

Jurisdiction of the Social Benefits Tribunal

The SBT has jurisdiction with respect to a decision of the Administrator affecting

eligibility for, or the amount of, financial assistance. The SBT has the same authority as

the Administrator with respect to the recovery of overpayments, and as such may

order that a recipient’s financial assistance should not be reduced to recover an

overpayment.

A decision by the SBT that an overpayment should be permanently uncollectible

means that overpayment recovery should cease if the individual is currently receiving

social assistance, and that their overpayment remains uncollectible if the individual

leaves social assistance. Overpayments that are ordered permanently uncollectible by

the SBT should be recommended for write-off (for more information, please see the

Administrative write off process section).

Transferring overpayments

Overpayments are portable, which means that an overpayment incurred under

Ontario Works, ODSP, the General Welfare Assistance (GWA) Act or the Family Benefits Act

(FBA) remains collectible if the recipient or dependent spouse moves between

programs or delivery partners (see Directive 9.6: Overpayment transfer

(https://www.ontario.ca/document/ontario-works-policy-directives/96-overpayment-

transfer) and Directive 9.5: Sharing of overpayments between spouses

(https://www.ontario.ca/document/ontario-works-policy-directives/95-sharing-

overpayments-between-spouses) for more information).

Where an overpayment is under appeal and the recipient has moved to another

delivery partner or program, the overpayment under appeal should not be transferred

and activated for recovery until the appeal is resolved. If an overpayment incurred at

another office is already transferred to a new office and the recipient subsequently

appeals, the receiving office is responsible for this appeal. It may be necessary to work

with the office where the overpayment was originally established.

Monitoring and accountability



The delivery agent or delivery partner is accountable for all debts and is responsible

for retaining documentation for substantiating the debt. Internal delivery agent or

delivery partner procedures for the collection of overpayments must comply with any

and all applicable ministry policies and practices. Records and archives may be

requested by the ministry for review.

Other impacting legislation

Limitations Act, 2002

The Limitations Act, 2002, allows for any debts owed to a municipality or the province

related to the provision of social assistance, health and economic programs not to be

subject to a limitation period; therefore, the municipal delivery partner or the province

never loses the ability to pursue a claim for payment as a result of time elapsing.

Collection Agencies Act

Any agreements negotiated with a private collection agency must comply with the

provisions of the Collection Agencies Act and with municipal procurement policies and

any other applicable municipal policies and practices.

Schedule 1 – Referral of inactive overpayments to the ministry for collection

Inactive debt (overpayments) of municipal delivery partners is to be referred to the

ministry for collection if the case was terminated on or after the dates set out in the

table below.

Also, effective from the below dates, all new Ontario Works overpayments (active and

inactive) of delivery partners will be debts owed to the Crown in Right of Ontario.

As of May 2013:

Deemed debts from the City of Toronto

Note: for the City of Toronto, debt was deemed to be Crown debt as of May 2013.

On or after October 1, 2024:

City of Brantford

City of Hamilton
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March 29, 2026 

Municipal Standards Harmonization Office (MSHO) 

Subject:   MEA Comments to Ontario Regulatory Registry 26-MTO003 

We are writing to respond to Ontario Regulatory Registry 26-MTO003 - Harmonization of 
Municipal Road Construction Standards.   

Municipal engineers play a vital role in planning, maintaining, renewing, and constructing 
municipal infrastructure. Their expertise spans all aspects of municipal infrastructure 
services - from design and construction to project management and leadership – ensuring 
the successful delivery of both small and large-scale capital infrastructure projects. 

Through its membership, MEA provides specialized knowledge in all areas of municipal 
engineering in Ontario. In partnership with the Ministry of Transportation Ontario (MTO), 
MEA co-manages the Ontario Provincial Standards & Specifications (Municipal) and 
delivers training on Ontario Provincial Standards. 

While we support the intent of the regulation to promote consistency, quality, and 
efficiency across municipal road construction projects, we recommend that additional 
consideration be given to the time and administrative burden associated with preparing, 
reviewing, and obtaining exemptions, as well as the cumulative impacts on project delivery 
arising from project‑by‑project assessments. 

Exemption requests that require detailed technical justification across multiple evaluation 
criteria can take a considerable amount of time to prepare, particularly for complex or 
large‑scale projects. This work frequently requires the involvement of senior engineering, 
technical, legal, and procurement resources, diverting limited capacity away from active 
project delivery. The time required to assemble a complete exemption request should 
therefore be recognized as a potential schedule, cost, and resourcing risk in its own right. 

Equally important is the duration and predictability of the Minister’s review and response 
timelines. When exemptions are assessed on a project‑by‑project basis without defined 
service standards or response timelines, projects may experience material delays while 
awaiting decisions. These delays can produce cascading impacts, including missed 
construction windows, contractor demobilization and remobilization costs, loss of price 
certainty, and increased exposure to supply‑chain volatility. For time‑sensitive or critical 
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infrastructure projects, even relatively short delays in regulatory decision‑making can 
result in disproportionate impacts to project schedules and budgets. 

To better reflect these realities, we recommend that the exemption framework explicitly 
consider additional criteria, including: 

• Administrative and decision‑cycle timelines, including the anticipated time required
for review and approval and the impact of uncertainty on project planning and
procurement;

• Cumulative impacts across multiple projects, particularly where similar exemption
requests are repeatedly submitted for comparable project types or conditions;

• Schedule dependency and critical path impacts, including whether delays in
exemption approval would directly affect construction sequencing, seasonal work
constraints, or contractual obligations; and

• Consistency and precedent considerations, whereby prior approvals for similar
circumstances could support streamlined or standardized decision‑making, rather
than requiring repetitive project‑level analysis.

Incorporating these considerations would help ensure that the exemption process 
supports timely and efficient project delivery while still meeting regulatory objectives. 
Clear expectations regarding submission requirements and response timelines, as well as 
opportunities for programmatic or category‑based exemptions where appropriate, would 
significantly reduce risk to project schedules and budgets without compromising safety, 
performance, or sustainability outcomes. 

Looking ahead, and assuming the Ministry is able to successfully deliver the current list of 
harmonized standards within the proposed timeframe, we agree that the remaining 
OPSS.MUNI standards should be prioritized for future harmonization based on where the 
greatest time, cost, and administrative efficiencies can be achieved. In our view, this 
would include: 

• Standards with the highest frequency of use across municipalities, where
harmonization would reduce repetitive project‑specific reviews, municipal
deviations, and contract amendments;

• Standards that routinely generate exemptions, interpretations, or disputes,
indicating inconsistency or misalignment that drives additional design effort,
approval cycles, or delays;

• Standards that significantly affect project schedules or cost certainty, including
those related to materials, construction methods, or inspection requirements that
influence procurement and delivery timelines;
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• Standards that overlap or interact closely with those already harmonized, where
alignment would enhance system coherence and reduce unintended conflicts or
inefficiencies; and

• Standards that affect regional or multi‑jurisdictional projects, where inconsistent
requirements currently increase coordination challenges and administrative
complexity.

A transparent, phased approach, supported by demonstrated progress on the initially 
harmonized standards, would help ensure that future harmonization efforts are achievable 
and deliver tangible benefits. Clearly articulating how the Ministry will complete the 
current scope, and how lessons learned will inform the prioritization of remaining 
standards, will be essential to achieving intended efficiency gains without overextending 
implementation capacity. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important initiative. We would welcome 
continued engagement as the regulation is refined and implemented. 

Sincerely, 

__________________________ 
Penelope Palmer, P. Eng., 
MEA President 2025 – 2026 
(Manager, Strategic Initiatives 
 Strategic Capital Coordination Office 
 City of Toronto) 
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Municipal Standards Harmonization Office (MSHO) 

Subject: Harmonization of Municipal Road Construction Standards and 
Associated Governance Model  

On behalf of the Municipal Engineers Association (MEA) and our municipal members, 
we acknowledge the Ministry of Transportation of Ontario’s (MTO) ongoing efforts to 
maintain and modernize the Ontario Provincial Standard Specifications (OPSS). As 
partners and co-stewards of the OPSS, the MEA recognizes the importance of ensuring 
these standards remain current, effective, and responsive to the evolving needs of 
infrastructure delivery across Ontario. 

The Municipal Engineers Association (MEA) is a non-profit organization representing 
more than 1,300 professional engineers working across 110+ Ontario municipalities, 
along with engineers from provincial agencies, conservation authorities, and consulting 
firms serving smaller municipalities. With a history spanning over 60 years, MEA was 
formed through the amalgamation of the City Engineers Association and the County 
Engineers Association. The association supports excellence in municipal engineering, 
recognizing the critical role municipal engineers play in planning, delivering, 
maintaining, and renewing infrastructure. The MEA provides specialized expertise 
across all areas of municipal engineering and, in partnership with the Ontario Ministry of 
Transportation (MTO), co-manages the Ontario Provincial Standards & Specifications 
(Municipal) and delivers related training across the province. 

The long-standing success and credibility of the OPSS has been built on a collaborative 
partnership between the MTO and the MEA, grounded in co-stewardship, shared 
accountability, and balanced provincial and municipal technical expertise. The recent 
unilateral actions by the Ministry are inconsistent with the principles of partnership, and 
collaboration that have historically underpinned the success of the OPSS. Successful 
change and adoption cannot be achieved without first defining the problem, evaluating 
solutions and their consequences, and engaging partners through meaningful 
consultation. 

The MEA has significant concerns regarding both the process and substance of the 
proposed harmonization of standards, including the lack of meaningful engagement with 
MEA and other municipal stakeholders, and the absence of a clear, shared 
understanding of the issues driving these proposed changes. These concerns are 
material and must be addressed if the changes are to be successfully implemented, 
broadly adopted, and supported over the long term. 
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Problem Definition, Need for Evidence and Supporting Data 

At present, it is unclear what problems or deficiencies the MTO perceives to exist within 
the current OPSS framework. The MEA and its members are not aware of systemic 
failures or performance issues that would warrant the breadth, scale, or urgency of the 
changes being proposed. It is also unclear how these changes are expected to lead to 
reduced costs, improved efficiency, or better outcomes. 

The MEA respectfully requests that the MTO clearly identify the concerns with the 
current framework, and share any analysis, metrics, benchmarking, or other evidence 
used to justify the anticipated benefits of the proposed modernization. Municipalities are 
concerned that the proposed changes will likely increase administrative burden, project 
complexity, and overall costs rather than achieve the intended efficiencies. 

There are legitimate questions being raised about how a one-size-fits-all approach can 
successfully address the diversity of municipal conditions and requirements across 
Ontario. There is also apprehension that additional approval steps, reporting 
requirements, and governance layers will likely introduce project delays, uncertainty, 
and higher delivery costs without demonstrated public or operational benefit. 

Clarification on the Modernized Governance Framework 

The MEA respectfully requests clarification on how the proposed governance framework 
differs in a meaningful way from the current model. Municipal and industry engagement, 
along with technical input into standards development and review, already occurs 
through established existing technical committees, working groups, and consultation 
processes. 

To build understanding and confidence, MTO must clearly articulate the added value of 
the proposed approach, including: 

• What new roles, authorities, or decision‑making structures would be introduced;
• What changes are anticipated in how standards are prioritized, approved, or

updated; and
• How the proposed model will measurably improve efficiency, cost-efficiency,

transparency, or consistency compared to the existing framework.

Annual Reporting, Exemptions and Compliance 

The MEA understands the proposed framework would require mandatory annual 
reporting to the MTO including the introduction of a new approval process for 
exemptions. There are significant concerns related to the administrative burden these 
processes will put on municipalities, which will in turn affect their ability to deliver 
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projects and programs successfully in any given budget cycle. The administrative effort 
this approval process creates, without understanding the process, review requirements 
or timelines, is not demonstrative of an overall benefit.  Clarity on these matters is 
essential. An opaque or slow exemption process introduces material risk to project 
delivery, schedules, costs, and contractual certainty. 

Further clarification on annual reporting collection is essential to understanding the 
purpose and anticipated outcomes. Specifically, the MEA is requesting more information 
on the following: 

• The specific purpose of the reporting;
• How the data will be used to inform decisions or policy;
• How reporting will account for local context and project complexity; and
• Will the reporting be the basis to track compliance.

Further clarification on the exemption process is perhaps even more essential, as it 
presents an even greater risk to successful project delivery if the process is overly 
burdensome, lengthy and lacks defined service standards. Expectations and timelines 
will need to be factored when municipalities are building programs for infrastructure 
renewal and rehabilitation. Even at these early stages, municipalities are flagging risks 
with their ability to deliver Council approved commitments if the exemption process is 
not clearly defined, and is not well supported.  It is imperative that the MTO clarify the 
following:  

• How exemptions will be reviewed and approved;
• Who will sit on the review panel and how municipal representation will be

ensured;
• What service standards or timelines will apply to exemption decisions;
• Would an Ontario municipality continue to be recognized as a sponsor for new or

revised standards when requests originate from a non-member; and
• What penalties or consequences are contemplated for non-compliance.

A one-size-fits-all approach does not reflect the realities of infrastructure delivery across 
Ontario. Municipalities operate under widely differing conditions, including climate, 
geography, asset profiles, operational constraints, material and labour market 
availability. Effective standards must allow flexibility to account for these differences if 
they are to be practical, efficient, and consistently applied province-wide.  

In this context, the MEA and several municipalities have raised the need for blanket or 
standing exemptions in certain circumstances where efficiency can be demonstrably 
improved without compromising safety or performance. Requiring repeated 
case‑by‑case exemption requests for well‑understood, low‑risk municipal practices is 
viewed as inefficient and counterproductive. A model that combines clear standards 
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with appropriate flexibility and blanket approvals would better reflect local conditions 
and established municipal engineering practices while maintaining safety and 
performance. 

Broader Impacts Across the Infrastructure Delivery Sector 

While municipalities are directly affected, it is important to underscore that these 
proposed changes have far reaching implications beyond municipal owners alone. 
Designers, consulting engineers, contractors, suppliers, and other industry partners will 
also be impacted through changes to standards, approvals, contract administration, 
project schedules, and risk allocation. Successful modernization must therefore 
consider the full infrastructure delivery ecosystem, not solely municipal compliance 
obligations. 

Partnership, Co‑Stewardship, and Governance 

The absence of the MEA from MTO’s proposed development, roll-out and 
implementation of a standardized OPSS has raised concerns that the framework will 
shift toward a centralized, MTO-led model and will no longer function as a true 
partnership or co-stewardship.   

The MEA requires clarity on how our role as co-steward will be explicitly protected and 
embedded within the proposed governance structure. Without a clearly defined, 
formalized role in decision-making and oversight, municipal confidence in the 
governance framework will be significantly undermined. 

Further, the MEA seeks immediate clarification on the future role of the existing 
MTO/MEA specialty committees. These committees provide critical technical review, 
municipal insight, and issue resolution. It is uncertain whether they will be replaced, 
duplicated, or marginalized under the new framework, and how authority and 
accountability will be allocated going forward. 

Path Forward and MEA’s Ongoing Role 

In the spirit of collaboration, the MEA offers the following constructive proposal to 
support a more effective and broadly supported outcome: 

• Pause implementation to allow time for a shared understanding of the issues
MTO is seeking to address and to explore whether alternative, more effective
solutions exist;

• Pursue targeted harmonization, recognizing that some alignment is beneficial
while preserving local flexibility. This should include the use of standardized
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requirements where appropriate, complemented by blanket or standing approvals 
to reduce repetitive exemption requests; 

• Map proposed review, approval, and reporting processes in detail and work
collaboratively to identify and address pressure points before implementation;

• Establish a provincial working group, with representation from MEA members,
MTO staff, and subject matter experts across Ontario, to identify priorities, risks,
and opportunities from multiple perspectives;

• Engage consultants and contractors to understand how proposed changes will
affect design, construction, procurement, and risk allocation and

• Ensure the process is not rushed, recognizing that thoughtful, inclusive
development is essential to achieving sustainable and credible outcomes.

The MEA remains committed to the success of OPSS and to working collaboratively 
with MTO. However, meaningful partnership requires transparency and evidence‑based 

decision‑making, appropriate inclusion in governance, and genuine shared stewardship 
aligned with municipal realities. 

Should the MEA continue to be excluded from the governance model or from 
substantive decision‑making related to OPSS, the MEA will need to re‑evaluate its role, 
partnership, and level of support for the framework moving forward. Our strong 
preference is to address these issues proactively through dialogue, collaboration, and 
shared clarity around roles and objectives. Providing the requested data, clarifying 
governance roles, addressing exemption and compliance concerns, and slowing 
implementation to allow proper consultation are necessary first steps. 

The MEA welcomes the opportunity for prompt discussion and looks forward to working 
collaboratively to ensure any changes to OPSS strengthen—rather than undermine—
the confidence, effectiveness, and partnership that have long defined its success. 

Sincerely, 

__________________________ 
Penelope Palmer, P. Eng., 
MEA President 2025 – 2026 
(Manager, Strategic Initiatives 
Strategic Capital Coordination Office 
City of Toronto) 
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OPSS Modernization & 
Harmonization Concerns

TO: Ministry of Transportation of Ontario (MTO) FROM: Municipal Engineers Association (MEA) DATE: Tuesday, March 31, 2026 

PURPOSE 

I
To convey the MEA's significant concerns regarding the process and substance of MTO's proposed harmonization of the Ontario Provincial 

Standard Specifications (OPSS), and to request meaningful engagement before implementation proceeds. 

BACKGROUND 

The OPSS has long been grounded in a collaborative co-stewardship model between MTO and the MEA. Recent unilateral actions by MTO, without 

prior consultation with municipal stakeholders, are inconsistent with that partnership and risk undermining confidence in the framework. 

Successful change cannot be achieved without first defining the problem, evaluating solutions, and engaging partners through meaningful 

consultation. 

KEY CONCERNS 

1 LACK OF PROBLEM DEFINITION & EVIDENCE 

The MEA is unaware of systemic failures in the current OPSS 

framework justifying the scale or urgency of proposed changes. 

MTO has not shared analysis, metrics, or benchmarking to support 

anticipated benefits. Municipalities expect the changes will 

increase, not reduce, administrative burden and project costs. 

3 EXEMPTIONS & ANNUAL REPORTING 

Mandatory reporting and a new exemption approval process 

introduce material risk to project delivery. Without defined 

timelines and service standards, municipalities cannot reliably plan 

Council-approved programs. Blanket exemptions should be 

available for well-understood, low-risk practices. 

REQUESTED ACTIONS 

2 GOVERNANCE CLARITY & CO-STEWARDSHIP 

It is unclear how the proposed model meaningfully differs from the 

current one, or how the MEA's co-stewardship role will be formally 

protected. The future of existing MTO/MEA technical committees, 

which provide critical municipal insight and issue resolution, 

remains uncertain. 

4 ONE-SIZE-FITS-ALL LIMITATIONS 

Ontario municipalities operate under widely varying conditions 

including climate, geography, asset profiles, and labour markets. 

Effective standards must allow appropriate local flexibility to be 

practical and consistently applied province-wide. A uniform 

approach risks being neither efficient nor effective. 

► Pause implementation to allow shared problem definition and evaluation of alternatives before proceeding.

► Share supporting evidence including analysis, metrics, and benchmarking used to justify the proposed changes.

► Clarify the governance model and formally embed the MEA's co-stewardship role within the new structure. 

► Define the exemption process including review timelines, panel composition, and measurable service standards. 

► Establish a joint provincial working group with municipal, MTO, consultant, and contractor representation.

CONCLUSION 

The MEA remains committed to the OPSS and to working collaboratively with MTO. Should the MEA continue to be excluded from substantive 

governance decisions, it will need to re-evaluate its role and level of support for the framework. Transparent, evidence-based, and inclusive 

engagement is essential to any modernization that strengthens, rather than undermines, the credibility and effectiveness of the OPSS. 
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