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1. [bookmark: _Toc244787499]Introduction
1.1 [bookmark: _Toc244787500]Purpose of this Guide
This guide provides municipalities with information about the Ministry of Transportation’s Municipal Road Construction Standards Exemptions Framework.  It explains:
· the circumstances in which a municipality may request an exemption from an applicable OPSS.MUNI technical standard;
· how to submit an exemption request;
· the information and supporting documentation required;
· how exemption requests are reviewed and evaluated;
· the applicable service standards and expected timelines;
· how decisions are made and communicated; and
· the process for requesting reconsideration of a decision.
The guide is intended for municipalities considering or preparing an exemption request and should be read alongside the applicable OPSS.MUNI standards listed in the Schedule to the Regulation and other guidance materials.
1.2 [bookmark: _Toc244787501]Municipal Road Standards Harmonization
Ontario’s municipal road construction standards harmonization initiative establishes consistent standards for municipal road infrastructure through OPSS.MUNI.
Harmonization is intended to support greater consistency in municipal road construction standards across Ontario and improve the efficiency of road design, procurement and construction activities, while supporting quality, safety and efficiency across Ontario. Municipalities are expected to use applicable OPSS.MUNI standards wherever feasible.
The ministry recognizes, however, that circumstances may arise where unadjusted use of a particular standard is not achievable or where there is a demonstrated basis for considering an alternative. The exemptions framework provides a structured process for municipalities to request an exemption in these circumstances.
1.3 [bookmark: _Toc244787502]Purpose of the Exemptions Framework
The exemptions framework provides a consistent and transparent process for considering municipal requests to depart from an applicable OPSS.MUNI technical standard in exceptional circumstances.
The framework maintains harmonization as the primary objective while providing a defined mechanism to consider circumstances where an exemption may be justified. Requests are assessed on their individual merits using established evaluation criteria and a standardized review process.
Exemptions are not intended to replace adoption of OPSS.MUNI road construction standards and should not be pursued solely because a municipality prefers a different approach. Municipalities should first consider whether use of the applicable standard is achievable before seeking an exemption.
1.4 [bookmark: _Toc244787503]Guiding Principles
Harmonization First
Use of applicable OPSS.MUNI road construction standards is the expected approach. Municipalities should first assess whether use of the relevant OPSS.MUNI standard can reasonably be achieved before pursuing an exemption.
Exemptions are Secondary
Exemptions are intended to address circumstances that warrant departure from an applicable standard. The availability of an exemption process does not reduce the expectation of use of applicable OPSS.MUNI standards wherever feasible.
Transparency
The exemptions framework is supported by clearly documented requirements, evaluation criteria, processes, and service standards to promote consistency and help municipalities understand what is required and how requests will be considered. 
Consistency
Exemption requests are reviewed through a standardized process and against approved and applicable evaluation criteria to support consistent treatment of municipalities and requests.
Evidence-Based Decisions
Decisions are informed by the information and supporting documentation submitted by the municipality, applicable technical analysis and other relevant information forming part of the record.
Timeliness
Requests are processed in accordance with established service standards. Municipalities are responsible for submitting complete requests and responding to requests for additional information in a timely manner.
Documentation
Exemption requests, supporting evidence, evaluations and decisions are documented to support transparency, consistency and accountability.

2. [bookmark: _Toc244787504]Use of OPSS.MUNI
2.1 [bookmark: _Toc244787505]Mandatory Standards
Municipalities are expected to use all applicable OPSS.MUNI road construction standards listed in the Schedule to the Regulation (O. Reg. 283/26, Standards for Road Design and Construction) wherever feasible.  
A municipality seeking to depart from an applicable standard must receive an exemption through the established exemption process.
The availability of exemptions does not change the overall objective of harmonization. Municipalities should first assess whether use of the applicable standard is achievable before pursuing an exemption.
2.1.1 [bookmark: _Toc244787506]OPSS.MUNI 100 General Conditions of Contract
OPSS.MUNI 100, General Conditions of Contract, is not eligible for an exemption under this framework. Municipalities may not use the exemption process described in this guide to request a departure from the requirements outlined in OPSS.MUNI 100.
2.2 [bookmark: _Toc244787507]Circumstances When Exemptions May Be Appropriate 
The ministry recognizes that circumstances may arise where unadjusted use of a particular standard is not achievable or where there is a demonstrated basis for considering an alternative.
The exemptions framework provides municipalities with a process to seek approval to depart from an applicable standard in these circumstances. An exemption request must identify the standard(s) from which an exemption is sought, explain why the exemption is being requested, and provide sufficient information and documentation to support the ministry’s evaluation.
An exemption request may be appropriate where a municipality can demonstrate circumstances that warrant consideration of a departure from an applicable OPSS.MUNI road construction standard.
Depending on the standard and the circumstances, this could include situations where:
· unique local conditions affect the municipality’s ability to implement the standard;
· existing infrastructure limit implementation of the standard;
· materials required by the standard are unavailable or cannot reasonably be obtained;
· environmental conditions or considerations affect the feasibility or appropriateness of using the standard, or the proposed alternative may provide demonstrated environmental benefits;
· a municipality is proposing an innovative material, technology, design or approach that differs from the standard and can demonstrate benefits;
· an alternative may provide a demonstrated cost benefit compared with the standard; or
· an alternative may provide demonstrated benefits to safety or project delivery.
These examples are illustrative only and the list is not exhaustive. The existence of one or more of these circumstances does not automatically justify an exemption or guarantee approval.


3. [bookmark: _Toc244787508]Determining Whether an Exemption May Be Required
Step 1: Identify Upcoming Projects
Identify upcoming road construction projects and determine whether they are subject to the Regulation. Municipalities should review planned procurement activities, project schedules, and anticipated procurement dates to understand which projects may be affected.
Step 2: Determine whether procurement commences after the applicable date
The Regulation mandates the use of OPSS.MUNI road construction standards listed in the Schedule to the Regulation for municipal road projects where the procurement process commences on or after July 1, 2027. The Regulation provides that a procurement process commences on the earliest date that a municipality publicly communicates a solicitation, request, or tender for qualification, quotation, proposal, comment, consideration or costing, including by directly contacting one or more suppliers.
Step 3: Identify any applicable mandatory standards set out in the Schedule to the Regulation
Municipalities are encouraged to review the Schedule to the Regulation to identify any mandatory standards applicable to any future procurement activities.
Step 4: Assess use of the applicable standard
Determine whether the project can be designed, specified, procured, and delivered in accordance with the applicable OPSS.MUNI road construction standard.
If yes, the municipality is expected to use the applicable OPSS.MUNI road construction standard, and no further steps are required. 
If no, proceed to step 5.


Step 5: Determine the basis for an exemption
Where a departure from an applicable OPSS.MUNI road construction standard is proposed, consider whether there are circumstances that support consideration of an exemption.
Examples of circumstances that may support consideration of an exemption are described in Section 2.2.
Step 6: Submit an exemption request
Where a departure from an applicable OPSS.MUNI road construction standard is proposed, the municipality should submit an exemption request in accordance with the process described in this guide.
Municipalities should only pursue an exemption where they propose to depart from an applicable standard and can demonstrate circumstances that support consideration of an exemption.





4. [bookmark: _Toc244787509]Submitting an Exemption Request
4.1 [bookmark: _Toc244787510]Process Overview
Municipalities seeking an exemption from an applicable OPSS.MUNI road construction standard must submit a complete exemption request to the ministry for review.
The exemption process generally includes the following steps:
1. Submission: The municipality submits an exemption request and supporting documentation.
2. Completeness check: The Municipal Standards Harmonization Office (MSHO) reviews the submission to confirm that all required information and documentation have been provided.
3. Evaluation: Requests are evaluated against the approved and applicable evaluation criteria.
4. Decision: The Ministry of Transportation’s Chief Engineer considers the submission and makes a decision on the exemption request.
5. Copy of decision: The municipality receives written notification of the decision and the reasons for it.
6. Reconsideration, if applicable: A municipality may request reconsideration of an eligible decision.
More information about each stage of the process is provided in the sections that follow.
4.2 [bookmark: _Toc244787511]How to Submit
Exemption requests must be submitted through the Exemptions Page on the ministry’s Municipal Technical Consultation Portal using the prescribed online exemption request form.
The form identifies the information required to support the ministry’s review and evaluation. Municipalities are responsible for ensuring that their submission is complete and that all required supporting documentation is provided at the time of submission.

4.3 [bookmark: _Toc244787512]Submission Requirements
An exemption request must include the information and documentation required by the prescribed exemption request form. This includes, at a minimum:
· the applicable OPSS.MUNI road construction standard(s) from which the exemption is being requested (to a maximum of five in a single submission);
· the project(s) (to a maximum of 10 in a single submission) to which the requested exemption would apply;
· a clear description of the proposed alternative and the municipality’s rationale for requesting it, and the circumstances that support consideration of the exemption;
· identification of the applicable priority criterion;
· information addressing all applicable evaluation criteria, including mandatory core criteria and any selected supplementary criteria; and
· supporting documentation to allow the ministry to evaluate the request.
Once MSHO determines that a submission meets the submission requirements, the request will proceed to evaluation.
Additional information may be requested from the municipality at any stage of the evaluation. Requests for additional information are solely at the ministry’s discretion and do not relieve the municipality of its obligation to submit a complete and fully substantiated application in the first instance, nor does it create any obligation on the ministry to identify deficiencies or provide opportunities to supplement an incomplete submission.
Municipalities are not limited in the number of exemption requests that may be submitted for a project or in the number of mandatory standards from which relief may be sought. Where relief is sought from additional standards, municipalities may submit additional exemption requests as warranted.
4.4 [bookmark: _Toc244787513]Documentation Requirements
Supporting documentation is required to substantiate the information provided in an exemption request and allow the ministry to evaluate the request against the applicable criteria.
The type and amount of documentation required will depend on the nature of the exemption being requested and the criteria that apply. Documentation should demonstrate the basis for statements or conclusions made in the submission and provide sufficient information for the ministry to assess the proposed alternative.
The table immediately below offers a non-exhaustive list of examples of documentation that may support each evaluation criterion. The examples are intended to provide guidance and do not prescribe the documentation required for every request. Municipalities are responsible for determining and providing sufficient documentation to support the ministry’s evaluation of their specific exemption request. 
	Criterion
	Sample Supporting Documentation

	Capital Cost Impact
	· Supplier quotes/ invoices
· Council approved budgets
· Delivery Charges (DC) study / funding documents
· Funding agreements

	Project Schedule and Delivery Impacts
	· Funding agreements
· Mutual servicing agreements
· Project schedules

	Road User and Worker Safety Impacts
	· Safety training / bulletins
· Collective bargaining agreement
· Risk or safety assessments

	Asset Management Considerations
	· Public Services Accounting Board (PSAB) or asset management related plans
· Maintenance plans
· Servicing agreements

	Durability and Performance
	· Testing reports
· Traffic studies

	Environmental and Sustainability Impacts
	· Environmental Assessments (EAs) or impact assessments
· Specific studies

	Innovation and Value-Added Improvements
	· Technical documents
· Independent studies

	Lifecycle Costs
	· PSAB or asset management related plans
· Testing reports

	Material Availability and Supply Reliability
	· Independent reports
· Specific notices

	Unique Site Conditions
	· Soils reports
· Traffic studies


The ministry will develop additional submission guidance and a checklist to assist municipalities in preparing exemption requests. These materials will include a non-exhaustive list of examples of documentation that may support each evaluation criterion, such as technical analyses, engineering reports or studies, cost estimates or comparisons, testing or performance data, environmental analyses, or other relevant project documentation.

4.4.1 [bookmark: _Toc244787514]What We Do Not Need
Municipalities should provide documentation that is relevant and proportionate to the exemption request. Excessive documentation that is unrelated to the evaluation criteria may increase review complexity without improving the quality of the submission.
Municipalities do not need to provide general background material or other documentation that does not directly support the exemption request or the applicable evaluation criteria.
4.5 [bookmark: _Toc244787515]Incomplete Submissions
MSHO will review each submission to determine whether the information and documentation required for evaluation have been provided.
A submission that does not meet the submission requirements will not proceed to evaluation. The municipality will be notified that the submission is incomplete, and the file will be closed.
A submission may be considered incomplete where required information or documentation is partial or missing. Examples may include:
· failure to sufficiently describe the proposed alternative;
· failure to provide information addressing the required evaluation criteria; or
· failure to provide appropriate supporting documentation necessary for the ministry to evaluate the request.
The municipality may submit a new exemption request after addressing the identified deficiencies. A resubmitted request will be treated as a new submission and will be subject to the same completeness check.
4.6 [bookmark: _Toc244787516]Processing Times
The ministry’s 45-business-day service standard for processing and reviewing an exemption request begins when MSHO receives notification of a new submission, and it ends when the ministry’s Chief Engineer makes the decision. The service standard may be paused where additional information is required from the municipality during the evaluation.

5. [bookmark: _Toc244787517]Governance and Decision-Making
5.1 [bookmark: _Toc244787518]Governance Overview
All exemption requests proceed through a standardized governance review process established under the Municipal Road Standards Harmonization framework. This process supports consistent review, evaluation and decision-making across all exemption requests.
The Municipal Standards Harmonization Office (MSHO) coordinates exemption requests from intake through the review and evaluation process to the notice of decision. Specialty Committees (SCs) may provide technical advice where specialized expertise is required. The Compliance and Reporting Committee (CRC) evaluates requests against the applicable evaluation criteria, and a recommendation is developed for consideration by the ministry's Chief Engineer.
The ministry’s Chief Engineer is the final decision-maker for exemption requests under delegated authority.
5.2 [bookmark: _Toc244787519]Review and Evaluation Process
Once an exemption request has been determined to be complete, MSHO coordinates its review and evaluation.
Depending on the nature of the request, the process may include:
· Technical review, where required: One or more SCs may review the request and provide technical advice where specialized engineering, scientific, operational or other subject-matter expertise is required.
· CRC evaluation: The CRC considers the request against the approved and applicable evaluation criteria using the standardized evaluation methodology described in Section 6.3. This includes consideration of the municipality's submission and supporting documentation, applicable technical advice and other relevant information forming part of the record.
· Recommendation: Following evaluation, MSHO prepares a recommendation in accordance with the recommendation methodology (see section 6.5), which is validated by the CRC Chair before being provided to the ministry’s Chief Engineer for consideration.
Not every exemption request will require SC review. As described in Section 5.2.1 below, MSHO determines whether specialized technical advice is required based on the nature of the exemption request and the evidence needed to evaluate it.
Please see Appendix A for a flowchart of the process.
5.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc244787520]Technical Review
Some exemption requests require specialized technical advice to support evaluation against the applicable criteria. MSHO will assess whether technical review by one or more SCs is required before a submission proceeds to CRC evaluation. 
Technical review may be required where evaluation of the proposed alternative involves engineering, scientific, operational or other specialized subject-matter considerations, including but not limited to performance, safety, durability, environmental conditions, material suitability, innovation or site-specific constraints.
Requests that can be evaluated primarily using financial, scheduling, material availability, administrative, precedent-based or other non-technical evidence may proceed without SC review.
Where technical advice is obtained, it forms part of the record considered in evaluating the exemption request. The need for technical review does not itself indicate whether a request is likely to be approved or denied.
5.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc244787521]Use of Previous Decisions
Previous exemption decisions may be considered where they are relevant to the circumstances of a request. This supports consistency in the consideration of similar requests and may inform whether additional technical review is required. 
Previous decisions are informative, but do not determine the outcome of a new request, nor limit the Chief Engineer’s decision-making discretion. Each exemption request is evaluated on its own merits based on the applicable criteria and the information and supporting documentation forming part of the record.
A previous approval or denial in similar circumstances does not guarantee the same outcome for another request. Previous exemption decisions do not create precedent or an entitlement to approval.

5.3 [bookmark: _Toc244787522]Decision Making Authority
The ministry’s Chief Engineer is the final decision-maker for exemption requests under delegated authority.
In making a decision, the Chief Engineer considers the complete record, including the municipality's submission and supporting documentation, any technical advice obtained, the evaluation results and the recommendation arising from the evaluation process, and any other information relevant to the request.
The Chief Engineer may:
· approve the exemption request;
· approve the exemption request with conditions; or
· deny the exemption request.
The standardized evaluation methodology supports consistent and evidence-based recommendations but does not replace the Chief Engineer's decision-making authority. Recommendations inform, but do not bind, the Chief Engineer, who retains full discretion in reaching a final decision. 



6. [bookmark: _Toc244787523]How Requests Are Evaluated
6.1 [bookmark: _Toc244787524]Overview
Where an exemption request proceeds to evaluation, it is assessed on its individual merits against established evaluation criteria and using a standardized scoring methodology. The evaluation considers the municipality's submission and supporting documentation, any technical advice obtained from Specialty Committees (SCs), and other relevant information forming part of the record. 
The evaluation methodology includes:
· core and supplementary evaluation criteria;
· selection of a priority criterion;
· weighting of the applicable criteria;
· a standardized scoring rubric;
· an overall weighted score;
· recommendation bands; and
· recommendation rules.
These components work together to support consistent, transparent and evidence-based evaluation of exemption requests.
6.2 [bookmark: _Toc244787525]Evaluation Criteria
Every exemption request is evaluated against three core criteria. A municipality may also select up to two supplementary criteria where they are relevant to the circumstances and rationale for the request.
6.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc244787526]Core Criteria
Three core criteria apply to every exemption request, regardless of the reason for seeking the exemption. 
	Criterion
	Definition

	Capital Cost Impact
	Assesses the direct capital cost of the alternative relative to the standard, determining whether it results in a cost premium, neutrality or savings.

	Project Schedule and Delivery Impacts
	Measures the impact of the alternative on project schedules, including potential delays or improvements.

	Road User and Worker Safety Impacts
	Assesses whether the alternative introduces risks, maintains current protection levels or improves safety for road users and workers.


6.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc244787527]Supplementary Criteria
A municipality may select up to two of the following supplementary criteria to be included in the ministry’s evaluation where they are relevant to the request.
	Criterion
	Definition

	Asset Management Considerations
	Assesses whether the alternative supports the municipality's asset management objectives and maintenance practices, is compatible with existing infrastructure, and can be implemented and sustained within municipal budgetary constraints and broader fiscal pressures.

	Durability and Performance
	Evaluates the expected performance and resilience of the alternative under operational and environmental conditions compared with the standard.

	Environmental and Sustainability Impacts
	Measures the environmental effects of the proposed alternative, including emissions, resource use and ecological impacts across the asset's lifecycle.

	Innovation and Value-Added Improvements
	Evaluates the extent to which the alternative introduces new methods or technologies that enhance performance or efficiency.

	Lifecycle Costs
	Measures long-term ownership costs, including maintenance, rehabilitation and replacement over the asset's service life.

	Material Availability and Supply Reliability
	Considers availability and supply-chain reliability of required materials within Ontario.

	Unique Site Conditions
	Assesses whether the proposed alternative performs effectively under local site conditions, including the range of environmental, climatic and geological conditions across Ontario.


Supplementary criteria provide flexibility to account for project-specific or municipality-specific circumstances that may not be fully captured by the core criteria.
Where a supplementary criterion is selected, the municipality must provide sufficient information and supporting documentation to allow the ministry to evaluate the request against that criterion.



6.2.3 [bookmark: _Toc244787528]Selecting a Priority Criterion
The municipality must identify one criterion as the priority criterion for its exemption request. The priority criterion may be one of the core criteria or a selected supplementary criterion and should represent the primary basis for requesting the exemption. 
The priority criterion is assigned a weight of 40 percent in the ministry’s evaluation. The remaining 60 percent is distributed equally among the other applicable criteria.
	Number of Criteria Evaluated
	Weighting

	3 criteria: all core, no supplementary
	40% priority / 30% / 30%

	4 criteria: three core + one supplementary
	40% priority / 20% / 20% / 20%

	5 criteria: three core + two supplementary
	40% priority / 15% / 15% / 15% / 15%


The submission should demonstrate a clear relationship between the rationale for the exemption request and the selected priority criterion. Where the selected priority criterion is not supported by the substance of the request, the ministry may reassess the priority designation as part of its evaluation.
6.2.4 [bookmark: _Toc244787529]Capital Cost Impact as Priority Criterion
Where a municipality selects Capital Cost Impact as the priority criterion, Lifecycle Costs would automatically be included as a supplementary criterion and evaluated as part of the request. This ensures that requests focused primarily on upfront capital costs are also assessed against longer-term maintenance, rehabilitation, replacement, and ownership cost considerations. In this instance, the municipality would still be able to select one other supplementary criterion for the maximum five criteria. 
Capital Cost Impact would receive a 40% weighting, with the remaining 60% distributed equally among the other criteria.




6.3 [bookmark: _Toc244787530]Scoring Rubric
The Compliance and Reporting Committee (CRC) evaluates each applicable criterion and assigns a score from one to three (1 to 3) using the rubric below. The score reflects the CRC’s assessment of the proposed alternative based on the information and documentation forming part of the record. The scoring rubric is applied to the circumstances and evidence associated with each request.





















Core Criteria
	Criterion
	Score = 1
	Score = 2
	Score = 3

	Capital Cost Impact
	More expensive than standard
	Same cost as standard
	Cheaper than standard

	Project Schedule and Delivery Impacts
	Causes delays
	Neutral impact
	Improves timelines

	Road User and Worker Safety Impacts
	Introduces risk/ reduces safety
	No material change
	Improves safety



Supplementary Criteria
	Criterion
	Score = 1
	Score = 2
	Score = 3

	Asset Management Considerations
	Inconsistent with objectives or existing infrastructure
	Generally compatible 
	Supports objectives, maintenance practices, and infrastructure compatibility 

	Durability and Performance
	Lower than standard
	Comparable to standard
	Higher than standard

	Environmental and Sustainability Impacts
	Negative environmental impacts
	Neutral impact
	Positive environmental benefits

	Innovation and Value-Added Improvements
	No innovative merit
	Moderate innovation
	High-value innovation

	Lifecycle Costs
	Higher lifecycle cost
	No impacts to lifecycle costs
	Lower lifecycle cost

	Material Availability and Supply Reliability
	Limited availability
	Available
	Widely available 

	Unique Site Conditions 
	Local site conditions not addressed
	Partially addresses local conditions
	Fully addresses local site conditions



6.4 [bookmark: _Toc244787531]Calculating the Overall Score
Every exemption request receives an overall submission score out of three (3).
The score assigned to each criterion is multiplied by the weight assigned to that criterion. The weighted results are then added together to determine the overall submission score:
	Overall submission score = sum (individual criterion score × its assigned weight)

	Calculations are completed by MSHO following the CRC’s evaluation. 

	Examples

	Only the three core criteria are being evaluated, and the priority criterion receives a score of 3…
· Priority criterion: 3 × .40 = 1.20
…and the other two criteria receive scores of 2 and 3, respectively…
· Second criterion: 2 × 30% = 0.60
· Third criterion: 3 × 30% = 0.90
…then: 
· 1.20 + 0.60 + 0.90
	Four criteria (three core and one supplementary) are being evaluated, and the priority criterion receives a score of 3…
· Priority criterion: 3 × .40 = 1.20
…and the other three criteria receive scores of 2, 3, and 2, respectively…
· Second criterion: 2 × 20% = 0.40
· Third criterion: 3 × 20% = 0.60
· Fourth criterion: 2 × 20% = 0.40
…then:
· 1.20 + 0.40 + 0.60 + 0.40

	Overall submission score = 2.70
	Overall submission score = 2.60


6.5 [bookmark: _Toc244787532]Guided Recommendations
Following completion of the CRC evaluation, MSHO applies a structured approach to interpret evaluation results and develop a recommendation for consideration by the ministry’s Chief Engineer. 
Recommendation bands place the overall results of an exemption request within a defined tier, while recommendation rules provide an additional layer of analysis by identifying key evaluation considerations that influence recommendation development. Together, these tools support a consistent and transparent approach to translating evaluation results into recommendations.
Recommendations are reviewed and validated by the Chair of the CRC before being presented to the ministry’s Chief Engineer. 
6.5.1 [bookmark: _Toc244787533]Recommendation Bands
The overall submission score places the exemption request within one of four bands that guide recommendations.
	Overall Score
	Recommendation Guidance

	2.70 to 3.00
	Strongly supports approval

	2.40 to 2.69
	Generally, supports approval, with option to include conditions

	2.00 to 2.39
	Mixed considerations: evaluation demonstrates marginal benefits from the proposed alternative. Approval or denial depends on the unique circumstances of the request.

	1.99 or below
	Generally, supports denial


Recommendation bands provide structure for interpreting the CRC’s evaluation. They operate together with the recommendation rules below. Where a recommendation rule is triggered, the rule supersedes the guidance associated with the overall recommendation band.
Recommendation bands are not intended to prescribe outcomes or limit the Chief Engineer’s decision-making discretion.
6.5.2 [bookmark: _Toc244787534]Recommendation Rules
Recommendation rules are intended to ensure that key evaluation considerations are appropriately reflected in the recommendation. Where a recommendation rule is triggered, it takes precedence over the guidance associated with the overall recommendation band.
Recommendation rules are advisory only and not intended to prescribe outcomes or limit the Chief Engineer’s decision-making discretion. 


Rule 1: Cost-Benefit Balance
Where Capital Cost Impact receives a score of 1 because the proposed alternative is more expensive than the standard, the overall submission score must be at least 2.40 for the request to be recommended for approval.
This allows higher-cost alternatives to be considered where the request demonstrates sufficient benefits in other areas.
Rule 2: Schedule Impacts
Where Project Schedule and Delivery Impacts receives a score of 1 because the proposed alternative would cause delays, the overall weighted submission score must be at least 2.40 for the request to be recommended for approval.
This allows schedule impacts to be considered where they are supported by sufficient benefits in other areas.
Rule 3: Minimum Safety Requirement
Road User and Worker Safety Impacts must receive a score of at least 2.0 for an exemption request to be recommended for approval, regardless of the overall weighted submission score.
An alternative that would reduce road user or worker safety cannot be offset by stronger performance against other evaluation criteria.
Rule 3 would apply to all exemption requests.
Rule 4: Core Criteria Requirement
Where one or more supplementary criteria are included in the evaluation, the three core criteria must collectively achieve a core-only weighted score of at least 2.0 for the request to be recommended for approval.
This ensures that strong results against supplementary criteria do not offset significant deficiencies in the core criteria.
Where a request includes one or more supplementary criteria, this rule requires the calculation of a core criteria score. The core criteria score is calculated by adding the weighted scores for the three core criteria and dividing that total by the combined weight assigned to the core criteria:
	Core criteria score = sum of the weighted core criterion scores ÷ sum of the core criterion weights


For example, in a submission where each of the three core criteria has a weight of 20% and receive scores of 3, 3, and 1:
· Capital Cost Impact: 3 × 20% = 0.60
· Road User and Worker Safety Impacts: 3 × 20% = 0.60
· Project Schedule and Delivery Impacts: 1 × 20% = 0.20
· Total weighted core score = 1.40
· Combined core weight = 60%
· Core criteria score = 1.40 ÷ 0.60 = 2.33
The request therefore satisfies the minimum core criteria score of 2.0.
6.6 [bookmark: _Toc244787535]Requests for Additional Information 
During the evaluation, the ministry may determine that additional information or clarification is needed to complete its assessment.
Where additional information is required, the ministry will identify the information being requested and provide the municipality with an opportunity to respond. The municipality is responsible for providing the requested information.
The 45-business-day service standard pauses while the ministry is awaiting requested information from the municipality and resumes once the information required to continue the evaluation has been received. 
If the ministry intends to consider other relevant information that was not provided as part of the municipality's submission and that may affect the outcome of the request, the municipality will be advised and provided an opportunity to respond before a decision is made.
Requests for additional information are solely at the ministry’s discretion and do not relieve the municipality of its obligation to submit a complete and fully substantiated application in the first instance, nor does it create any obligation on the ministry to identify deficiencies or provide opportunities to supplement an incomplete submission.



6.7 [bookmark: _Toc244787536]Evaluation Results and Final Decision 
Following evaluation, the individual criterion scores, any technical advice received, overall submission score, applicable recommendation band and any triggered recommendation rules are documented as part of the evaluation record. MSHO prepares a recommendation and it is validated by the Chair of the CRC before being presented to the ministry’s Chief Engineer for consideration and decision.
The Chief Engineer is the final decision-maker and may approve the exemption request, approve it with conditions, or deny it. 
The scoring methodology and recommendation support the decision-making process but do not replace the Chief Engineer's decision-making authority. 
Municipalities will receive a written copy of the decision that includes the overall score, the score assigned to each evaluation criterion, and reasons or rationale explaining the basis for the evaluation and decision.


7. [bookmark: _Toc244787537]Service Standards
7.1 [bookmark: _Toc244787538]Standard Processing Timeline
The ministry's service standard to process and reach a decision on a complete exemption request is 45 business days.
The 45-business-day service standard begins once the Municipal Standards Harmonization Office receives notification of a new submission, and it ends when the ministry’s Chief Engineer makes the decision. 
The service standard represents the ministry's target for processing and decision-making. The amount of time required at individual stages of the process may vary depending on the nature and complexity of the request, including whether technical review is required.
7.2 [bookmark: _Toc244787539]Requests for Additional Information
During evaluation, the ministry may request additional information or clarification from the municipality where it is required to complete the assessment.
Where additional information is requested, the 45-business-day service standard pauses while the ministry is awaiting the requested information. The service standard resumes once the information required to continue the evaluation has been received.
Municipalities should respond to requests for additional information as promptly as possible to avoid delays in processing their exemption request.
Requests for additional information are solely at the ministry’s discretion and do not relieve the municipality of its obligation to submit a complete and fully substantiated application in the first instance, nor does it create any obligation on the ministry to identify deficiencies or provide opportunities to supplement an incomplete submission. 
7.3 [bookmark: _Toc244787540]Copy of Decision
Following the Chief Engineer's decision, the ministry will provide the municipality with a written copy of the decision within 10 business days.
The written decision will identify the outcome of the request and provide the municipality with the results and rationale for the decision.
7.4 [bookmark: _Toc244787541]Committee Cycles
Some stages of the exemption process are coordinated with established committee meeting cycles. Municipalities should consider these schedules when planning an exemption submission.
Submission or meeting deadlines associated with committee review do not change the ministry's overall 45-business-day service standard for processing an exemption request. Where a request requires Specialty Committee review, MSHO will coordinate the request with the appropriate committee as part of the evaluation process.
Current committee schedules and applicable submission deadlines are provided on the Municipal Technical Consultation Portal.
Municipalities are encouraged to submit exemption requests as early as reasonably possible where the requested exemption may affect project planning, procurement or construction schedules.





8. [bookmark: _Toc244787542]Reconsideration Requests
The ministry’s procedures for managing a municipality’s request for reconsideration are being developed. In the meantime, municipalities may submit a written reconsideration request within 10 business days of receiving the decision, consistent with section 4(6) of O. Reg. 283/26.
9. [bookmark: _Toc244787543]Emergency and Critical Requests
The ministry’s operating procedures for managing emergency and critical exemption requests are being developed. 
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[bookmark: _Appendix_A_–][bookmark: _Toc244787544]Appendix A – Municipal Standards Harmonization Exemptions Governance and Decision-Making Flowchart

[image: Flowchart titled “Appendix A – Municipal Standards Harmonization Exemptions Governance and Decision-Making Flowchart.” The diagram is organized into six horizontal swim lanes: Municipality, Municipal Standards Harmonization Office, Specialty Committees (SC), Compliance & Reporting Committee (CRC), Compliance & Reporting Committee Chair, and MTO Chief Engineer.
The process begins with the municipality submitting an exemption request through the Municipal Technical Consultation Portal. The Municipal Standards Harmonization Office conducts a completeness check and may request additional technical information. Relevant Specialty Committees review technical submissions and provide advice to the CRC. The CRC evaluates submissions against established scoring criteria. The Municipal Standards Harmonization Office completes final calculations, checks recommendations against rules, and prepares a recommendation package. The Compliance & Reporting Committee Chair validates and finalizes calculations and reviews recommendations for the Chief Engineer. The MTO Chief Engineer approves, approves with conditions, or denies the exemption request. The Municipal Standards Harmonization Office then issues a copy of the decision to the municipality with rationale. The municipality may accept the decision or request reconsideration.
]

[bookmark: _Toc244787545]Appendix B – Evaluation Examples
[bookmark: _Toc244787546]Example 1:
· Assume the following: 
	Criterion
	Score 
	Weight 
	Calculation

	Capital Cost Impact (Priority)
	3
	40%
	3 × 0.40 = 1.20

	Road User and Worker Safety Impacts
	2
	30%
	2 × 0.30 = 0.60

	Project Schedule and Delivery Impacts
	3
	30%
	3 × 0.30 = 0.90



	Calculations

	∑ (Criterion Score x Criterion Weight)
1.20 + 0.60 + 0.90
	Overall Weighted Score

	
	2.70


Recommendation band: 2.70 to 3.00 – strongly supports approval 
Recommendation rule check: 
· Rule 1 (Cost-Benefit Balance): Not triggered 
· Rule 2 (Schedule Impacts): Not triggered 
· Rule 3 (Minimum Safety Requirement): PASSED (Safety score = 2) 
· Rule 4 (Core Criteria Requirement): Not applicable (core-only evaluation) 
Recommendation: Approve. 



[bookmark: _Toc244787547]Example 2:
· Assume the following: 
	Criterion
	Score 
	Weight 
	Calculation

	Unique Site Conditions (Priority)
	3
	40%
	3 × 0.40 = 1.20

	Capital Cost Impact
	1
	20%
	1 × 0.20 = 0.20

	Road User and Worker Safety Impacts
	3
	20%
	3 × 0.20 = 0.60

	Project Schedule and Delivery Impacts
	3
	20%
	3 × 0.20 = 0.60



	Calculations

	∑ (Criterion Score x Criterion Weight)
1.20 + 0.20 + 0.60 + 0.60 = 
	Overall Weighted Score

	
	2.60

	

(1×0.20) + (3×0.20) + (3×0.20) / 0.60 = 1.40 / 0.60 =
	Core Criteria Score

	
	2.33


Recommendation band: 2.40 to 2.69 – generally supports approval, with option to include conditions
Recommendation rule check:
· Rule 1 (Cost-Benefit Balance): Triggered (Cost score = 1) 
· Overall score = 2.60 ≥ 2.40 → PASSED
· Rule 2 (Schedule Impacts): Not triggered 
· Rule 3 (Minimum Safety Requirement): PASSED (Safety score = 3) 
· Rule 4 (Core Criteria Requirement): PASSED (Core Criteria Score = 2.33) 
Recommendation: Approve, with option to include conditions at the discretion of the Chief Engineer


[bookmark: _Toc244787548]Example 3:
· Assume the following: 
	Criterion
	Score 
	Weight 
	Calculation

	Environmental and Sustainability Impacts (Priority)
	3
	40%
	3 × 0.40 = 1.20

	Capital Cost Impact
	2
	15%
	2 × 0.15 = 0.30

	Road User and Worker Safety Impacts
	2
	15%
	2 × 0.15 = 0.30

	Project Schedule and Delivery Impacts
	1
	15%
	1 × 0.15 = 0.15

	Innovation and Value-Added Improvements
	3
	15%
	3 × 0.15 = 0.45



	Calculations

	∑ (Criterion Score x Criterion Weight)
1.20 + 0.30 + 0.30 + 0.15 + 0.45 =
	Overall Weighted Score

	
	2.40

	

(2×0.15) + (2×0.15) + (1×0.15) / 0.45 = 0.75 / 0.45 =
	Core Criteria Score

	
	1.67


Recommendation band: 2.40 to 2.69 – generally supports approval, with option to include conditions 

Recommendation rule check:
· Rule 1 (Cost-Benefit Balance): Not triggered 
· Rule 2 (Schedule Impacts): Triggered (Schedule score = 1) 
· Overall score = 2.40 ≥ 2.40 → PASSED
· Rule 3 (Minimum Safety Requirement): PASSED (Safety score = 2) 
· Rule 4 (Core Criteria Requirement): FAILED (Core Criteria Score = 1.67) 
Recommendation: Deny. Although the submission achieves an overall weighted score that generally supports approval, it fails the Core Criteria Requirement. The proposal performs well against the priority criterion and supplementary criterion, but the core criteria do not collectively achieve the minimum core-only weighted score of 2.0. As a result, the supplementary criteria cannot offset deficiencies in the core criteria, and the request should be denied.
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