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Questions:
Provincial and Territorial Stream: 
1. Are there Provincial and Territorial programs for municipal infrastructure that have been successful in your province/territory? If so, could federal funding flow through these provincial and territorial programs? 
1. What guardrails should be in place to ensure that the Provincial and Territorial stream funds are spent on municipal infrastructure (e.g., guaranteed rural and municipal carveouts, prioritizing housing-enabling projects regardless of the development charge regime in a particular jurisdiction, making municipalities whole for development charge reductions)?  What asset classes should be prioritized? 
 
Direct delivery stream: 
1. How can the federal government support your access to private financing in your local projects, through the Canada Infrastructure Bank, or otherwise? What provincial/territorial barriers (e.g. debt limits) would impede your access to private financing?
1. Are there any program design conditions you would like to suggest for the BCSF Direct Delivery program (e.g. priority asset classes, existing direct delivery funding mechanisms?)
 
Canada Public Transit Fund (CPTF) design:  
1. Do you have a metro regional agreement (MRA) stream application that is near completion and prefer to go ahead with that negotiation, rather than a streamlining of the MRA stream? 
1. If the government goes ahead with streamlining the CPTF, what conditions are needed to ensure the new program design is successful (e.g. making the MRA stream allocation-based, maintaining dedicated funding for system expansion)?   

Provincial/Territorial Stream: Using existing provincial programs
Current Situation (NS Lens) and Our Perspective 
• Municipalities in Nova Scotia generally rely on a limited number of broad provincial capital programs for water/wastewater, local roads, and community facilities. These programs are well-established access points for both larger and smaller communities.
• For smaller and rural municipalities in particular, channelling PT Stream dollars through these existing programs, with clear additional federal conditions, is likely to be less administratively burdensome than asking them to learn and navigate an entirely new BCSF/PT vehicle.
• Where these provincial programs already work reasonably well, it would make sense to use them as the main delivery channels for the PT Stream, with added federal conditions, instead of building completely new delivery mechanisms.
• We would recommend that, where federal funds flow through provincial programs, those programs should have established municipal eligibility and allocation mechanisms, not merely provincial discretion over project selection. 
• Provinces/territories should be asked to consult their provincial and municipal associations before repurposing or consolidating existing programs to accommodate the PT Stream.

Key Concerns
• Access to the PT Stream will require provincial/territorial cost-matching and will be contingent on commitments to reduce municipal development charges. This raises concerns about how these conditions will apply to municipalities that don't use DCs or rely on them minimally.
• Without guardrails, there is a real risk that municipal projects will be crowded out by provincial priorities (hospitals, highways, energy, post-secondary) within a single PT envelope.
• This crowding-out risk is especially serious for smaller and rural communities, which already struggle with matching requirements and limited staff capacity.
• The definition of ‘rural’ should be considered, or perhaps a new category called ‘ultra-rural’  be added. In 2021, approximately 40% of Nova Scotian municipalities had a population less than 5,000, so the capacity of a town of 10,000 looks different than the town of 1100.

Suggested guardrails
• Reserve a meaningful share of the PT Stream (e.g. at least 70%) for municipal-led projects, with an explicit minimum for rural and smaller communities.
• A dedicated portion should be allocated to municipalities below a population threshold (e.g., 10,000), with simplified application requirements.
• Within the municipal share, core housing-enabling infrastructure (water, wastewater, stormwater, local roads in designated growth areas) should be the first priority.
• Municipalities with no DC regime or very limited DC use should be able to meet housing-enabling conditions in other ways (e.g., zoning changes, fast-tracking approvals) rather than being asked to reduce a tool they don’t really use.
• Provinces should be required to consult formally with provincial and municipal associations before finalizing PT Stream allocation decisions.
• Require annual public reporting by province/territory on PT Stream allocations, showing the split between municipal and provincial projects and the distribution by community size and region. This transparency will be important for monitoring whether municipal and rural needs are being met.

Priority Asset Classes (What Should Be Prioritized)
• Core municipal infrastructure should be at the top of the list: water and wastewater systems, stormwater management, local roads and bridges, public transit, and recreation/community facilities. These represent the largest share of the municipal infrastructure deficit and are essential to housing delivery. 
• Rehabilitation and renewal of existing infrastructure should be explicitly eligible, not just new construction. Many Nova Scotia communities, especially rural ones, are dealing with aging systems and limited growth, so their main need is often to maintain and modernize existing assets, not only expand capacity.
• It would be helpful to have separate sub-allocations for municipal infrastructure versus provincial/institutional priorities (highways, post-secondary, health) to prevent direct competition and crowding-out.

Direct Delivery Stream
Private Financing (Limits and Concerns)
• For many Nova Scotia municipalities, particularly smaller and rural ones, private financing (e.g., via the Canada Infrastructure Bank) may not be realistic given typical project scales and capacity constraints. 
• Typical municipal projects in smaller communities may not meet the scale thresholds or generate revenue streams that attract private investment.
• Many municipalities lack the administrative capacity to structure complex financing arrangements. 
• Even larger municipalities may find that private-finance requirements add unjustified complexity for some project types, especially climate adaptation, which delivers public benefits but no direct revenue stream.
• Municipalities also operate under provincial borrowing and fiscal rules (debt limits, balanced-budget requirements, treatment of long-term contracts), which can limit the types of private-finance arrangements they can use. In some cases, alternative financing arrangements or loan guarantees may count against these caps, limiting a community's borrowing room for other essential needs.
• The Direct Delivery Stream has significant potential to support climate adaptation, building retrofits, and community infrastructure, but only if design choices ensure accessibility for municipalities of all sizes.

Suggested guardrails
• Private financing should apply only to large-scale projects above a defined threshold (e.g., $20M). Climate adaptation, community infrastructure, and building retrofits below that threshold should be eligible without demonstrating private financing efforts.
• Create a dedicated climate adaptation pathway with simplified requirements, no private financing expectation, and accessibility for all community types.
• Explicitly include municipal recreation and community facilities in eligible asset classes, with lifecycle renewal (not just energy retrofits) eligible.
• Consider reduced or waived matching requirements for smaller municipalities and for climate adaptation projects, where revenue-raising options are limited.
• The federal government should work with provinces to ensure that federally-encouraged private financing tools (e.g., CIB loans required for Direct Delivery eligibility) are excluded from provincial statutory debt limit calculations, or at minimum, that this interaction is clearly understood before private financing is made a program requirement.
• Model application processes on proven programs like DMAF and the Green Municipal Fund, rather than creating entirely new, complex intake systems.
• Administrative simplicity is essential. Smaller municipalities often cannot navigate complex applications or private financing negotiations, and program design should account for this reality.
