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Executive Summary

The Infrastructure Gap refers to the difference between the current investment in infrastructure,
and what is necessary to meet the maintenance of existing infrastructure requirements. The
infrastructure gap in Canadian rural communities is more pronounced compared to their urban
counterparts, due to historical circumstances and the particular challenges inherent to rural areas.
Rural communities share common issues of low populations and low population density, high
remoteness, extreme climatic conditions, and a lack of good quality data. However, rural
communities across Canada are extremely diverse in terms of skills and resources. Similar to urban
areas, rural communities rely on senior government funding for infrastructure procurement. While
more funding may begin to address the infrastructure gap, money alone will not be sufficient. New
policies are needed which recognize the particular challenges rural communities face.

This research aims to provide an overview of the ways in which rural communities currently
fund infrastructure projects, and review senior government funding policies in Canada, the United
States, and the European Union. Local infrastructure projects are typically funded through a mix of
internal sources, including taxes and user fees, and external sources, including loans and grants from
senior government. External funding can be broken down further into unconditional transfers,
conditional project-specific grants, low interest loans, public-private partnerships and capacity-
building funding. Each funding program type has inherent advantages and disadvantages, and a
mix of programs are provided by senior governments for different purposes. Generally,
unconditional transfers and capacity-building programs better address local needs in rural areas
when compared to conditional grants, loans, and public-private partnerships. Though noted as
critical, external funding for post-project monitoring, and operations and maintenance is lacking. By
reviewing funding policy through a rural perspective, the hope is that some of the current policy
limitations can be addressed.

Opportunities for improving funding policy to address the rural infrastructure gap were
identified through this research. Long-term, stable, and predictable funding builds trust and social
capital between local communities and funding agencies. Long-term funding also requires long-term
planning, asset management and full cost accounting. To address the diversity and access local
expertise, flexible and adaptable policies should be created with authentic local engagement, and
enable local-decision making. Directing resources towards capacity-building allows communities to
gain the management and planning skills necessary for infrastructure procurement. Infrastructure
planning at multiple government levels would promote horizontal and vertical synergy, focusing
funding on priority areas. Finally, monitoring infrastructure projects and the funding programs
themselves enables data collection to provide a basis for future decisions. The implementation of
these recommendations can be made easier by the use of the best available technology. There is no
easy ‘fix’ to the infrastructure gap in rural communities, however, policy adjustments can make
progress in the right direction.



Introduction

Infrastructure supports the critical services that allow goods to be produced, goods and
people to move efficiently, and ensure a standard of living to attract and retain skilled workers
(Breen, 2015). Economic researchers consistently report that investments in public infrastructure
enhance economic productivity and societal development (Fox & Porca, 2001; The Canadian
Chamber of Commerce [CCC], 2013). Although there is no formal agreed upon definition of
infrastructure, similar to Breen (2015), infrastructure here will refer to the ‘built environment that
provides the foundation supporting the existence, development and survival of society’. More
specifically, physical infrastructure includes drinking water, wastewater, municipal roads and bridges,
community and social infrastructure, sports and recreation infrastructure owned and operated by
local governments (Breen, 2015).

In Canada, the vast stock of infrastructure was built in the 1950’s through to the 1970’s, and
was followed by a period of low investment from the 1980’s to 1990’s (CCC, 2013). As a result,
infrastructure in Canada is now close to the end of its service life (Federation of Canadian
Municipalities [FCM], 2012). In the early 2000’s the federal, provincial, and territorial governments
began reinvesting through various governmental transfer programs. However, the investment
remains lower than required to support the current and projected Canadian population (FCM, 2012).
The difference between the current investment, and what is needed to meet the require maintenance
of existing infrastructure is known as the Infrastructure gap (Breen, 2015). The estimated deficit in
Canada ranges from $50 billion to $570 billion, depending on the source (CCC, 2013).

Federal and provincial governments have been downloading the responsibility for
infrastructure to the municipal level (Association of Municipalities Ontario [AMO], 2015; Canadian
Rural Revitalization Foundation [CRRF], 2015). Municipalities now own more than 60% of the local
infrastructure (FCM, 2012; Fletcher & Mcarthur, 2010; CCC, 2013). Municipal governments receive
financial authority from the provinces and territories; and, provinces establish the standards for
service provision, determine revenue options, and limit borrowing capacity (British Columbia Ministry
of Community, Sport, and Cultural Development [CSCD], 2012; Lidstone, 2004). Municipalities fund
infrastructure investment through a mix of taxes, user fees, loans, and transfers from higher levels of
government (FCM, 2008). Municipalities are permitted to borrow for infrastructure capital

expenditures, but unlike higher levels of government, cannot borrow for general operating expenses
(FCM, 2001; Kitchen & Slack, 2003).

Municipalities in Canada are more limited in the available financing tools compared to other
countries in the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (Lidstone, 2004).
Internal tax revenue in Canadian municipalities is primarily from property taxes, which account for
90% of the revenue raised by taxes, compared to 70% in the United States (US), and less than 20%
in European Union (EU) member countries (Canadian Union of Public Employees [CUPE], 2015;
FCM, 2013). US and European municipalities use other forms of taxation, including income tax,
sales tax, and special earmarked taxes, to obtain revenue from non-resident beneficiaries of



municipal government service (FCM, 2001). The debt limitations in US and EU are not as strict, and
municipalities borrow more from financial institutions or government owned banks (FCM, 2001).
Additionally, US municipalities are also able to provide more tax incentives to attract private sector
investment (FCM, 2001)

The infrastructure gap in Canadian rural communities is more pronounced, due to the
particular challenges inherent in rural areas (Breen, 2015; Canadian Council of Ministers of the
Environment [CCME], 2006). The concept of rural is characterized by low population and low
density, and high distance to density (CRRF, 2015). Additionally, in Canada rural communities are
situated in geographic locations with more extreme terrain and climactic conditions. These factors
contribute to a higher per capita cost of infrastructure provision, and a lower tax base (CCME,
2006; FCM, 2012; Kitchen & Slack, 2003). Rural communities are often resource dependent, and
more vulnerable to economic ‘boom and bust’ cycles (AMO, 2015; Stedman, Parkins, & Beckley,
2004). Taxes, user fees, and borrowing capacity are not perceived to be enough to cover
infrastructure costs, creating a reliance of rural communities on grants from higher levels of
government (AMO, 2015; Infrastructure Funding Council, 2011).

The image of rural Canada as ‘rapidly depopulating resource bank for provincial, territorial,
and national economies, or as quaint relics of a less developed past’ is misleading (CRRF, 2015).
Rural communities are vital to Canada, providing significant economic activity and linked to primary
production of food, resource extraction, and energy generation (CRRF, 2015; FCM, 2006). Non-
metro Canada is the home of 31% of Canada’s population, 28% of employed Canadians and
responsible for approximately 30% of Canada’s GDP (CRRF, 2015). Rural and urban Canada are
inextricably linked, and rural community development benefits the nation as a whole (CRRF, 2015).
Infrastructure provides the basis for community development, and current development policy from
senior levels of government is not addressing the root causes of the infrastructure gap (CRRF, 2015).

A thriving rural Canada will require creative and innovative funding policy for rural infrastructure
investment (Breen, 2015; CRRF, 2015; FCM, 2016b).

This research aims to provide an overview of infrastructure funding programs from higher
levels of government, examining the program policies through a rural lens. The rural lens views
policy from the frame of communities with the challenges of lower population and higher remoteness
(CRRF, 2015). Rural communities in OECD countries whether in Canada, US, or EU members, rely
on external funding for infrastructure (OECD, 2006). Over 100 funding programs were examined at
the Provincial and National level in Canada, the national level in US, and EU-wide (see Appendix A).
Though other OECD countries have different regulatory contexts, this research does not examine the
advantages and disadvantages of all revenue raising powers (Lidstone, 2004). The research is by no
means a comprehensive analysis of every infrastructure policy financing mechanism, but rather an
introduction to how infrastructure is funded in rural communities.

The paper is divided into (1) a description of Infrastructure funding mechanisms, (2) a
description of external funding program policies, and (3) a discussion of the programs and policies
through a rural lens. Infrastructure funding mechanisms will describe the most common sources of
revenue used for infrastructure, both internally and externally. External funding program policies



outline the common methods of funding infrastructure through outside sources. The categories were
established based on common policies identified in reviewing funding programs (see Appendix A).
The particular strengths and weaknesses of the programs are discussed, and the program policies
are examined through the rural lens. Finally, the paper outlines concrete recommendations for
developing rural infrastructure funding policy.

Infrastructure Funding Mechanisms

Municipalities invest in capital infrastructure projects using four main methods: taxes, user fees,
loans, and grants (Kitchen & Slack, 2003). Taxes and user fees are internal sources of revenue, and
loans and transfers are external. Depending on the municipality’s authority and financial situation,
certain mechanisms may be used more than others.

Taxes

Municipalities may have the authority to tax goods and services to generate revenue.
Property taxes rely on assessments of property values, and are stable and predictable; however,
property taxes do not grow with a municipality’s economy (AMO, 2015; FCM, 2012; Kitchen &
Slack, 2003). Income and sales taxes increase when a municipality’s economy is doing well, but
fluctuate with the financial market (CUPE, 2013; Kitchen & Slack, 2003). Fuel taxes, hotel taxes, and
‘sin’ taxes (alcohol and tobacco) may also be used, but do not generate the same returns (CSCD,
2012; Kitchen & Slack, 2003). Taxes can be added to a general fund, or earmarked for specific
purposes (CSCD, 2012).

User Fees

User fees are the charges paid by users of the service public infrastructure provides. User fees
are appropriate for paying for general infrastructure operations and maintenance. Certain
infrastructure services lend themselves well to funding through user fees, where a defined user group
benefits and non-payers can be excluded (FCM, 2006, 2008; Kitchen, 2006). However, certain
infrastructure is non-excludable, and user fees are not possible (e.g. sidewalks). Using user fees to
cover the capital costs for large-scale, long-term projects violates intergenerational equity, as those
who are paying for the infrastructure will not be the ones using it (Infrastructure Funding Council,
2011; Kitchen, 2006). In addition, the user fees requires may be unreasonably high in certain areas
to cover the complete costs of operations and maintenance (Kitchen, 2006; Kitchen & Slack, 2003).



Loans

Municipal borrowing for infrastructure is reserved for capital projects only, and limited by
provincial legislation (Kitchen & Slack, 2003). Municipalities can issue municipal bonds to fund
specific capital projects (FCM, 2015; US Securities and Exchange Commission, 2009). Municipal
bonds can be backed by project specific user fees, or through general financing (FCM, 2015; US
Securities and Exchange Commission, 2009). Lenders may also provide other financial instruments,
including loan guarantees, and lines of credit (European Investment Bank, 2015).

Grants and Transfers

Grants and transfers are commonly provided from higher levels of government for funding
local infrastructure (FCM, 2008). Grant funding may be unconditional or conditional. Conditional
transfers are provided for a specific use, whereas unconditional grants are provided with ‘no strings
attached’ (FCM, 2008). Conditional grants may also require cost-sharing, where municipalities are
required to allocate a certain amount of funding towards the infrastructure project (FCM, 2008).

External Infrastructure Funding Program Policies

The programs here were delineated according to differences in the goal and the
administration of the funding. Policies for external infrastructure funding programs were broadly
categorized based on the common policies identified in the literature (see Appendix A): (1)
‘unconditional’ grants for equalization, (2) conditional project-specific grants, (3) revolving and low
interest loan programs, (4) public-private partnerships, and (5) capacity-building programs. It is
important to note that while funding programs were divided into five categories, funding programs
can be a mix of policies with differing objectives.

‘Unconditional’ Transfers for Equalization

‘Unconditional’ transfers, sometimes called block grants or lump-sum transfers, are used to
cover a fiscal imbalance and to ensure equitable service provision. Transfers are provided by higher
levels of government to ensure that adequate and comparable levels of service are provided for
reasonable and comparable taxes and user fees (FCM, 2008). A vertical fiscal imbalance results
from higher levels of government collecting more revenue compared to the services they provide. A
horizontal fiscal imbalance results from differing costs and revenues between municipalities; the need
and cost for certain services may be greater in one area compared to another (CSCD, 2012; FCM,
2008). To cover a vertical fiscal imbalance, funding is allocated to all municipalities; however to



cover a horizontal imbalance funding may only be allocated to communities under greater financial
stress (FCM, 2008).

Unconditional transfers are characterized by flexible funding provided to municipalities up-
front on a regular basis. The funding agency provides funding directly to municipalities for
infrastructure, and has no role in the selection or approval of specific projects (FCM, 2008;
Infrastructure Canada [INFC], 2015b). The allocation of funds tends to be through a population-
based formula, which may additionally consider expenditure needs (FCM, 2008; Muniscope, 2008).
The total amount of funding may be budgeted in advance, or depend on revenues raised (European
Commission [EC], 2015; INFC, 2015b). Unconditional transfer funding programs tend to be
implemented over longer term (around 10-20 years) (EC, 2015; INFC, 2015b).

Conditional Project-specific Grants

Conditional grants are allocated for specific projects, and for specific recipients (FCM, 2008;
Muniscope, 2008). Conditional grants encourage local governments to spend on a particular service
that they otherwise would not have invested in (CSCD, 2012; FCM, 2008; Slack, 2009). These
grants may be for the objective of providing services with benefits that spillover municipal
boundaries, which municipalities may under-allocate resources towards. Conditional grants may also
be used to enforce a minimum standard of service, where government has a responsibility, but the
activity is more effectively produced by local government (CSCD, 2012; FCM, 2008; Slack, 2009).
The grants may or may not require matching funds or minimum spending from local government.

Conditional grants have detailed policies outlining specific projects where funds can be used,
and/or restrictions on which communities are eligible to apply (INFC, 2015a). Eligible recipients
under conditional grants can include non-governmental agencies, such as business, institutions, and
not-for-profits (European Investment Bank, 2015; FCM, 2008; INFC, 2015a). Applicants are
required to submit project proposals, and the funding agency prioritizes the potential projects.
Criteria for funding priority may include: safety risk, environmental risk, economic potential, funding
leveraged, and ‘shovel-readiness’ (INFC, 2012). The ultimate funding decision is made by the
funding agency (INFC, 2015a). Conditional funding programs are generally provided with a set
budget beforehand, a defined program length, and set intake proposal period. Funding maximums
may be set in terms of eligible cost fraction or maximum funding amount (EC, 2014b; FCM, 2008;
INFC, 20154, 2015c). Recipients generally pay for projects themselves, and receive
reimbursements from the agency after demonstrating project completion (INFC, 2015a).

Low Interest Loan Programs

Low interest loans can be administered by higher levels of government, governmental
agencies, or independent agencies with seeded government funding (CUPE, 2013; European
Investment Bank, 2015; FCM, 2015). Similar to conditional grant funding, eligible recipients may



include non-governmental agencies. Maximum funding amount is determined by borrowing
restrictions, and all funds are repayable (FCM, 2008; US Environmental Protection Agency, 2015aq,
2015b). Eligible recipients have to apply to the loaning agency, and similar to conditional grant
funding, projects are considered based on individual merits (European Investment Bank, 2015).
Project applications may be similar to conditional grant project proposals, or financial loan
applications (European Investment Bank, 2015; Northern Development Initiative Trust Board, 20146).

There are two common structures for allocating low interest loans to municipalities in Canada:
municipal financing authorities and corporations, and revolving loan funds (CSCD, 2012; CUPE,
2015; FCM, 2008). Municipal financing authorities or corporations are centralized provincial
lending agencies with high credit ratings that are able to borrow funds on behalf of municipalities at
low interest rates and low transaction costs (CUPE, 2013). The corporations pool funds, and
agencies can borrow long-term through the authority or corporation for low interest rates (CUPE,
2013). Revolving loans are allocated a fixed capital sum, with regulation or policy that sets out the
specific purposes for which the revolving loan fund can be used (Canada Mortgage and Housing
Corporation, 2016). The funding is awarded through repayable loans, and interest rates are lower
than the prevailing commercial rate (Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, 2016). As the
recipients repay the loan back into the fund, loans can be re-awarded for new projects (Canada
Mortgage and Housing Corporation, 2016; FCM, 2015)

Public-Private Partnerships

Public-private partnerships (PPP) are short or long-term contractual arrangements between the
public and private sector (EC, 2015; Loxley, 2012). For infrastructure projects, the private sector
delivers a service or project, and assumes a measure of financing, technical, or operating risk
(Hanniman, 2013). The contracts bundle the finance, design, construction, operation, and
maintenance, and allow private sector bidding (Hanniman, 2013). PPP aim to improve delivery of
investments through ensured financial transparency, and measurable and enforceable asset
management (Cautillo, Zon, & Mendelsohn, 2014; EC, 2015). The necessity of recovering all the
costs may impose stronger fiscal discipline, and the projects may provide better value for money
compared to conventional procurement (Bosworth & Milusheva, 2013; Cautillo et al., 2014).

In a PPP, the public sector turns over part, or the entirety, of the responsibility for building,
operating, or maintaining a facility (Bosworth & Milusheva, 2013). The contracts range from
minimum involvement, such as shortterm design and build, or single service, to complex contracts
involving design, build, and longterm operations and maintenance (FCM, 2015; Hanniman, 2013).
The private sector makes returns on operational user fees, or regular payments from municipalities
(Bosworth & Milusheva, 2013; Loxley, 2012). The private sector provides expertise, and projects
may be more innovative and riskier (EC, 2015). Private contracts also ensure a degree of separation
from the politics associated with raising tolls or user fees (Bosworth & Milusheva, 2013).
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Capacity Building Funding

In addition to investments in capital projects, support may be provided for capacity building
projects and community economic development initiatives. Funding can be provided directly to
recipients for the technical training of staff, for project management, development of business cases,
strategic plans, asset management plans, feasibility studies, research, and other non-capital non-
physical projects (Community Futures Network of Canada, 2006; Industry Canada [IC], 2014;
Ministry of Forests Lands and Natural Resource Operations, 2016). Direct financial support may be
provided (Community Futures Network of Canada, 2006). Eligible recipients commonly include local
governments, first nations, not-for-profits, and for-profit businesses, and partnerships are typically
encouraged (Ministry of Forests Lands and Natural Resource Operations, 2016).

In addition to direct funding, government supported agencies may be created to provide
assistance with projects that require more expertise. These agencies can be part of higher level
government or non-governmental agencies (Community Futures Network of Canada, 2006). The
non-governmental agencies may be composed of partnerships between local government, higher
level government, business, and not-for-profits; and individuals may be paid or participate on a
voluntary basis (Community Futures Network of Canada, 2006; EC, 2006). Depending on the
authority, agencies may have project decision-making power, or solely the authority to assist other
eligible entities (Community Futures Network of Canada, 2006; EC, 2006). Agencies may provide
programs and services, including training, networking activities, partnerships, and provide assistance
to recipients applying or external capital funding (Community Futures Network of Canada, 2006).

Discussion: The Rural Lens

According to the principle of subsidiarity, governments closer to the people are better able to
adjust services to their demands (Alm, 2010). Local governments must be able to act on their own
initiative on any issue that is not exclusively under the authority of another entity, and to not be
excluded in decision-making that has local implications (FCM, 2001; Lidstone, 2004). The rationales
associated with subsidiarity include that local governments know their communities best, better
understand local needs, and can build on the expertise and experience of local people (CRRF,
2015). However, the principles of local self-government are not recognized in Canadian constitution,
or in provincial or territorial legislation (Lidstone, 2004). Municipalities are creatures of the province,
and receive only authority allocated by provincial government (Lidstone, 2004).

Collecting enough internal revenue from user fees and taxes to provide the necessary
community services would promote local autonomy and self-government (CCME, 2006; Kitchen &
Slack, 2003). If paid through internal sources of revenue, those who receive the service are those
who pay for it, retaining the most efficiency and accountability (Kitchen & Slack, 2003). Different
taxes and user fees would create a competitive environment, stimulating competition between local
jurisdictions to offer the best mix of taxes and services (Alm, 2010). However, due to uncontrollable
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external factors rural communities cannot afford to fund infrastructure through internal revenue alone

(CRRF, 2015; Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, 2010; Kitchen & Slack, 2003).

Rural communities, much like their urban counterparts, rely on external funding, and federal,
provincial, and municipal governments all have roles to play in infrastructure funding and rural
policy (Breen, 2015; Brodhead, Darling, & Mullin, 2014; IC, 2014). Currently most transfers to
municipalities come from provincial and territorial governments. Direct federal funding to
municipalities accounts for less than 10% of total external funding (FCM, 2008). The bulk of federal
funding for infrastructure is currently allocated through two main programs: the Gas Tax Fund, and
the New Building Canada Fund (INFC, 2014). In contrast, Provincial and Territorial funding may be
allocated through many small separately administered programs, or one all-encompassing program,
may be legislated or unattached to law (Muniscope, 2008). Provinces and territories rely primarily

on conditional grants, which accounts for 85% of external municipal funding (Muniscope, 2008;
Slack, 2009).

Though facing the common challenges of remoteness and low population density, rural
communities are diverse in size, location, capacity, and economic base (AMO, 2015; CRRF, 2015;
FCM, 2006; Fletcher & Mcarthur, 2010; OECD, 2006). Demographic and financial trends in rural
communities are less predictable than urban areas (FCM, 2006, 2012; CRRF, 2015). The diversity in
rural communities suggests there is no single best rural policy for rural community development,
which is particularly true for rural infrastructure funding (Alm, 2010; FCM, 2006, 2008). Higher
level governments may attempt to address diversity through providing several funding arrangements,
with the hope that municipal governments will choose which funding arrangement best suits the local
context (Bradford, 2010; CCC, 2013). Each type of external funding has inherent benefits and
challenges, again there is no single best approach for infrastructure funding (Alm, 2010).

Transfers in general reduce accountability, because the government making decisions with
funding is not the same level of government that raises the revenues (Kitchen, 2004). Local
governments do not set tax rate, determine the tax base, collect or distribute the taxes (FCM, 2008;
Kitchen & Slack, 2003). Critics of transfers suggest municipalities have little incentive to be efficient
when using higher level funding (Bosworth & Milusheva, 2013; Muniscope, 2008; Slack, 2009).
However, because block transfers are up front, the funds can adapt to unforeseen challenges that
may arise. Hence, block transfers are usually well received by rural municipalities, because the
flexibility allows the funds to be allocated to where they are most needed (FCM, 2008).

Conditional transfers further reduce local government autonomy, as municipalities are
required to allocate the funds for specific purposes outlined in funding programs (Bosworth &
Milusheva, 2013; Cautillo et al., 2014; Muniscope, 2008). Lowering the price of specific
infrastructure encourages municipalities to spend more, which is beneficial where externalities exist,
but inappropriate otherwise (Kitchen & Slack, 2003). Conditional grants are typically designed for
promoting a provincial or federal agenda at the local scale, rather than for promoting fiscal
autonomy (INFC, 2015a; Slack, 2009). Conditional transfers are rarely stable, coinciding with the
priorities of provincial government cycles (AMO, 2015; Slack, 2009). However, conditional
transfers may encourage non-monetary spillover benefits, such as environmental benefits associated
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with innovative projects (EC, 2014b; FCM, 2008). Additionally, conditional grants may encourage
research and innovation through supporting non-traditional infrastructure projects (Bradford, 2010;
FCM, 2008; US Department of Transportation, 2015).

Municipal borrowing, as opposed to grants and transfers, would enable municipalities to
distribute the costs of the asset over the life of the asset (Hanniman, 2013). Loan funded
infrastructure would promote intergenerational equity, by spreading the cost of infrastructure over all
generations that benefit (Hanniman, 2013). Centralized credit assistance has less impact on federal
and provincial budgets than grants and transfers (US Government Accountability Office, 2012).
However, borrowing can lock municipalities into unsustainable spending patterns depending on the
credit conditions (Hanniman, 2013). Provinces are reluctant to reduce borrowing limitations as
ultimately the provinces are financially responsible for municipalities (Hanniman, 2013). In addition,
revolving loans, and centralized credit assistance require additional costs to administer the fund,
which may not always be profitable (FCM, 2015).

Rural communities struggle with conditional matching and loan programs ((CSCD, 2012;
FCM, 2008; Muniscope, 2008). Application guidelines and monitoring requirements can be complex
and burdensome for rural communities with limited human capacity (CRRF, 2015; Indian and
Northern Affairs Canada, 2010; INFC, 2015c). Proposal-based grant and loan programs often have
short application windows. With smaller pools of skilled workers, rural municipalities may not be
able to apply within the set time-frame (INFC, 2012, 2015a). Rural communities with a lower tax
base unable to meet matching fund requirements for conditional programs (INFC, 2015a).
Additionally, borrowing restrictions are imposed primarily based on municipal revenues, which limits
rural communities’ ability to obtain loans (FCM, 2015; US Government Accountability Office, 2012).
Communities struggle to finish projects within imposed deadlines, often due to unforeseen climactic

circumstances that are out of municipal control (Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, 2010; INFC,
2012).

Public-private partnerships are not usually suitable for rural communities. Though the private
sector may achieve more value for money, efficiencies, and innovation, the benefits must be
considered against the potential risks. Firstly, PPP incur significant transaction costs in terms of
consultants and the legal resources required, which means small scale projects are usually not
suitable (FCM, 2015; Hamel, 2007; Loxley, 2012). Municipalities generally already work with the
private sector for infrastructure procurement, and with PPP large contractors displace small and
medium-sized local business (Hamel, 2007; Loxley, 2012). Day-to-day management of the facilities
by business rather than public sector reduces accountability and transparency (Hamel, 2007; Loxley,
2012). Lastly, long-term operation by the private sector eventually erodes the skills and abilities in
local public sector to management infrastructure (Hamel, 2007; Loxley, 2012).

Municipalities may be able to pool financial workforce and share resources through formal or
informal partnerships (Alm, 2010; CCME, 2006). Certain infrastructure services, such as water
infrastructure or public transit, are more efficiently provided at a regional level (Alm, 2010; CCME,
2006). Well established formal entities can coordinate large-scale regional infrastructure services at
the regional level with local infrastructure, while respecting local diversity (Bradford, 2010;
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Community Futures Network of Canada, 2006; Quebec Affaires municipales et Ocupation du
Territoire, 2015). However, large territories composed of many small communities still pose
challenges for regional service provision, and regional consolidation of services may not be enough
to ensure adequate provision (CRRF, 2015; IC, 2014). Additional issues in regional service provision

arise when smaller communities view each other as competitors as opposed to collaborators (CRRF,
2015).

The necessity of monitoring rural policy performance with relevant quantitative measurements
is stressed across the literature (INFC, 20154; Kitchen, 2006; OECD, 2006; CCC, 2013; US
Government Accountability Office, 2012). Reliable data collected in rural communities is lacking, but
this data is required to make informed decisions on how to address the rural infrastructure challenge
(Alm, 2010; Breen, 2015; CRRF, 2015; OECD, 2006). Though formal evaluations exist for large-
scale programs, at a regional level, evaluations are lacking (see appendix A). Feedback may also
be found in financial or annual reports; however, these reports contain only limited information (see
appendix B). Even programs with full evaluations recommend improving performance monitoring
(European Court of Auditors, 2015; Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, 2010; IC, 2011, 2014;
INFC, 2015a). Performance is often evaluated based solely on economic criteria, and too shortly
after project completion to capture the full benefits (European Court of Auditors, 2015; Indian and
Northern Affairs Canada, 2010; IC, 2011; OECD, 2006). Infrastructure affects all areas of society,
including social, environmental, and economic, which are not currently reflected in performance
monitoring (European Court of Auditors, 2015; OECD, 2006).

Lastly, it's important to note that financially supporting infrastructure maintenance is the most
effective way to ensure infrastructure quality, life span, and economic returns (Fox & Porca, 2001).
Operations and maintenance (OM) have been considered separate from capital funding, when in
reality both factor into the total cost of providing a service to the community (Fox & Porca, 2001;
Kitchen, 2006). Current transfer programs are generally restricted to construction of capital projects,
and OM funding is expected to be covered by user fees and taxes (AMO, 2015; Indian and
Northern Affairs Canada, 2010). New infrastructure grants incentivize building new structures
instead of up keeping existing infrastructure, costing much more in the long run (Bosworth &
Milusheva, 2013; European Court of Auditors, 2015). Opponents of external funding for operations
and maintenance suggest the real cost of infrastructure would be further distorted (Lidstone, 2013).
However, in rural communities OM funding may facilitate better management of existing
infrastructure (CCME, 2006; Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, 2010; Manitoba Water Services
Board, 2015).

Recommendations

Best practices in rural infrastructure funding have been identified in reviewing program policies,
government evaluations, and academic literature. The recommendations are not listed in order of
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importance; they are all valuable aspects of infrastructure funding policy: (1) long-term, stable,
predictable funding, (2) longterm planning, asset management, and full cost accounting, (3) local
decision-making and authentic engagement, (4) flexibility to respond to rural diversity, (5) resources
directed towards capacity building, (6) horizontal and vertical synergy in identifying infrastructure
priorities, (7) long-term monitoring of projects and programs, and (8) using the best available
technology. Note that while each best practice is listed individually, many are inextricably linked,
and therefore all the recommendations should be considered as a whole.

1. Long-term, stable, predictable funding

A common refrain from all sources was the necessity of long-term, dedicated, stable, and
predictable investments in infrastructure (AMO, 2015; Breen, 2015; CRRF, 2015; FCM, 2016aq;
CCC, 2013). Stability and permanence of funding policy builds trust between all actors involved;
programs running over decades build on successes, and are well received by local actors (IC, 2014;
INFC, 2015a; Manitoba Water Services Board, 2015). Longer term programs ensure funding is
available when most needed, instead of a ‘funding lottery’ where communities receive shortterm
funding for projects that may not be the priority in communities (FCM, 2012, 2016a). The CCC
compares the need for infrastructure funding to that of healthcare, education, and public safety,
which receive permanent investment from senior government (CCC, 2013).

2. Long-term planning, asset management, full cost accounting

Long-term funding policies and programs go hand in hand with long-term planning and asset
management (AMO, 2015; FCM, 2012; Kitchen, 2004). Asset management plans provide an
infrastructure inventory, along with information on their condition, performance, and valuation
(Kitchen, 2004). Within long-term planning is the need for full cost accounting, where the costs over
the entire life-cycle of the infrastructure are considered, from planning and feasibility, to operations,
maintenance and decommissioning (CCME, 2006; European Court of Auditors, 2015; Infrastructure
Funding Council, 2011; Kitchen, 2004). Through asset management plans and full-cost accounting,
municipalities plan for fair user fees and taxes for the maintenance of services over their life span
(Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, 2010; Kitchen, 2004).

3. Local decision-making and authentic engagement

Local decision-making bodies are best able to incorporate local information into planning
service delivery (Fox & Porca, 2001; OECD, 2006). By focusing on what assets are already
available, and what is missing, local expertise will guide where funding should be spent (CRRF,
2015; EC, 2006). Local expertise should be used to identify and target funding towards existing
infrastructure gaps (IC, 2011; OECD, 2006). As opposed to top-down imposed conditions, programs
that allow local government to invest in their own priorities are well received by rural communities
(IC, 2011, 2014). Authentic local engagement means that community members are involved in any
decision that will affect them (CRRF, 2015). Not only must local actors be active in the selection of
infrastructure projects, but also in the development of funding policies themselves (CRRF, 2015;
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Infrastructure Funding Council, 2011; Ministry of Forests Lands and Natural Resource Operations,
2016).

4. Flexible programs to respond to rural diversity

To allow for local decision-making, programs should be flexible to respond to and accommodate
the diversity of rural communities (CRRF, 2015). There is no one-size fits all funding scheme, different
municipalities will need mix of different resources depending on their local situation (Kitchen & Slack,
2003). Flexibility can be worked into budget timing, project type, funding type, and eligible recipient.
Flexible budgeting should allow for funds to roll-over multiple years, and allow money to be
allocated based on construction schedules (Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, 2010). Flexible
project type could allow for studies and plans, and operations and maintenance to be financed in
addition to capital projects (AMO, 2015; Gouvernement du Quebec, 2016; Ministry of Forests
Lands and Natural Resource Operations, 2016). Flexible funding could combine of grants and loans,
delivered over time periods that match the specific project (Northern Development Initiative Trust
Board, 2016). Flexibility in eligible recipients could include local business, not-for-profits, and
educational institutions (CRRF, 2015; IC, 2014).

5. Resources directed towards capacity building

Funding for capacity development supports local communities with bottom-up local development
(CRRF, 2015). Funding can be provided for communities to undertake their own capacity building,
such as funding for workforce training and hiring new personnel (Ministry of Forests Lands and
Natural Resource Operations, 2016). Separate entities, such as the formation of regional
governments or regional notfor-profits, can also be set-up and funded to provide resources to
communities (Community Futures Network of Canada, 2006; IC, 2011; Quebec Affaires municipales
et Ocupation du Territoire, 2015). Resources can include coordinating workshops, producing best
practices documents, providing courses in technical training and project management, and providing
networking opportunities (Community Futures Network of Canada, 2006; Indian and Northern
Affairs Canada, 2010). Assistance can also be provided by the agencies that allocate funds, through
formal or informal arrangements, to help eligible recipients apply for and implement infrastructure
projects (Manitoba Water Services Board, 2010; Northern Development Initiative Trust Board,
2016). Positive evaluations of capacity building programs highlight the importance of communities

trained to help themselves (IC, 2011, 2014).

6. Horizontal and vertical synergy in infrastructure priorities

Infrastructure across Canada should function as a network, and the most efficient use of funding
would minimize overlaps and ensure complementarity in funding. To accomplish this, all levels of
government should develop long-term plans for rural infrastructure, at the local, regional, provincial
and national level (Brodhead et al., 2014; CRRF, 2015; EC, 2006; FCM, 2006). With provincial
and national rural development plans, the funding can be harmonized to ensure vertical synergy
between programs. At the local level, horizontal synergy would involve local government, business,
not-for-profits and institutions in decision-making, working collaboratively to address issues (IC, 2011;
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OECD, 2006). Project level synergy could be enabled through successive infrastructure projects that
build on each other, or parallel projects that occur simultaneously and complement each other (EC,
2014a). Coordinating between stakeholders should not be limited to the planning stage;
implementation, monitoring and reporting would benefit from communication between all levels of
government, departments, and local actors.

7. Long-term monitoring of projects and programs

Infrastructure projects and the funding programs should be monitored over the long-term to
support much needed data collection in rural areas (European Court of Auditors, 2015; OECD,
2006). Without performance measurement, policy will continue to be ad-hoc and irrelevant to rural
challenges (OECD, 2006). Infrastructure supports social, cultural, and natural capital development
which are often not reflect in monitoring requirements (CRRF, 2015; OECD, 2006). Monitoring
through shortterm economic indicators are not enough to encompass successful infrastructure
implementation. (IC, 2011; INFC, 2015c). Pertinent monitoring indicators should be determined and
used to monitor projects over the long-term (European Court of Auditors, 2015). More research may
be needed into identifying relevant indicators that are reliable and affordable to collect, which
reflect the quality of life improvements from infrastructure.

8. Make use of the best available technology

With advances in available technology, infrastructure projects can now be catalogued in online
systems (Alberta Transportation, 2005; Gouvernement du Quebec, 2016). An online database of
infrastructure projects would permit asset management plans, accounting, and monitoring in one
central system. If multiple funding programs share the same database, the system promotes
horizontal and vertical synergy, while eliminating burdensome duplication of monitoring or reporting
requirements. Existing and planned infrastructure could be updated over regular time periods, and if
properly designed, would promote long-term effective operation and maintenance of infrastructure.
Online systems could be used in funding decision-making, and if communicated correctly, ensure

transparency, promoting successful infrastructure practices (European Court of Auditors, 2015;
Kitchen, 2004).
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Conclusion

The pronounced infrastructure gap in rural communities affects the whole of Canada, and will
require changing current infrastructure funding policy (Breen, 2015; FCM, 2016b). Ruradl
communities will continue to rely on external sources of funding, but current funding program policies
do not respond to the challenges or the diversity of rural communities. The structure of infrastructure
funding primarily through conditional grants is overly burdensome for small communities with limited
human and financial capital, and does not enhance accountability and local autonomy. Long-term
flexible infrastructure funding is required to respond to the diversity of communities, created with
authentic local engagement and allowing for local decision-making. Shifting the focus of
infrastructure funding from capital projects to providing for operations and maintenance, capacity
building, and long-term monitoring can fill the funding gaps that have resulted in the infrastructure
gap observed today. There is no easy fix to the infrastructure gap in rural communities; however,
through policy adjustments progress can be made in the right direction.
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Appendix B: Examples of Infrastructure
Funding Programs
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Appendix B provides brief summaries of selected infrastructure funding programs
in Canada, United States, and the European Union. The descriptions are provided as
concrete examples of infrastructure funding that is available to rural communities. The
programs were chosen because they are either representative of typical funding program
policies, or demonstrate particular challenges or innovations. Each summary includes
information about the type of program, eligible applicants and eligible projects, funding
allocation process, and monitoring requirements. If programs have been formally or
informally evaluated, and this information is public, key details from the evaluation are
also included in the description. Canadian examples are provided at the national,
provincial and territorial level. Due to time constraints, examples from the United States
and European Union were taken only at the national and supranational level respectively.

Canadian Federal programs

The Gas Tax Fund (GTF) provides federal unconditional funding for vertical
equalization purposes. The fund consists of reallocating federally collected gas taxes to all
Canadian municipalities. The fund was launched in 2005, and in 2011 the Federal
Government legislated the GTF as a permanent source of infrastructure funding for
municipalities, providing $2 billion annually (Infrastructure Canada [INFC], 2015). The
fund is provided up front, twice a year, to provinces and territories who then flow funding
to municipalities (INFC, 2014).

The GTF is implemented through agreements between the government of Canada
and each province or territory, except for British Columbia and Ontario where municipal
associations are responsible. All municipalities within Canada receive funding allocated
on a per-capita basis, except for the three territories and Prince Edward Island, where
municipalities receive 0.75% of the total annual national funding (INFC, 2015). Allocation
formulas for municipalities are developed by each jurisdiction that receives initial funding,
which can be a combination of per capita allocation, base allocation, or dedicated funds
(INFC, 2015). Infrastructure Canada transfers a portion of the funds to Indigenous and
Northern Affairs Canada (INAC), where it’s administered through the First Nations
Infrastructure Fund to on-reserve First Nations communities (INFC, 2015).

The GTF must be used by municipalities for the purpose of infrastructure. Eligible
costs include construction, renewal, material enhancement in transportation, water,
wastewater, solid waste, community energy systems, tourism and recreation, and capacity
building (INFC, 2015). The Federal Government has no role in the selection or approval
of projects; local governments make decisions according to local priorities (INFC, 2014).



The program is not cost-shared, but local governments commit to maintaining capital
infrastructure spending at a pre-determined level. Municipalities can pool, bank, and
borrow against the funding providing financial flexibility (INFC, 2014).

The GTF program was evaluated in 2015, and found to be one of the most efficient
infrastructure programs implemented by the federal government. Interviews with
employees of municipality that received funding were very positive (INFC, 2015). The
program did not replace regular municipal funding, and the fund provided environmental,

community, and economic benefits that aligned with federal government priorities (INFC,
2015).

Infrastructure Canada. (2014). The Federal Gas Tax Fund: Permanent and predictable funding for
municipalities. Retrieved from Infrastructure Canada website: http://www.infrastructure.gc.ca/plan/gtf-

fte-eng.html

Infrastructure Canada. (2015). Final Report — Evaluation of the Gas Tax Fund. Retrieved from

Infrastructure Canada website: http://www.infrastructure.gc.ca/pd-dp/eval /201 5-gtf-fte-eng.html

The Building Canada Fund Communities Component (BCF-CC) is a federally
implemented conditional cost-sharing program. The BCF-CC provided $1.5 billion in
funding for small communities located in the provinces. The program originated as $1
billion fund, and was expanded as part of Canada’s Economic Action Plant with a top-up
of $500 million (Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat [TBCS], 2015). The program was
based off of the Municipal Rural Infrastructure Program (MRIF), and used identified best
practices (INFC, 2015).

Total funding allocated in each province was determined on a per capita basis.
Eligible recipients of the fund were limited to communities with populations of less than
100,000. Infrastructure projects were selected through a competitive application-based
process; municipalities had to apply through calls for proposals. All projects were cost-
shared, with most projects funded on one-third basis, the provinces contributing an

additional one-third of eligible costs. In certain circumstances, the maximum federal
contribution could increase to 50% (TBCS, 2015).

An evaluated conducted in 2015 determined that many small municipalities did not
apply because they lacked the financial capacity to pay their one-third contribution. The
program was oversubscribed, with about half of the municipalities that applied for funding
being rejected. In some scenarios, municipalities pooled together resources to fund
regional projects that would benefit all communities. In these cases, project recipients
viewed the program and partnerships positively (INFC, 2015). The 2012 audit noted that



the program may have redundancy between Infrastructure Canada and other oversight
entities, resulting in over- governance and administrative burden (INFC, 2012).

In 2009, in conjunction with the Infrastructure Stimulus Fund, the federal
government announced a top-up for the BCF-CC. The program provided an extra $500
million over two years. Funding was conditional on recipients already committing existing
BCF-CC funding. To receive funding through the top-up, municipalities had to prove that
projects could be completed by March 31, 2011. Small communities struggled with the

capacity to respond to accelerate delivery, and around a third of the recipients sought an
extension after the deadline (INFC, 2012).

Evaluation Directorate, Infrastructure Canada. (2012). Building Canada Fund Communities Component
Top-Up. Evaluations. Retrieved from Infrastructure Canada website:
http://www.infrastructure.gc.ca/pd-dp/eval/eap-pae/2012-eap-pae-eng.html#toc2 1

Infrastructure Canada. (2015). Evaluation of the Building Canada Fund — Communities component.
Retrieved from Infrastructure Canada website: http://www.infrastructure.gc.ca/pd-dp/eval/2015-bcfcc-

vcfcc-eng.html#table7

Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat. (2015) Building Canada Fund: Plans, Spending and Results.
Retrieved from Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat website: https://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/hidb-
bdih/initiative-eng.aspx2Hi=92

The Community Futures Program (CFP) is an example of a capacity building
economic development program funded by the federal government and managed by
independent agencies. The program was created in 1985 by the federal government to
support rural economic development. The CFP aims to provide communities, individuals,
and organizations with information and planning services to initiate local socio-economic
development. The CFP provides support for both business development and community

development, and the funding is administered to Community Futures Development
Corporations (CFDCs) (Reseau des SADC et CAE, 2015).

The CFDCs are private, notfor-profit organizations that are independent of the
federal government. The CFDCs serve a population of close to 15 million residents,
accounting for 45% of the Canadian population. CFDCs typically operate in rural
communities with 20,000 to 50,000 people. The CFDCs are community based and staffed
by local volunteers and professionals. Evaluations of the program have found that the

governance structure has been the foundation of the CFP’s success (Reseau des SADC et
CAE, 2015).



CFDCs offer a wide variety of programs and services, including strategic
community planning, investment for community-based projects, business information and
planning, and access to capital for small and medium sized businesses. The CFDCs can
grant loans, loan guarantees, or equity investments to small businesses and social
enterprises, and in this way act as a revolving loan fund (Ontario Association of
Community Futures Development Corporations [OACFDC], 2015b). Community Economic
Development initiatives include economic sectors such as tourism, agriculture and

manufacturing, as well as projects targeted at vulnerable population groups (FedDeyv,
2014).

Direct funding for capital infrastructure development is unavailable through the
CFP; however, funding and support may be given to municipalities in an advisory or
promotional capacity (FedNor, 2015). Community Strategic Planning connects municipal
governments with other local organizations to identify opportunities, assess local
challenges, and develop and update strategic plans. In the 2014 program evaluation, the
CFDCs were seen as vital partners of local government in providing support to municipal
governments in accessing community economic development grants (FedDev, 2014).

FedDev Ontario. (2014). Evaluation of the Community Futures Program. Retrieved from FedDev Ontario
website: http://www.feddevontario.gc.ca/eic/site/723.nsf/eng/02069.html#s11

FedNor Ontario. (2015). Insights from comparing the Community Futures Program in Ontario with LEADER
in Sweden. Retrieved from FedNor Ontario website: http://fednor.gc.ca/eic/site/fednor-
fednor.nsf/eng/fn03568.html

OACFDC. (2015). Access to Capital for Small and Medium Sized Businesses and Social Enterprises. CF
Program. Retrieved from Ontario Association of Community Futures Development Corporations

website: http://oacfdc.com/public-information/access-to-capital

Ontario Association of Community Futures Development Corporations. (2015). Who We Are. CF Program.
Retrieved from Ontario Association of Community Futures Development Corporations website:
http://oacfdc.com/public-information

Reseau des SADC et CAE. (2015). The CFDCs and CBDCS: A Winning Approach for Community Futures.
Retrieved from Community Futures Canada website: http://communityfuturescanada.ca/wp-

content/uploads/booklet_web.pdf

The Canada 150 Community Infrastructure Program (CIP150) was a program
developed to celebrate Canada’s 150™ anniversary; an example of a a typical short term
conditional funding program. The program started July 2015, and will run until March
2018, investing $150 million over two years in community infrastructure (Western
Diversification Canada [WD], 2016). The funding is currently delivered through federal



delivery partners, with mandatory project completion by March 31, 2018 (Atlantic
Canada Opportunities Agency [ACOA], 2014).

The program funds projects that rehabilitate existing community facilities across
Canada, to improve long-term growth and vibrancy. Eligible projects include community
centers, cultural centers and museums, parks, recreational trails, and tourism
infrastructure. In addition, the projects must be community oriented, non-commercial, and
open for use to the public. Projects are selected by the federal delivery partners on basis

of readiness, funds leveraged, anticipated completion date, and economic benefits
(ACOA, 2014).

Eligible recipients include municipal or regional governments, a band council
under the Indian Act, other public-sector bodies, and not-for-profit organizations (ACOA,
2014). The recipients must directly own infrastructure assets, facility, or land which is
being renovated; or have a longterm lease in place (WD, 2016). Eligible recipients
submit proposal that include the project description, source of additional funding, and

demonstrate how the project will contribute to Canada’s legacy and have a lasting impact
on Canada’s infrastructure (ACOA, 2014).

Federal funding cannot exceed 50%, with a maximum amount of $500,000 (WD,
2016). Priority is given to projects that require less federal funding (ACOA, 2014). In
addition, the maximum contribution from all government of Canada sources cannot
exceed 50%. In kind contributions are not eligible for support under the CIP150, and will
not be included in the total project costs (WD, 2016). All recipients are required to submit

progress reports to the regional development agencies until the projects are completed
(FedDev, 2015).

Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency. (2015). Canada 150 Community Infrastructure Program.
Government of Canada. Retrieved from the Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency website:
http://www.acoa-apeca.gc.ca/eng/ImLookingFor/Programinformation/Pages/Canada-150-

Infrastructure-Program.aspx

FedDev Ontario. (2015). Canada 150 Community Infrastructure Program. Government of Canada.
Retrieved from the FedDev Ontario website:
http://www.feddevontario.gc.ca/eic/site/723.nsf/eng/02198.html

Western Economic Diversification Canada. (2016). Canada 150 Community Infrastructure Program.
Retrieved from the Wester Economic Diversification Canada website: http://www.wd-
deo.gc.ca/eng/18872.asp

The P3 fund provided nation-wide conditional public-private partnership funding.
The program was created along with PPP Canada as part of Canada’s Economic Action in



2009. PPP Canada is a federal Crown corporation with a mandate to improving
infrastructure procurement through P3s. The fund provides grants to public private
partnerships (PPPs) for infrastructure projects. The funds were allocated based on merit, to
incentivize the use of PPPs in public infrastructure procurements (Public Private
Partnerships Canada [PPP Canada], n.d.a).

Eligible applicants for the P3 Fund included partnerships between private
companies and provincial, territorial, municipal governments, and First Nations equivalent
governing bodies. Combined funding from the P3 Fund and other federal sources could
not exceed 25% (PPP Canada, n.d.a). Eligible projects included the construction, renewal,
or material enhancement of core public infrastructure areas including: transport, water,
energy, solid waste, culture, security, tourism and connectivity. Applications are accepted
on an annual basis. There was no minimum or maximum project size or cap for funding;
however, larger projects were typically viewed more positively (PPP Canada, n.d.b).

The Economic Action Plan in 2013 renewed P3 funding with another $1.25 billion,
incorporating the fund with the new building Canada plan. The New Building Canada
Plan includes, a P3 ‘screen’ to be applied to project applications with capital costs of
more than $100 million. Through the P3 screen, projects are assessed to determine if they
would provide better value for money through a P3 procurement. Through the screening
process, PPP Canada aims to raise awareness and consideration of the P3 model. If
projects are accepted for funding under the P3 screen, 25% of project costs are funded
by the federal government (PPP Canada, n.d.b).

When the program was evaluated in 2012, the projects that were funded
demonstrated positive value for money. The P3 Fund raised awareness about P3
procurement, and raised the capacity for recipients to undertake P3 projects. The
resources and technical assistance provided by PPP Canada was well-received by
applicants and recipients. However, administrative delays caused some issues in certain
projects. The performance of the fund was also negatively affected by external
uncontrollable factors such as public opinions on privatization and the political
environment. Future recommendations included providing repayable funding in addition to
grants, and widening the eligible costs to include legal and asset management, and
operations and maintenance (Ernst and Young, 2012).

Public Private Partnerships Canada. (no date) Achieve better value, timeliness, and accountability to
taxpayers through Public-Private Partnerships. Retrieved from Public Private Partnerships Canada
website: http://www.p3canada.ca/~ /media/english/resources-
library/files/revised/about%20ppp%20canada%20en.pdf

Public Private Partnerships Canada. (no date) P3s and the New Building Canada Fund. Retrieved from
Public Private Partnerships Canada website: http://www.p3canada.ca/screening-and-advisory-

services/the-building-canada-fund/p3s-and-the-building-canada-fund/

Ernst and Young. (2012). Formative Evaluation of the P3 Canada Fund. Retrieved from Public Private
Partnerships Canada website:



http://www.p3canada.ca/~ /media/english/audit%20and%20evaluation/files/formative%20evaluatio
n%200f%20the%20p3%20canada%20fund%20en.pdf

The Green Municipal Fund (GMF) is an example of a national revolving fund
seeded by the federal government and administered through an independent
organization, the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM). The program was created
in 2000 with $550 million from the federal government to use as a long-term reserve of
loan and grant financing. The objective of the program is to benefit the environment,
economy and society through investments in energy, transportation, waste, water and
brownfield redevelopment (Federation of Canadian Municipalities [FCM], 2014).

The GMF program funds plans, studies and capital projects. The planning category
includes sustainable neighborhood action plans, community brownfield action plans, and
greenhouse gas reduction plans. Studies include feasibility studies, tests, and pilot projects
to evaluate new technology or solutions. The /GMF offers grants for plans and studies
which cover up to 40% of eligible costs to a maximum of $175,000. Capital projects
include retrofitting construction, replacement, expansion or purchase and installation of
fixed assets or infrastructure. Up to 80% of eligible costs are provided by the GMF
through a combination of low interest loans and grants. Eligible costs are not to exceed
$10 million, and grants cannot be more than 20% of the loan value (FCM, 2014).

Eligible participants include all municipal governments and their partners,
regulatory authorities with the same power in municipal affairs, First Nations communities,
and notfor-profit or for-profit partners that are municipally owned or collaborating with
municipalities (FCM, 2015a). Projects are funded on a competitive basis through project
proposals submitted by eligible participants. The FCM provides advisory and technical
support for eligible applicants. The FCM website provides online tools and resources, as
well as detailed instructions for completing applications (FCM, 2015b).

The final decisions on GMF funding allocations are made by the FCM committee
based on input from the GMF council. The GMF council comprises 15 members from
federal, municipal and environmental sectors. The council is comprised a third of federal
government representatives, a third municipal officials, and a third external members
representing the public, private, academic, and environmental sectors (FCM, 2015¢).

The GMF program was evaluated independently in 2009 by the KPMG, and was
found to be extremely successful. GMF was efficient and effective in the funding of
projects, and little resources were wasted. The FCM was responsive to stakeholder needs,



effectively engaging all stakeholders to understand the existing municipal capacity. The
monitoring practices that were in place were transparent and the funded projects met the
objectives set out by the GMF (KPMG, 2009).

Federation of Canadian Municipalities. (2014). Performance Audit of the Green Municipal Fund. Ottawa,
ON: Federation of Canadian Municipalities. Accessed on September 10, 2016 from:
https://www.fcm.ca/Documents/reports/GMF/2014/Federation_of_Canadian_Municipalities_Perform
ance_Audit_of_the_Green_Municipal_Fund_Final_Report_EN.pdf

Federation of Canadian Municipalities. (2015). Apply for Funding. Retrieved from the Federation of

Canadian Municipalities website: http://www.fcm.ca/home/programs/green-municipal-fund/apply-for-
funding.htm

Federation of Canadian Municipalities. (2015). Green Municipal Fund Annual Report 2014-2015.
Ottawa: Federation of Canadian Municipalities. Retrieved from Federation of Canadian Municipalities
website: http://www.fcm.ca/Documents/corporate-resources/annual-
report/Green_Municipal_Fund_Annual_Report_2014_2015_EN.pdf

Federation of Canadian Municipalities. (2015). Green Municipal Fund Council. Retrieved from Federation

of Canadian Municipalities website: http://www.fcm.ca/home/about-us/green-municipal-fund-

council.htm

Federation of Canadian Municipalities. (2016). 2016 FCM Sustainable Communities Awards: City of Saint-
Hyacinthe, QC. Retrieved from Federation of Canadian Municipalities website:

http://www.fcm.ca/home/awards/fcm-sustainable-communities-awards/2016-winners-case-

studies/2016-waste-program.htm

KPMG. (2009). Performance Audit of the Green Municipal Fund. Ottawa, ON: Federation of Canadian
Municipalities. Retrieved from the Federation of Canadian Municipalities website:

https://www.fcm.ca/Documents/corporate-resources/annual-
report/Perfomance_Audit_of the_Green_Municipal_Fund_Final_Audit_Report_EN.pdf

Canadian Provincial and Territorial
Programs

The Municipal Sustainability Initiative (MSI) provides an example of provincial
unconditional funding for horizontal and vertical equalization purposes. The initiative was
launched in 2007 by the Province of Alberta, and is administered by the Department of
Municipal Affairs. The funds can be used for either capital infrastructure projects,
operating costs including repairs and maintenance, or for capacity building and planning
purposes (Alberta Municipal Affairs, 2016al). Eligible recipients include all municipalities

in Alberta, metis settlements, and regional administrative bodies (Alberta Municipal
Affairs, 2016aq).



Since 2007, funding has been allocated annually through base funding, and an
additional amount based on municipal populations, education property tax requisitions
and kilometers of local roads. Unspent funds on operating costs may be carried into the
next year, and capital funds may be carried forward a total of six years. The initiative was
originally implemented through a temporary operating funding agreement between
municipalities and the province, which later turned into a long-term Memorandum of
Agreement. As part of the Memorandum of Agreement, municipalities are required to
provide operating spending plans and the annual reports for the previous year (Alberta
Transportation, 2016a).

As of 2014, the Basic Municipal Transportation Grant (BMTG) was consolidated
under the MSI program. Prior to 2014, the Basic Municipal Transportation Grant provided
funding for transportation infrastructure in Alberta municipalities. Allocated funds could be
spent on capital construction and rehabilitation of structures including roads, bridges, and
public transit. The current additional BMTG funding within MSI is based on municipal
status, with municipalities receiving funding through a formula based on population and
highway length (Alberta Transportation, 2013).

Alberta Municipal Affairs. (2016). Eligibility and Funding Allocations. Government of Alberta. Accessed
September 10, 2016 from: hitp://municipalaffairs.alberta.ca/msifunding-allocations-eligibility

Alberta Municipal Affairs. (2016). The Municipal Sustainability Initiative. Government of Alberta. Accessed
September 10, 2016 from: http://municipalaffairs.alberta.ca/msi

Alberta Transportation. (2013). Basic Municipal Transportation Grant. (2013). Government of Alberta.
Accessed September 10, 2016 from: https://www.transportation.alberta.ca/5407 .htm

The British Columbia Water Improvement Program (BCCWIP) conditionally funded
eligible projects in drinking water and wastewater management and infrastructure (British
Columbia Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development [CSCD], 2013). The
program was created in 2005 by the Ministry of Community, Sport, and Cultural
Development in British Columbia, and provided $80 million in funding for local
government (CSCD, 2012).

Funding was available for projects that developed infrastructure through
construction or rehabilitation of physical assets, following the applicable planning and
environmental legislation. Eligible projects include implementing components of drinking
water plan, designing liquid waste management plans, projects demonstrating innovative
technologies, supporting resource communities, regional growth strategies, or
implementing drought management plans (CSCD, 2005). Eligible applicants include local
governments, either municipalities or regional governments, including Vancouver and the
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greater region of Vancouver. Eligible recipients submitted applications to the Ministry with
additional supporting documentation (CSCD, 2005).

The province provided up to 2/3 of the costs of local governments eligible
infrastructure projects, and up to 75% in small communities for higher priority projects
(CSCD, 2013). Eligible costs include all engineering, design, borrowing or capital costs
towards implementing projects. Operational costs following construction must be borne by
the project proponents (CSCD, 2005). Successful applicants were required to report
progress to the Ministry, and grant reimbursement was provided after costs had be paid
for by the municipality. The program continued to pay grants until 2010 (CSCD, 2005).
The program required all funding to be allocated, and projects to be completed by 2012
(CSCD, 2012).

British Columbia Ministry of Community, Sport, & Cultural Development. (2005). B.C. Community Water
Improvement Program Guide. Retrieved from the Ministry of Community, Sport, & Cultural
Development website:
http://www.cscd.gov.bc.ca/lgd/infra/library/community_water_improvement_guide.pdf

British Columbia Ministry of Community, Sport, & Cultural Development. (2012). B.C. Community Water
Improvement Program - 2012 Annual Program Progress Report. Retrieved from the Ministry of

Community, Sport, & Cultural Development website:
http://www.cscd.gov.bc.ca/Lgd/infra/library/BCCWIP_2012_Annual_Program_Progress_Report.pdf

British Columbia Ministry of Community, Sport, & Cultural Development. (2013). B.C. Community Water
Improvement Program. Infrastructure Grants. Retrieved from the Ministry of Community, Sport, &

Cultural Development website:
http://www.cscd.gov.bc.ca/lgd/infra/infrastructure_grants/community_water_improvement.htm

The Alberta Community Partnership (ACP) provides conditional funding for
capacity building and regional collaboration. In 2014, the program was the successor to
the regional collaboration program, and incorporated the Municipal Sustainability
Initiative operating grant, which had been in place since 2010 and 2007 respectively
(Alberta Association of Municipal Districts and Counties, 2014).

The program is delivered by Alberta Municipal Affairs for projects that support
new or enhanced regional municipal services, improve municipal capacity and for joint
and collaborative activities (Alberta Municipal Affairs [AMA], 20146). Eligible projects and
components include inter-municipal collaboration activities to expand regional municipal
service delivery, metropolitan restructuring, mediation and cooperative processes, and
municipal internships (AMA, 2016). Projects are funded up to a maximum of $350,000,
and do not require any municipal contribution (AMA, 2015).
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Eligible entities include municipalities, metis settlements, municipally controlled
planning service agencies, administrative societies, and regional boards and partnerships.
Other entities, such as for-profit and not-for-profit organizations, may receive grant
funding under contract by an eligible entity (AMA, 2015). To receive funding, eligible
applicants submit an application to municipal affairs. Once reviewed and approved,
applicants enter funding agreements with an allocated time period to use the grant.
Funding may be combined with funding from other grant programs, unless prohibited
(AMA, 2016). Final reporting is required 60 days after the funding is used, also submitted
to Municipal Affairs (AMA, 2015).

Alberta Association of Municipal Districts and Counties (2014). New Alberta Community Partnership
Program Information Now Available. Retrieved from the Alberta Association of Municipal Districts and
Counties website: hitp://www.aamdc.com/advocacy/member-bulletins/member-bulletin-archive/710-

new-alberta-community-partnership-program-information-now-available

Alberta Municipal Affairs. (2015). Alberta Community Partnership Program Guidelines. Retrieved from the
Alberta Municipal Affairs website:
http://municipalaffairs.alberta.ca/documents/2015_ACP_Program_Guidelines.pdf

Alberta Municipal Affairs. (2016). Alberta Community Partnership (ACP). Retrieved from the Alberta
Municipal Affairs website: hitp://www.municipalaffairs.alberta.ca/alberta-community-partnership

The newly established Quebec Territorial Development Fund (TDF) provides
unconditional funding to regional governments, ‘/RCM’, for capacity building and local
capital projects. The fund was established in 2015, providing $100 million annually up-
front to the RCM to support locally-led community economic development. RCM enter
funding agreements with the Province of Quebec which will last until 2019. As part of the
agreement, RCM create two policy funding strategies, for community development and
business development (Ministere des Affaires municipals et Occupation du Territoire

[MAMOT], 2015b).

The fund replaced 4 programs of conditional funding that were previously
provided from the province to the RCMs. Through the new TDF, each RCM receives a
base amount; additional funding is based on the population of each RCM, and a
calculated index of economic vitality (Gouvernement du Quebec, 2015). All
municipalities, RCM, indigenous communities and band councils, not-for-profit

organizations, and businesses are eligible to receive funding from RCM through the TDF.
The TDF is also able to fund administrative functions of the RCM (MAMOT, 2015aq).
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Eligible applicants apply to the RCM with projects that must fall under the priorities
within the regional development plans created by the RCM. The TDF can fund training and
workshops provided by the RCM to municipalities, as well as capital infrastructure projects
at the local or regional level. Exact funding cost-sharing amounts for particular projects
are outlined in each RCM's funding policy. For capital projects, total funding from all
provincial and federal sources cannot exceed 80% of total eligible project costs. RCM

must track and report on project progressing relation to the priorities set out in the
regional plan (MAMOT, 2015a).

Gouvernment du Quebec. (2015). Accord de Parternariat aves les Municipalites. Retrieved from the
Ministere des Affaires municipals et Occupation du territoire website:
http://www.mamot.gouv.qc.ca/pub/grands_dossiers/entente_signee_accord_partenariat_municipalite
s.pdf

Quebec Ministere des Affaires municipals et de I'Occupation du territoire. (2015). Le Fonds de

developpement des territoires pour appuyer les MRC dans leur competence en developpement local et
regional. Muniexpress. Retrieved from the Ministere des Affaires municipals et Occupation du territoire
website:http://www.mamrot.gouv.qc.ca/publications/bulletin-muni-express/2015/n-05-23-juin-2015/

Quebec Ministere des Affaires municipals et Occupation du territoire. (2015). Programmes Fonds de
developpement des territoires. Retrieved from the Ministere des Affaires municipals et Occupation du

territoire website: http://www.mamrot.gouv.qc.ca/developpement-territorial/programmes/fonds-de-

developpement-des-territoires/

The Southern Interior Development Trust (SIDIT) provides grant and low-interest
loan funding seeded by the province of British Columbia. The SIDIT was enacted through
legislation in 2006, with $50 million from the government of British Columbia (Southern
Interior Development Trust [SIDIT], n.d.c). The Trust has the objective to encourage growth
and diversification in the southern interior of BC through ecological development. The total
yearly funding amount depends on the investment pool, trust income stream and
operational performance. The ten key sector areas of investment are forestry, pine beetle
recovery, transportation, tourism, mining, Olympic opportunities, small business, economic

development, energy, and agriculture (Southern Interior Development Trust Act S.B.C.
2005).

Eligible recipients include municipalities, regional districts, First Nations, non-profit
societies, institutions, and industry associations. For-profit business ventures can apply for
loan and equity financing, but are ineligible to receive grant funding (SIDIT, n.d.a).
Grants are non-repayable, and loans or equity investments are subject to principal and
interest repayment (SIDIT, n.d. a,b). Grant funding up to a maximum of $25,000 or 25%
of total project budget. Grants may be combined with loans up to a maximum of $1
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million (SIDIT, n.d. a). Generally, SIDIT does not fund capital infrastructure projects that
are funded through government programs; however, exceptions to the policy may be
considered for small or rural communities (SIDIT, n.d. a).

Project proposals are prioritized according to alignment with SIDIT’s strategic plan
objectives (SIDIT, n.d. a). Loan applications require a business plan, financial statements,
and outline of the project management structure (SIDIT, n.d. b). Applicants must provide
confirmation of all other sources of project funding prior to entering funding agreements.
Successful applicants receive funding once leveraged funds have been confirmed, and
must report on key deliverables every five years (SIDIT, n.d.a)

Southern Interior Development Initiative Trust Act. SBC 2005. Chapter 39. Retrieved from the Government
of British Columbia website: http://www.bclaws.ca/Recon/document/ID/freeside/00_05039_01

Southern Interior Development Trust. (no date). Grant Applications. Retrieved from Southern Interior
Development Trust website: http://www.sidit-bc.ca/grant_applications.html

Southern Interior Development Trust. (no date). Loan and Equity Funding. Retrieved from Southern Interior

Development Trust website: http://www.sidit-bc.ca/loan_funding.html

Southern Interior Development Trust. (no date). Overview. Retrieved from Southern Interior Development
Trust website: http://www.sidit-bc.ca/overview.html

The Manitoba Water Services Board (MWSB) is a crown corporation that provides
provincial funding for capacity building, grants and low-interest loans. The MWSB was
established in 1972 under The Manitoba Water Services Board Act to assist local
governments in providing water and sewerage infrastructure (Manitoba Water Services
Board [MWSB], 2015). The board’s objectives include the provision, distribution, and
treatment of water; and the collection, treatment and disposal of wastewater. The MWSB
provides both capital funding, project management and capacity building to local
governments in Manitoba for water related infrastructure The MWSB receives revenue

through water services fees, from the provincial budget, and may borrow from a bank or
from the government (MWSB, 2015).

Eligible recipients for MWSB services include local governments in Manitoba,
excluding the city of Winnipeg and aboriginal communities under the authority of INAC.
The MWSB enters into agreements with eligible recipients for either capital funding or
project management. The capital funding programs provided by the MWSB are the
municipal water and sewer program and the Manitoba rural water development program.
For both programs, the MWSB acts as project managers on behalf of municipal
governments and registered water co-operatives to conduct engineering feasibility studies,
contract administration and construction supervision (MWSB, 2010b).
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Currently a two-tiered system is in place, where 30% of costs are covered for
projects that are primarily local improvements, and 50% of eligible costs are covered for
projects that are a priority health or environmental risk, or provide economic benefits to
Manitoba (MWSB, 2015). The MWSB promotes regional water systems that can services
many municipalities as cost-effective infrastructure. The MWSB may consider funding an
extra 10% for projects north of 53" parallel (MWSB, 2015).

The MWSB will prioritize municipal requests, and may work with the municipality
to conduct feasibility studies or public interest surveys. Project support is dependent on the
priority of the project and the availability of funding. The MWSB provides a one-year
warranty and technical assistance after project completion; however, ownership,
operation and maintenance is the municipality’s responsibility after the warranty period.
Municipalities may request MWSB to operate the system on behalf of he municipality, and
in this case the MWSB sets water pricing and collects all revenue. The MWSB sets the
prices and rates for water and sewage services to cover operating expenses (MWSB,

2010b).

Manitoba Water Services Board. (2010). Municipal Water and Sewer Program. Retrieved from the
Province of Manitoba website: http://www.gov.mb.ca/ia/mwsb/mwsp.html

Manitoba Water Services Board. (2010). Rural Water Development Program. Retrieved from the Province
of Manitoba website: http://www.gov.mb.ca/ia/mwsb/pubs/rwdfact.pdf

Manitoba Water Services Board. (2015). Annual Report of the Manitoba Water Services Board 2014-
2015. Retrieved from the Province of Manitoba website:
https://www.gov.mb.ca/ia/mwsb/pubs/2015annual.pdf

Manitoba Water Services Board Act C.C.5.M. c. W90. Retrieved from the Government of Manitoba
website: http://web2.gov.mb.ca/laws/statutes/ccsm/w090e.php

United States National Programs

The Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) Program provides national
unconditional grant funding for capital surface transportation projects. The STBG program
allocates roughly $10 billion annually from the Highway Trust Fund to State departments
of Transportation and Local Transit Authorities (Federal Highway Administration [FHWA],
2016b). The STBG superseded the surface transportation Program (STP) through the
Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act (2015) (FHWA, 2016aq).

STBG is the most flexible of the federal aid transportation programs. Funding is
allocated to each state through a formula consisting of a base amount and additional
amount based on population. States receive funding and administer the funds according
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to policies aligning with the overall program policy. States may reserve up to 15% of the
STBG funds for use in rural areas with population of 5,000 or less. To enhance flexibility,
states may transfer up to 50% of the STBG to another formula program, as long as the
program aligns with STBG policy. Funds are distributed by the states to urban areas based

on the relative share of the population. States have a maximum of 4 years to allocate
funds from any given year (FHWA, 2016a).

Within the program, various types of multi-modal transportation projects can be
funded. Eligible projects include capital construction and renovation, planning and design,
development of asset management plans, and operational costs. Specific policies for
funding for particular areas and particular projects apply. Federal funding generally
covers up to 80% of eligible costs, except for interstate projects where the federal share

can be up to 90%. Funding for rural areas, and training and development activities can
be covered up to 100% (FHWA, 2016c).

The U.S. Government Accountability Office noted in 2014 that the STBG was
critical for local governments to meet transportation needs. The flexibility in funding
multiple project types allowed local governments to address priorities that were not
funded through other programs. Local government officials used the STBG funds based on
state and local priorities, according to the policies already in place. Though the STBG
funding did not generally make up a large portion of the overall transportation funding,
funds had a large impact (United States Government Accountability Office, 2014).

United States Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration. (2016). A Summary of Highway
Provisions. Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act. Retrieved from the United States Department of
Transportation website: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/fastact/summary.cfm

United States Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration. (2016). Surface Transportation
Block Grant Program (STBG). Retrieved from the United States Department of Transportation website:
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/specialfunding/stp/

United States Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration (2016). Surface Transportation
Block Grant Program (STBG) Implementation Guidance [Memorandum]. Retrieved from the United States
Department of Transportation website: http://www.fthwa.dot.gov/specialfunding/stp/160307 .cfm

United States Government Accountability Office. (2014). Grant Program Consolidations: Lessons Learned and

Implications for Congressional Oversight. Retrieved from the Government Accountability Office website:
http://www.gao.gov/assets/670/667 481 .pdf

Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act of 2015 114 U.S.C. §§ 1001-89003 (2015)

The Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) is a nationally and state funded
revolving loan program. The CWSRF was established in 1987 through amendments to the
Clean Water Act. With the same structure as the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund, the
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program is a partnership between United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
and each State (United States Environmental Protection Agency [EPA], 2016). The EPA
allocates funds to all States, and each State contribute an additional 20% to match

federal grants. The federal government allocates around $5 billion annually to States for
their CWSRFs, which are operated by each State (EPA, 2015).

To receive funds, each State must provide intended use plans that describe the
programs plans and goals for each fiscal year (Oregon State Department of
Environmental Quality, 2015). The funds are placed into a dedicated revolving loan fund
for eligible infrastructure projects. The loans provide assistance, and as the infrastructure
makes money back the funds flow back into the dedicated fund. The CWSRFs have the
flexibility to issue bonds for additional funding (EPA, 2015). CWSRF assistance is
provided through various financial instruments, and the repayment terms are flexible. In
2009, congress authorized the CWSRF to provide further financial assistance through
additional subsidization to small and disadvantaged communities (EPA, 2015).

Eligible recipients include any public entities such as municipal governments,
federally recognized tribes, and any quasi-municipal corporations; nonprofit
organizations are also eligible for certain projects (Washington State Department of
Ecology, 2016). Eligible projects include construction of municipal wastewater facilities,
green infrastructure and control of nonpoint source of pollution and other water quality
projects. Part of the funds are set aside in a green project reserve targeting green
infrastructure, energy and water efficiency improvements, and other environmentally
innovative activities (EPA, 2016). Projects are selected based on priorities and ranking
criteria. Applicants with projects on the priority list must complete environmental reviews,
land-use compatibility statements, financial reports (Oregon State Department of
Environmental Quality, 2015).

The U.S. Government Accountability Office evaluates the entire EPA program
periodically, and the EPA itself conducts annual reviews of the state run programs to
ensure fiscal integrity (United States Government Accountability Office [GAO], 2009).
The EPA collects electronic data through expected benefits reporting system which all
states use, and various states also report environmental monitoring data through the same
system (GAO, 2009). In 2016, the Office of Inspector General of the EPA recommended
that the EPA require post-project environmental monitoring and reporting for all funded
projects, and that the data be made publicly available (EPA, 2016).

Oregon State Department of Environmental Quality, Water Quality Division. (2015). Fact Sheet: Oregon’s
Clean Water State Revolving Fund. Retrieved from the Oregon State Department of Environmental
Quality website: hitp://www.deq.state.or.us/wqg/pubs/factsheets/loans/cwsrfloans.pdf

United States Government Accountability Office. (2006). Clean Water: How States Allocate Evolving Loan
Funds and Measure Their Benefits. Retrieved from the United States Government Accountability Office
website: http://www.gao.gov/assets/260/250359.pdf

17



United States Environmental Protection Agency. (2015). CWSRF 101: An Introduction to EPA’s Clean
Water State Revolving Fund. Retrieved from the United States Environmental Protection Agency
website: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-06/documents/cwsrf_101-033115.pdf

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Inspector General. (2016). EPA Needs to Assess

Environmental and Economic Benefits of Completed Clean Water State Revolving Fund Green Projects.
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-05/documents/20160502-16-p-0162.pdf

United States Environmental Protection Agency. (2016). Learn about the Clean Water State Revolving

Fund (CWSRF). Retrieved from the United States Environmental Protection Agency website:
https://www.epa.gov/cwsrf/learn-about-clean-water-state-revolving-fund-cwsrf

Washington State Department of Ecology. (2016). Funding Guidelines State Fiscal Year 2018. Water
Quality Financial Assistance. Retrieved from the Washington State website:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1610024.pdf

The Rural Infrastructure Opportunity Fund is a national public-private partnership
between CoBank, Capitol Peak Asset Management and the USDA. The fund was
announced in July 2014, and invests in rural community facilities including health care and
educations facilities, as well as water and wastewater systems, rural energy projects, rural
broadband, and agribusiness. The program was created to complement existing
government loan and grant programs (CoBank, 2016).

The fund serves as a co-lender for borrowers, and private lending for financing all
types of rural infrastructure projects. CoBank committed $10 billion in lending capacity,
and Capitol Peak Asset Management (CPAM) manages the fund as an independent asset
management firm (CoBank, 2016). Capitol Peak Asset Management also assists in
recruiting additional private investment, and provides consulting and communication
services (Capitol Peak, 2014). The USDA rural development advises CoBank and CPAM,
but ultimately does not make any allocation decisions (USDA, n.d.).

Eligible applicants include both private and public entities, with the requirement
that entities be US based and doing business in the US. Funds are available through
loans, and the loan terms are project-specific, depending on the level of risk. Funds are
primarily provided through senior debt financing, with CoBank the senior lender. Some
projects may be funded entirely through private-sector dollars, in others the loans may
leverage government loan and grant programs (Capitol Peak, 2014).

Project funding applications may be submitted at any time. Projects are required to
benefit rural areas. The USDA defines rural areas as located within a city with a
population no greater than 20,000 or outside an urban area with a population no greater
than 50,000. However, projects located in urban centers may be considered if it's
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demonstrated that the project will benefit primarily rural areas. Loan requests range from
$10 million to $50 million, however, some larger projects may receive loans up to $800
million (Capitol Peak, 2014).

Capitol Peak. (2014). USDA-CoBank-Capitol Peak Asset Management. U.S. Rural Infrastructure
Opportunity Fund. Retrieved from the Capitol Peak website:
http://www.cdfa.net/cdfa/cdfaweb.nsf/0/07D72804DFD7353C88257D85007709FE/ $file/CPAM_RI
OF_FAQ_60ct2014.pdf

CoBank. (2016). Products and Services - Public Private Partnerships: The U.S. Rural Infrastructure
Opportunity Fund. Retrieved from the CoBank website: hitp://www.cobank.com/Products-

Services/Public-Private-Partnerships/US-Rural-Infrastructure-Opportunity-Fund.aspx

United States Department of Agriculture. (no date). Public Private Partnerships for Rural Infrastructure
Frequently Asked Questions. Retrieved from the United States Department of Agriculture website:
http://www.usda.gov/documents/Rural-Infrastructure-Opportunity-Fund-FAQ.pdf

The Water and Environmental Programs (WEP) are a set of programs that
administer grants and loans for capital projects and capacity building. The WEP are run
under the USDA Rural Development (USDA, 2015b). Within the WEP, sub-programs
allocate resources to rural communities across the United States for water and solid waste
infrastructure (USDA, 2015b). The WEP is the only federal program focused on water and
waste infrastructure for populations of 10,000 or less (USDA, 2015b). The program is
administered jointly through the EPA national office, and trained staff in based in each
State.

Within the sub-programs under the WEP, eligible recipients include rural public
entities, native American tribal bodies, colonias, and private or nonprofit organizations.
Public bodies make up the largest portion of borrowers and grantees. A portion of
funding is reserved for very financially disadvantaged communities and communities
qualifying for emergency assistance (USDA, 2015a). Eligible capital projects including
drinking water, sanitary water, storm-water, and solid waste projects, with the majority of
funding allocated towards water and sewer infrastructure projects (USDA, 2015a).

The majority of WEP funds are allocated to capital hard infrastructure projects
through direct loan and grant programs, with loans accounting for around three-quarters
of all approved projects. The cost-sharing, grant and loan amount is determined on a
case-by-case basis according to location and project need. In addition to funding capital
projects, the WEP provides funding to nonprofit and private organizations to assist
communities with technical details such as feasibility studies, plans, and applications. The
USDA office also provides assistance for rural community applications. Detailed financial
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reporting is required by all recipients (USDA, 2015a; Technical Assistance Grants
Regulation, 2013).

United States Department of Agriculture, Rural Development. (2015). Annual progress report fiscal year
2015. Retrieved from the United States Department of Agriculture website:
http://www.rd.usda.gov/files/WEPAnnualProgressReport2015.pdf

United States Department of Agriculture, Rural Development. (2015). Water and Environmental Programs.
Retrieved from the United States Department of Agriculture website: http://www.rd.usda.gov/programs-

services/all-programs/water-environmental-programs )

7 C.F.R. Ch. XCII (1-1-13 Edition) § 1774 - Technical Assistance Grants Regulation 2013. Retrieved from the
United States Government Publishing Office website: https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2014-itle7-
vol12/pdf/CFR-2014-title7-vol12-part1775.pdf

The Local Technical Assistance Program (LTAP) and the Tribal Technical Assistance
Program (TTAP) are a network of 58 centers providing rural technical assistance and local
capacity building (Local Technical Assistance Program [LTAP], n.d.). The program was
initiated in 1982 through the Department of Transportation and Related Agencies
Appropriate Act, and allocated $5 million from the Highway Trust Fund for rural technical
assistance. The Federal Highway Administration along with state highway agencies and
universities established a system of Technology Transfer centers across United States
(Office of Technical Services, 2014). Annual funding is allocated from the Highway Trust
Fund, and covers 50% of LTAP transfer center costs, and 100% of TTAP transfer center
costs (Office of Technical Services, 2014).

The transfer centers provide essential capacity building to counties, small cities,
and towns for building and maintaining surface transportation infrastructure. The centers
operate under agreements with respective state highway agencies, which in turn have
federal-aid agreements with the FHWA. Training courses, new and existing technology
updates, and personalized technical | assistance is offered. The centers follow the
strategic plans laid out at the state level (LTAP, n.d.). The centers are also served by the
National LTAP Association, which builds awareness about LTAP, assists the Federal
Highway Administration with developing strategies, and builds capacity of each center to
meet the needs of customers (LTAP, n.d.). The FHWA continuously evaluates the national
LTAP/TTAP through quantitative and qualitative performance measures in the areas of
safety, infrastructure management, workforce development, and organizational
excellence (Office of Technical Services, 2014).

Local Technical Assistance Program (no date) About the National Program. Retrieved from the Local
Technical Assistance Program website: http://www.ltap.org/about/
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Office of Technical Services, Federal Highway Administration Technology Partnership Programs. (2014).
LTAP/TTAP Strategic Plan. Retrieved from the Local Technical Assistance Program website:
http://www.ltap.org/about/downloads/LTAP-TTAP_Strategic_Plan_2014.pdf

European Union Programs

The European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) provides
regionally allocated funding to member EU states, which is funneled down to rural areas.
The program was created in 2005 to fund economic development projects in rural areas
(European Commission [EC], 2005). The EAFRD is part of the European Structural and
Investment Funds, and as of 2013 the program operates under the Common Provisions
Regulation (EC, 2014).

To obtain funding, EU member states prepare partnership agreements (PA), which
act as an overall strategic document of how the funds will be used. The objectives of the
PAs must align with the overall Europe 2020 strategy (EC, 2015). The PAs are
implemented through rural development programmes (RDPs). Every member state must set
out an RDP, which specifies what funding will be spent on which measures (EC, 2016).
The RDP’s must be based on at least four of the six common EU priorities. At least 30% of
each programme’s budget is dedicated to specific environmental and climate-related
measures, and at least 5% for administration of the LEADER approach (EC, 2015).

The LEADER approach stands for ‘Liaison Entre Action de Developpement de
I'Economie Rurale’ - Links between the rural economy and development actions. The
approach is a bottom-up method of delivering support to communities for rural
development (EC, 2015). LEADER was launched in 1991, introduced as a community
initiative implemented only in rural areas. In 2007, the program was funded under the
EAFRD, and has now become part of the EAFRD regulation. Local public-private
partnerships are created under LEADER, known as Local Action Groups (LAGs). LAGs are
composed of local citizens, public sector employees, and business and not-for-profit
professionals. LAGs have the authority to identify and implement the development strategy
and make decisions regarding the allocation of resources. Each RDP must have a LEADER
component for implementation. LEADER encourages networking and communication
between rural and regional areas. This enables LAGs to cooperate and learn from other
groups that have face similar issues (EC, 2006).
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European Commission. (2005). European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD). Retrieved
from the European commission website: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/TXT/2uri=URISERV%3Al60032
European Commission. (2006). The Leader Approach, A Basic Guide. Fact Sheet. Luxembourg, Belgium:

Office for Official Publications of the European Communities.

European Commission. (2014). Guidance for Beneficiaries of the European Structural and Investment
Funds and related EU instruments. Luxembourg, Belgium: Publications Office of the European Union.

European Commission. (2015). A European Structural and Investment Funds 2014-2020: Official texts and
commentaries. Retrieved from the European Commission website:

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/guides/blue_book/bluequide_en.pdf

European Commission. (2016). Agriculture and Rural Development. Rural Development 2014-2020.
Retrieved from the European Commission website: http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/rural-development-
2014-2020/index_en.htm

Horizon 2020 is the European Union’s largest conditional funding program for
research and innovation (EC n.d.). For the period 2014-2020 the EU has allocated 77
billion euros towards Horizon 2020 (EC, 2015). Infrastructure projects must fall under the
category of (1) secure, clean and efficient energy, (2) smart, green, and integrated
transport, and (3) climate action, environment, and resource efficiency (EC, 2014a).

The Horizon 2020 program is open to any legal entity, including public bodies,
universities, and businesses. Standard research projects should be a partnership between
at least three legal entities, but other programs may only require one legal entity. Unlike
the programs under the European Structural and Investment Funds, Horizon 2020 is
centrally managed through the European Commission (EC, 2014a). Funding opportunities
are set out twice a year in work programmes, prepared in consultation with stakeholder’s
representatives from industry, research, and civil society. Trans-national partnership
projects are highly encouraged with with impacts on a minimum of three countries (EC,

2014b).

As of 2014, all applications are made through the online participant portal, during
the calls for proposals. (EC, 2014b). Applicants can receive additional guidance and
assistance from the network of national contact points. The portal also helps applicants
connect to potential partners with particular competences, facilities, or experience useful
for the project (EC, 2014b). Funding covers research and innovation actions, and
coordinating support actions. Up to 100% of eligible costs for research and innovation
actions, but only a flat rate of 25% for supporting actions. Funding schemes are flexible,
and use training and mobility grants, co-funding grants, debt financing and equity

investments.
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European Commission. (no date). What is Horizon 20202 Retrieved from the European Commission
website: https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/what-horizon-2020

European Commission. (2011). Commission Staff Work Paper Impact Assessment. Horizon 2020 - The
Framework Programme for Research and Innovation. Brussels, Belgium.
http://ec.europa.eu/research/horizon2020/pdf/proposals/horizon_2020_impact_assessment_report.
pdf

European Commission. (2014). Guidance for Beneficiaries of European Structural and Investment Funds

and related EU instruments. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union. Retrieved from
website: http://ec.europa.eu/budget/funding/sites/funds/files/beginners_guide_en_0.pdf

European Commission. (2014). Horizon 2020 In Brief. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European
Union. Retrieved from European Commission website:
https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/sites/horizon2020/files/H2020_inBrief_EN_FinalBAT
.pdf

European Commission. (2015). Beginners Guide to EU Funding. Retrieved from the European Commission
website: http://ec.europa.eu/budget/funding/sites/funds/files/beginners_guide_en_0.pdf

Council Regulation No. 1316/2013 establishing the Connecting Europe Facility, 2013 O.J. L 348/129.
Retrieved from the European Commission website: http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do2uri=0J%3AL%3A2013%3A348%3A0129%3A0171%3AE
N%3APDF

The European Fund for Strategic Investments (EFSI) is a joint initiative between the
European Investment Bank (EIB) and the European commission (EC). EFSI comprises of a
16 billion guarantee from the EU budget, complemented by another 5 billion allocated
from the EIB’s own capital. With these funds, the EFSI aims to mobilize further private
investment (Council Regulation Bo. 1017/2015; EIB, 2016b). The funds will focus on
projects which could not be carried out under existing financial instruments without EFSI
support (Council Regulation Bo. 1017/2015; EIB, 2015).

EFSI aims to fund economically viable projects which may have a higher risk
profile than ordinary EIB activities. Projects should have high societal added value
contributing to achieving EU policy objectives set out in the Europe 2020 strategy (Council
Regulation Bo. 1017/2015). Project areas include strategic infrastructure; education,
research, development and innovation; expansion of renewable energy and resource
efficiency; and supporting smaller businesses and midcap companies (Council Regulation
Bo. 1017/2015). The funds should complement ongoing regional, national and union
wide programmes, as well as existing EIB operations and activities.

EFSI supports a wide range of financial products, including equity, debt, and
guarantees. EFSI support should not substitute private market finance, but instead be a
catalyst for private finance (Council Regulation Bo. 1017/2015). Eligible recipients
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include public sector entities, utilities, enterprises, banks, collective investment vehicles,
and investment platforms (EIB, 2016a). Projects should be submitted following EIB regular
loan application procedures (EIB, 2015). The funds are allocated and managed by and
within existing EIB group structures (EIB, 2015). Projects are considered on individual
merits, there are no geographic or sector quotas (EIB, 2015).

The European Investment Advisory Hub (EIAH) was created under the EFSI to
provide support for project development. The hub provides technical assistance for
investments and expertise free of charge for public project promoters. Information about
the application process is also provided through the EIAH (Council Regulation Bo.
1017/2015).

European Investment Bank. (2015). European Fund for Strategic Investments - Questions and Answers.
Retrieved from the European Investment Bank website:
http://www.eib.org/attachments/press/investment_plan_for_europe_qa_en.pdf

European Investment Bank. (2016). How does a project get EFSI financing? Retrieved from the European
Investment Bank website: hitp://www.eib.org/efsi/how-does-a-project-get-efsi-financing/index.htm

European Investment Bank. (2016). Why a European Fund for Strategic Investments? Retrieved from the
European Investment Bank website: hitp://www.eib.org/efsi/why-a-european-fund-for-strategic-

investment/index.htm

Council Regulation No. 1017/2015 on the European Fund for Strategic Investments, the European Investment
Advisory Hub and the European Investment Project Portal, 2015 O.J. L 169. Retrieved from the European
Commission website: http://eurlex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/2uri=CELEX:32015R1017&from=EN

24



A

juonenjeas
[ew.io4

[BUORIPUODUN
ueo| BuinjoADYy
‘Buiyorew |euonipuo?)

Buiyoiew [euonipuo)

(4INd
9Yy1 ybnouy]) [euonipuodupn

Buipiing
A1oede) B Buiydlew-uou

[BUOI1IPUOT & [BUOIIPUODUN
|BUOIIPUODUN

Buiydolew-uou |euolIpuUO)
Buiyoijew-uou jeuonipuod
% ‘Buipiing Ayoede)
Buiyojew |euonipuo)
Buiyolew-uou |euoIpuUO)
Buipjing A11oede)
Buiyorew-uou
[BUORIpUO) 7R [EUORIPUOJUN
Buiyolew-uou |euolIpUO)
[BUOIMPUODUN

Buiyoijew [euonipuo)

Buiyojew |euonipuo)

adA] weiboig

v
v
v

1218 M

v

1218 M

v
v
9oeds a1gnd

v

JuswdolaAag
Ajunwwo)
v

9oeds o1gnd
uoneliodsuel |
v

v

101988

Bpeue) ain1onJiselju|
- JUBWIUIDAOL) [BI2Pa
sanjeddIuniy

ueipeue?) JO UOI1BISPdS
dV3 epeue) ainionuisedu
- JUWIDUIDAOL) [BJapPa
epeue) yijeaH
“quswdojaAaq uJayuoN
pue slielly leuibliogy
Juswdo|aAa(g uJaylioN
pue siieyyy [eulbLogy

uollelodio) sodIAIRS
[e21Uyd9] suoneN 1sJi
oLejuQ ‘oueuQ O aduINOId
‘epeue) juswdojaaaq
“quswdojaAaq UJayuoN

niip Qlpiiv 1pi __m_ INOIN-
epeuR) ainloniiselju|

- JUSWUIDA0Y) |BJapa-
epeue)

po0o4-LbYy pue ainynNJLIBY
1UBWUIBAOE) |elopad

siauned Asanlpqg

[B19P3 - JUWIBUISAOL) B3PS

siauned AlaAlgqg

[B19P34 - 1USWIUISAOE) B3P

Juswdo|aAa(g uJaylioN
pue sileyy [eulbluoqy
abe1lsH ueipeue)

- JUSWUIDA0Y) |BJapa-
B3|V JO 92UIN0Id

epeue) ainoniiselu|
- JUSLLIUIBAOK) |RI3pa4
epeue) ain1oniiselu|
- JUSLLIUIBAOEK) [RI3pa4

fousby

|elapad

|elapad

|elapad

|elapad

|elapad

|elapad

|elapad

|elapad

|elapad

|elapad

|elapad

|elapad

|elapad

[BIDUIAOUY

|elapad

|elapad

[9A8T]
JUBWIUIBAOL)

epeue)
epeue)
epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)
epeue)
epeue)
epeue)
epeue)
epeue)
epeue)

uoibay

pun4 xe] Seq9
pun4 |edidiunjy usaug

pun4 aJn1onJiseayu

usa.0) s,epeue)
ue|d UOIDY J21BMIISEM
pue J21ep\ SUOIEN 1S.i4

pung
24N10NJ1SeIjU| UoneN 1S414

Ayenp Jo1epm
Bupjuug anoadwy 03 10jid

SUOIIEN 1S.I{ OLIBIUQ-BPEUR)

pun4 ainionJisedu
216918415 S,BpRUR)
diysisulied |einy ueipeue)

0S| weiboud

aJnjonJiselju] Aylunwiwo))
puny JuswaAoJdw|
aJnjonuiselju] AJlunwiwo))
weluboud saining Alunwwo)

weJboid aoueusulep
pue sani|ioe4 [exde)

pun4 saoeds |einyn) epeue)

juels) uoileyiodsued |
|edidiunpy oiseg
jusuodwo?) aJn1onJIIsSelu]

Joley - pun4 epeue) Buipjing

Jusuodwo) sanunwwo))
- pun4 epeue) Buipjing
weaboid

419
dN9D
419

dVMMNA

4INd

dMdad

41ISO
ddd
0S1l dID
41D

d40
diN4D
4530
91nd
JIN-404d

30-404

wAuoOY



[BUOIMPUODUN
Buiyoiew [euonipuo)
Buiydolew-uou |BUOIPUOD

19 Buipjing Auoede)
Buiyoiew [euonipuo)

Buiyoiew [euonipuo)

[BUOIMPUODUN
Buiydolew-uou |BUOIIPUOD
1 Buipjing Ayoede)
[BUOIHPUOD 1D3.IP

19 Aouabe Buipjing Ayoeden
Buiyoijew [euonipuo)

Buiyoijew Jeuonipuo)
[BUOI}IPUODUN
diysJaulied ayeaud 2ignd
Buiyoijew [euonipuo)
dn-doy |euoiipuod

19 BJNWJO4 [BUOI}IPUODUN
Buiyoijew [euonipuo)
Buiyolew-uou |euoIpUO)

Buiyoijew Jeuonipuo)

v

v

JuswdojaAag
Ayunwwo)
v

v

v

JuswdojaAag
Ayunwwo)
v

v

uoneliodsuel |
v

v

J21M

v

uoIea.09y

v

v

euaqy

BpBUB) 84N10NIISBIU|
BIqWIN|0) ysiug

epeue) 24n1oNJ1selyu|

epeue) 24n1oNJ1selyu|

e1aqy

|edny pue poo4 ‘ainyjnduby
JO Ansiuipy oueuQ
BRIV

1UBWIUIBAOL) [BIapa

epeue) 24n1onJiselyul
- JUBWIUISAOY) |elapad
epeue) 24n1onJiselyul

- JUBWUIBAOY) |elapad
epeue)

ddd - 1UsWUIBA0) [elapa
oLBIUQ

oueIuQ
uonIeo) sjieJ|
[BUONEN ‘1USWIUISAQY) |elapa4

oLBIuQ

epeue) 24n1oNJ1selyu|

[BIDUIAOUY

|elapad

[BIDUIAOUY

|elapad

|elapad

[BIDUIAOUY

[BIDUIAOUY

[BIDUIAOUY

|elapad

|elapad

|elapad

|elapad

[BIDUIAOUY

[BIDUIAOUY

|elapad

[BIOUIAOU(

|elapad

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

welubold ain1onJisedju|
jedidiunpy eLIRQ|Y

pund

ain1onJiselju [eany [edidiunpy
puspiAld

[edny elquinjo) ysig
s109fo.ud

[euoibay pue |euoneN
jusuodwo?) ainlonJisedu|
[BLIO1LLIS | -|BIDUIAOI(

‘DUN4 POPURN BUIDING MANI
jusuodwo)

2In1onJ1seJju| [eUonen
- pun4 epeuen Buip|ing MaN
9AIEIU|

Aviqeureisng [edidiuniy
weuboud 1usawdojanaq
2IWOUO02] [edny S,0LIBIUQ
pung

j1uswdojaAsq eliaqly |elny
pun4 SanIUNWWOY) |[BWS
1usuodwo?) ainlonJisedu|
[BLIO1LLIS | -|BIDUIAOI(

:pun4 eoeueN BuUIDIING MaNI
pun4 1isuel] a1qnd

pun4 aseg ain1onJisedju|
[BLIOLLID | -|BIDUIAOI(

puny

diysiaulied aieaud-olgnd
weJbo.d

Ja1BM\\ 9|ge10d OLBIuQ
pun4 ainionuiseu
AJunwwo) oueluQ
wesboud

S|led] [eUOI1BaID3Y [BUOIIEN
SAINBIU| JUBSWISIAL|

aJnjonayseuju [edioiunpy
pun4 sniNWIS 24n1onJisedu

dINV

dIAN

adod

ddN-Olld

JIN-408N

ISW

a3y

4avy

40S-0l1d

d1d

osegld

€d

dMdO

4100

dLiN

NN

1Sl



Buiyolew-uou |euoIpuUO)
Buiyolew-uou |euolIpuUO)

Buipiing
Ayoede) ® |euoipuodun
Buiyoiew [euonipuo)

Buipjing
A11oede) B Buiydlew-uou

[BUOIIIPUOY & [BUOIIPUODUN
|BUOIIPUODUN

ueo] Buinjonay

g Buiyolew |euonipuo)
® Buipning A11oeden
[BUOIMpUODUN

Buiyoiew [euonipuo)
Buiyojew |euonipuo)
ueo] Buinjonay

19 Buiyolew-uou |euoiipuo?)
[euonipuo)

Buipjing Ay1oede)
[BUOIMPUODUN

Buiyoijew [euonipuo)
Buiyoijew [euonipuo)
Buiydol1ew-uou |euolIPUOD

19 Buipjing Anoede)
Buiyoijew [euonipuo)

1918 M
v

v
uoneliodsuel |
191B M

v
v

1\v
uoIea.09y
J218M

v

Juswdojara(g
Alunwwo)

JuswdojaAa(g
Ayunwwo)
v

uoneliodsuel |
J91eM
Juswdojanag

Ajunwwo)
uoneliodsuel |

INABUNN
INABUNN
2909NnY
eqoliuep
eqoMuep
eqoMuep
elquin|o) ysilg
elquin|o) ysig
elquin|o) ysig
elquin|o) ysilg
elquin|o) ysilg

oLBIuQ

(ledopa4) JoNpo4

oLBIuQ

e1aqy

e1aqy

e1aqy

e1aqy

A1o1I9 |
A1o1I9 |
[e1oUINOId
[e1oUIAOId
[e1oUINOId
[Be1OUIAOId
[e1oUIAOId
[e1oUIAOId
[e1oUIAOId
[B1oUIAOId
[e1oUINOId

[BIDUIAOUY

[BIDUIAOUY
[BIDUIAOUY
[BIDUIAOUY

[BIDUIAOUY

[BIDUIAOU(

[BIDUIAOUY

epeue) ApIsgns sa21AI8S
abemas pue Jalep\ INABUNN

epeue) pun4 uswdojaasq
AJunwwo) InAeUNN

epeue) pun4 juadwo|aAsqg
|euolLus ] 29ganQ

epeue) weuboud abpug pue
peoy |edioiunpy maN eqoluep

Bpeue) pJeogd

SODIAISS J21BA BQOLUBH

Bpeue) pun4 eqo)uep Buip|ing
epeue) 1SnJ] dAnRERIY|
Juswdo|aAa(g uJaylioN

epeue) [E207 [BUOIIPUODUN
BIqWIN|o) ysniig
epeue) we.B1od uoneaidsy

Ajunwiwio) eigwinjo) ysnug

epeue) welboid Juswanoidwi Ja1ep
Ajunwiwio) eigwinjo) ysnig

BpeuB) 1SnJ] SAIENRIUl JUsWdoPAS(Q
Joua1ul Jayinos

epeue) aAERIU|
aamonuiselju) yuswdojanag

[eJNY PUB UMO| [|ewS OLIBIUN

epeue) weuBboud 1uswdojanaq
OlIBIUQ UJBYMION

Bpeue) pun4
diysiaulied [edidiunpy oueuQ

epeue) weubo.d ain1onJisedyu|
uoleyiodsuel] 2169118

epeue) (3417 404 421\

8) diysisunied Ja1emalsep
/ 191ep ledidiuniy B1I9qIY

epeue) diysisuiied
Alunwwo) enaqy
epeue) welboud

SOAIZUDDU| JISUB] U3

SSSM
400N
4010
daun
aSMIN
4Ng
LION
97N29
dy¥204
diMmd0d
Lais

4v1So

ddoN
4dWO
di1S

dMMINY

dJV

diy1usaiy



z

[BUOIMPUODUN
Buiyolew-uou |euoIpuUO)
[BUOIIPUOD

3024ip Bulp|ing Ayoede)
Buiyoiew [euonipuo)
[BUOIMPUODUN
[BUOIMPUODUN
Buiyolew-uou |euolipuo)
Buiyoiew [euonipuo)
Buiydolew-uou |euolIpuUO)
Buiyoiew [euonipuo)
Buiyoijew Jeuonipuo)
Buiyoiew [euonipuo)

Buiyolew-uou |euoipuUO)

|BUOIIPUODUN

|BUOIIPUODUN

Buiyolew-uou |euolIpuUO)

|BUOIIPUODUN
|BUOIIPUODUN

|BUOIIPUODUN

v

v
JuswdojaAag
Ayunwwo)

9oeds a1gnd
v

v

J21M

v
uoneliodsuel |
uoneliodsuel |
J21M

v

1218 M

v

uoIea.o9y

uoIea.09y

v
v

v

B1100S BAON

epeue) 1pal) wied
ueMay1eyses

ueMayd1eyses
ueMay1eySes

UuBMaYD1B)SES
ueMaYD1B)SES

youeug saoinias |edidiunpy
UJBYLION - UuBmaydieses
uoneyiodsued |

JO 1uswedaq - 29genQD
uoneyiodsued |

JO 1uswedaq - 29genQD
sJleydy |edidiunpy - 98gan)
sJleyy |edidiunpy - 98gan)

SOII01ILIS | 1SOMYLION

SOII01IIID | 1SOMYLION

SOII01IIIS | 1SOMYLION

INABUNN

INABUNN
INABUNN

INABUNN

[BIDUIAOUY

|eJapad
[BIDUIAOUY

[BIDUIAOUY
[BIDUIAOUY

[e1oUIAOId
[e1oUIAOId
[e1oUIAOId
[e1oUIAOId
[e1oUIAOId
[e1oUIAOId
[e1oUIAOId
A1oI9 |

A1oIa |

A1oI9 |

A1oI9 |

A1oIa |
A1oI9 |

A1o1Ia |

epeue)

epeue)
epeue)

epeue)
epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

epeue)

jueI9
uonezijenb3 e1103S BAON
pun4 1u1dsuby

weuboud 1uawdojaraq
Auoede) [edidiuniy
UBMOYD1BYSES 199115 UIBW

2 9AnEIIU| YImoD)

24N10NJ1SBIJU| UBMBYDIEYSES

9AIEBINIU| YIMOUD)

24N10NJ1SBIJU| UBMBYDIEYSES

weJsbo.d

JOMSS pue Jd91BA\ UJBYLION
weJsboud

sjuesq |eyde) ulaylioN
weiboud Juswanoidu|
)I0M13N PEOY [BI07]
2in10nJ1seJju| peoy

[B007] Byl JO uohell|iqeysy
ne3j,p |edidiunpy
aJnyonJlselju] swwelbo.id
saqjedidiunpy - 29ganQ
saJnyonJlselju] sawwelabold
Buipun4

S90IAI9S 9BeMag pue Jo1B\

Buipun

30UBUSIUIE[Y PUE suonesadQ

S9II0114ID | 1SOMULION
Buipun4 ainyonuiselu)
211gnd AYunwiwio?n
suoinqLuo)

pue S1UBJ5) UOI1BDIIDY

pue s110dS 1nABUNN
weJibo.d

Buipun4 [edidiunpy INABUNN
soxe] Ajiadoud

JO N3l ul S1uUBI9 1NABUNN
Buipun4

3o0|g |eiide) Joulpy 1InABUNN

93SN

4Sv
ddon

SSIW
2I9IS

9IS
dSMN
dION
NYYVVd
TdIY
NV3INIYEd
WOId
4SSM

dNOIN

41dd

J94S

d4nN
1d19N

490N



>

[edidiunjy B1300S BAON

Buiyolew-uou |euoIpuUO) Jodsued | uollelsodsues | [euOllBN S$81e1S paMun FSEYNoLEN| ¥I9LL
JO Juswnedaq s931e1S palun Jlwou023 Bunesusn
1UBWI1SSAU| uolleliodsuel |

ueo Buinjonay Jodsued | uollelsodsues | [euOllBN S$81e1S paMun weuboud VIdIL
JO Juswnedaq s931e1S palun 10V UOIIBAOUU| pUe dduUeul
2Jn1onJlseuju] uolleliodsuel |

ueo] Buinjonay 191eMd1SeM $91e1S pue Aduaby [euolleN S$81e1S pauun puny JYSMD
pue Ja1ep U0I19910.1d |[B1UBWUOIIAUT BuinjoAal 91B1S J91BM UB3|D

ueo Buinjonay 191emalrse $91e1S pue Aduaby [euollBN S$81e1S paMun punj BuiAjoAas J4SMA
pue Jalep U0I10910.1d |BIUBWUOIIAUT 91e1S Joiem Bupjuug

(spuoq |edidiunwi) 10109S Auy 1uswWabeuep 19SSY dead [euolleN S$81e1S pauun pun4 JUBWSOAU| 410
diysJaulied aieAlld d1gnd [eade) Suego) ‘ainynouby AlunyoddQ |euany

10 Jusweds s91e1S PaluN
Buiyolew-uou |euoIpuUO) uol1e2IuUNWWO) [eany - 24n1nouby [euOllBN S$91E1S poMuUN  SIUeJD 109UU0) AJUNWWOD) 92D
10 Juswnedaq s91e1S palun

UEOT pUE [BUOINIPUO) 191emalrsepm [eany - 24n1nouby [euOllBN S$81e1S paMun sweluBboud dim
pue Jalep\ 4O 1uswiiedaq S91e1S pauun [BIUBWUOIIAUT pUB J91BAA

UBOT pue |euol}lpuodun BuisnoH jJuswdolaAs(g ueqJdn pue [euollBN S$81e1S paMuun weluboud et yoo|g 93 - H9aD
BuisnoH Jo juswiiedsq SN 1uswdojaAaag AJunwiwo?)

Buiyolew-uou |euoIpuUO) uolleliodsuel | uodnNA Aio1is | epeue) weuboud dNYY
doueUdlUIE|N PEOY [BINY

Buiyolew-uou |euoIpUO) JuswdojaAa(g uodnNA Aio1is | epeue) pun4 4dD
Ayunwwo) 1uswdojaAaag AJunwiwo?)

Buiyoiew [euonipuo) JuswdojaAag uoNA Aio1is | epeue) pund juswdojaAag 4434
Aunwwo) 2IWOoU09] |euoibay

|euonipuodun 1\ uodnA Aio1is | epeue) jueln 9D
jedidiunpyy aAIsusyaidwo))

Buiyolew-uou |euolIpuUO) 91SeM pueT puno4 maN [elouInOId epeue) Buipun4 Juswabeuep 91SeM JAM

Buipjing Ayoede) Juswdojara(g pueT puno4 maN [elouInOId epeue) diysJauiied dso
) [BUOILIPUOY) B |BUOIIPUODUN Ayunwwo) Ajigeuieisng AJlunwiwo))

[euonipuodun 1\% pueT puno4 maN [elouInOId epeue) 1ueJ9 BunesadQ jediunpy 90N

Buiyolew-uou |euolIpuUO) J91e M pueT puno4 maN [elouInOId epeue) aAnenIu| ISMdad
A1ajes Jorep) Bunjuug

Buiyoijew [euonipuo) 1\% pueT puno4 maN [elouInOId epeue) Buipun4 MOW
IO [eade) jediounpy

[euonipuodun 1\% MoIMSUNIg MBN [elouInOId epeue) juels 9NdN
|BUOIIPUODUN XOIMSUNIE MBN

ueon 1\% B1100S BAON [elouInOId epeue) uollelodio?) adueul J4NSN



|BUOIIPUODUN

leuonIpuo)

leuonIpuo)

|BUOIIPUODUN

|BUOIIPUODUN

|BUOIIPUODUN

ueoT

ueoT

[BUOIIPUODUN

|BUOIIPUODUN

|BUOIIPUODUN

Buipjing A110ede)

|BUOIIPUODUN

juswdojansp
[euoibay
2in1onJise.jul
dAIlBAOUULI ||
ABisu3z

‘@¥dv3 ‘40 ‘4ay3

sassedwoou]
j1uswdojaAsg

a|geuleIsng
2in1onJiseu|

[IV - Juswdojaraq

algeule1sng
ABisu3z

v

Juswdo|aAsp |edny

j1uswdojaAsg
9|qeule1sng
[exbig

‘y1iodsued] ‘AbBisu]

Jodsued |

Jodsued |

uolun ueadouny
uolun ueadouny

uolun ueadouny

uolun ueadouny
uolun ueadouny

uolun ueadouny

jueg juswisaAu| ueadouny

Jueg 1UBWISAAU|
ueadoun3 B uolun ueadoiny
uolun ueadouny

uolun ueadouny
uolun ueadouny
uoneyiodsuel |
J0 usweda sa1e1S paluN

uonejiodsuel |
J0 sweda(q sa1e1S paluN

apim-adoin]
apim-adoin]

apim-adoin]

apim-adoin]
apim-adoin]

apim-adoin]

apim-adoin]
apim-adoin]

apim-adoin]

apim-adoin]
apim-adoin]
[euoileN

leuonen

uolun
ueadouny
uolun
ueadoun3
uolun
ueadoung

uolun
ueadoung
uolun
ueadoung
uolun
ueadoung

uolun
ueadoung
uolun
ueadoung
uolun
ueadoung

uolun
ueadoung
uolun
ueadoung
S91B1S paMuN

S91B1S pauun

30ueRlISSY

UOISS320B-3.d 0} JUBWNISU|

0202 UozLoH

1uswdojana( |edibojouyda |
pue youeasay 1o}

awwelb0.id ylomaweld U1/
SpUN4 1UBWI1SAAU|
® [edn1onJis ueadoun]

41S3

Japup - pun4 [e100S ueadouny

41S3

Japun - pun4 uswdo|aAaqg
[euoibay ueadoin3

20ue1SISSY

ABJsu3z |e207] ueadouny

JUSWISIAU|

21691115 J0) pun4 ueadouny

41S3 J8pun

- JuswdojaAa( |edny 404
pun4 |eJn1induby ueadoin]
4IS3 48pun - pun4 uoisayo)

A11j1oe4 adoun3 Bunosuuo)

weJibo.d

90UR1SISSY |BOIUYDS ] |BOOT

sjuelo

»00|g uoileliodsuel| 20BJINS

Vdl

0¢0¢H

Zdd

41S3

453

E[€)E

VN33

IS43

ay4v3

40

430

dv1i

o4d1S



Appendix B: Examples of Infrastructure
Funding Programs
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Appendix B provides brief summaries of selected infrastructure funding programs
in Canada, United States, and the European Union. The descriptions are provided as
concrete examples of infrastructure funding that is available to rural communities. The
programs were chosen because they are either representative of typical funding program
policies, or demonstrate particular challenges or innovations. Each summary includes
information about the type of program, eligible applicants and eligible projects, funding
allocation process, and monitoring requirements. If programs have been formally or
informally evaluated, and this information is public, key details from the evaluation are
also included in the description. Canadian examples are provided at the national,
provincial and territorial level. Due to time constraints, examples from the United States
and European Union were taken only at the national and supranational level respectively.

Canadian Federal programs

The Gas Tax Fund (GTF) provides federal unconditional funding for vertical
equalization purposes. The fund consists of reallocating federally collected gas taxes to all
Canadian municipalities. The fund was launched in 2005, and in 2011 the Federal
Government legislated the GTF as a permanent source of infrastructure funding for
municipalities, providing $2 billion annually (Infrastructure Canada [INFC], 2015). The
fund is provided up front, twice a year, to provinces and territories who then flow funding
to municipalities (INFC, 2014).

The GTF is implemented through agreements between the government of Canada
and each province or territory, except for British Columbia and Ontario where municipal
associations are responsible. All municipalities within Canada receive funding allocated
on a per-capita basis, except for the three territories and Prince Edward Island, where
municipalities receive 0.75% of the total annual national funding (INFC, 2015). Allocation
formulas for municipalities are developed by each jurisdiction that receives initial funding,
which can be a combination of per capita allocation, base allocation, or dedicated funds
(INFC, 2015). Infrastructure Canada transfers a portion of the funds to Indigenous and
Northern Affairs Canada (INAC), where it’s administered through the First Nations
Infrastructure Fund to on-reserve First Nations communities (INFC, 2015).

The GTF must be used by municipalities for the purpose of infrastructure. Eligible
costs include construction, renewal, material enhancement in transportation, water,
wastewater, solid waste, community energy systems, tourism and recreation, and capacity
building (INFC, 2015). The Federal Government has no role in the selection or approval
of projects; local governments make decisions according to local priorities (INFC, 2014).



The program is not cost-shared, but local governments commit to maintaining capital
infrastructure spending at a pre-determined level. Municipalities can pool, bank, and
borrow against the funding providing financial flexibility (INFC, 2014).

The GTF program was evaluated in 2015, and found to be one of the most efficient
infrastructure programs implemented by the federal government. Interviews with
employees of municipality that received funding were very positive (INFC, 2015). The
program did not replace regular municipal funding, and the fund provided environmental,

community, and economic benefits that aligned with federal government priorities (INFC,
2015).

Infrastructure Canada. (2014). The Federal Gas Tax Fund: Permanent and predictable funding for
municipalities. Retrieved from Infrastructure Canada website: http://www.infrastructure.gc.ca/plan/gtf-

fte-eng.html

Infrastructure Canada. (2015). Final Report — Evaluation of the Gas Tax Fund. Retrieved from

Infrastructure Canada website: http://www.infrastructure.gc.ca/pd-dp/eval /201 5-gtf-fte-eng.html

The Building Canada Fund Communities Component (BCF-CC) is a federally
implemented conditional cost-sharing program. The BCF-CC provided $1.5 billion in
funding for small communities located in the provinces. The program originated as $1
billion fund, and was expanded as part of Canada’s Economic Action Plant with a top-up
of $500 million (Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat [TBCS], 2015). The program was
based off of the Municipal Rural Infrastructure Program (MRIF), and used identified best
practices (INFC, 2015).

Total funding allocated in each province was determined on a per capita basis.
Eligible recipients of the fund were limited to communities with populations of less than
100,000. Infrastructure projects were selected through a competitive application-based
process; municipalities had to apply through calls for proposals. All projects were cost-
shared, with most projects funded on one-third basis, the provinces contributing an

additional one-third of eligible costs. In certain circumstances, the maximum federal
contribution could increase to 50% (TBCS, 2015).

An evaluated conducted in 2015 determined that many small municipalities did not
apply because they lacked the financial capacity to pay their one-third contribution. The
program was oversubscribed, with about half of the municipalities that applied for funding
being rejected. In some scenarios, municipalities pooled together resources to fund
regional projects that would benefit all communities. In these cases, project recipients
viewed the program and partnerships positively (INFC, 2015). The 2012 audit noted that



the program may have redundancy between Infrastructure Canada and other oversight
entities, resulting in over- governance and administrative burden (INFC, 2012).

In 2009, in conjunction with the Infrastructure Stimulus Fund, the federal
government announced a top-up for the BCF-CC. The program provided an extra $500
million over two years. Funding was conditional on recipients already committing existing
BCF-CC funding. To receive funding through the top-up, municipalities had to prove that
projects could be completed by March 31, 2011. Small communities struggled with the

capacity to respond to accelerate delivery, and around a third of the recipients sought an
extension after the deadline (INFC, 2012).

Evaluation Directorate, Infrastructure Canada. (2012). Building Canada Fund Communities Component
Top-Up. Evaluations. Retrieved from Infrastructure Canada website:
http://www.infrastructure.gc.ca/pd-dp/eval/eap-pae/2012-eap-pae-eng.html#toc2 1

Infrastructure Canada. (2015). Evaluation of the Building Canada Fund — Communities component.
Retrieved from Infrastructure Canada website: http://www.infrastructure.gc.ca/pd-dp/eval/2015-bcfcc-

vcfcc-eng.html#table7

Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat. (2015) Building Canada Fund: Plans, Spending and Results.
Retrieved from Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat website: https://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/hidb-
bdih/initiative-eng.aspx2Hi=92

The Community Futures Program (CFP) is an example of a capacity building
economic development program funded by the federal government and managed by
independent agencies. The program was created in 1985 by the federal government to
support rural economic development. The CFP aims to provide communities, individuals,
and organizations with information and planning services to initiate local socio-economic
development. The CFP provides support for both business development and community

development, and the funding is administered to Community Futures Development
Corporations (CFDCs) (Reseau des SADC et CAE, 2015).

The CFDCs are private, notfor-profit organizations that are independent of the
federal government. The CFDCs serve a population of close to 15 million residents,
accounting for 45% of the Canadian population. CFDCs typically operate in rural
communities with 20,000 to 50,000 people. The CFDCs are community based and staffed
by local volunteers and professionals. Evaluations of the program have found that the

governance structure has been the foundation of the CFP’s success (Reseau des SADC et
CAE, 2015).



CFDCs offer a wide variety of programs and services, including strategic
community planning, investment for community-based projects, business information and
planning, and access to capital for small and medium sized businesses. The CFDCs can
grant loans, loan guarantees, or equity investments to small businesses and social
enterprises, and in this way act as a revolving loan fund (Ontario Association of
Community Futures Development Corporations [OACFDC], 2015b). Community Economic
Development initiatives include economic sectors such as tourism, agriculture and

manufacturing, as well as projects targeted at vulnerable population groups (FedDeyv,
2014).

Direct funding for capital infrastructure development is unavailable through the
CFP; however, funding and support may be given to municipalities in an advisory or
promotional capacity (FedNor, 2015). Community Strategic Planning connects municipal
governments with other local organizations to identify opportunities, assess local
challenges, and develop and update strategic plans. In the 2014 program evaluation, the
CFDCs were seen as vital partners of local government in providing support to municipal
governments in accessing community economic development grants (FedDev, 2014).

FedDev Ontario. (2014). Evaluation of the Community Futures Program. Retrieved from FedDev Ontario
website: http://www.feddevontario.gc.ca/eic/site/723.nsf/eng/02069.html#s11

FedNor Ontario. (2015). Insights from comparing the Community Futures Program in Ontario with LEADER
in Sweden. Retrieved from FedNor Ontario website: http://fednor.gc.ca/eic/site/fednor-
fednor.nsf/eng/fn03568.html

OACFDC. (2015). Access to Capital for Small and Medium Sized Businesses and Social Enterprises. CF
Program. Retrieved from Ontario Association of Community Futures Development Corporations

website: http://oacfdc.com/public-information/access-to-capital

Ontario Association of Community Futures Development Corporations. (2015). Who We Are. CF Program.
Retrieved from Ontario Association of Community Futures Development Corporations website:
http://oacfdc.com/public-information

Reseau des SADC et CAE. (2015). The CFDCs and CBDCS: A Winning Approach for Community Futures.
Retrieved from Community Futures Canada website: http://communityfuturescanada.ca/wp-

content/uploads/booklet_web.pdf

The Canada 150 Community Infrastructure Program (CIP150) was a program
developed to celebrate Canada’s 150™ anniversary; an example of a a typical short term
conditional funding program. The program started July 2015, and will run until March
2018, investing $150 million over two years in community infrastructure (Western
Diversification Canada [WD], 2016). The funding is currently delivered through federal



delivery partners, with mandatory project completion by March 31, 2018 (Atlantic
Canada Opportunities Agency [ACOA], 2014).

The program funds projects that rehabilitate existing community facilities across
Canada, to improve long-term growth and vibrancy. Eligible projects include community
centers, cultural centers and museums, parks, recreational trails, and tourism
infrastructure. In addition, the projects must be community oriented, non-commercial, and
open for use to the public. Projects are selected by the federal delivery partners on basis

of readiness, funds leveraged, anticipated completion date, and economic benefits
(ACOA, 2014).

Eligible recipients include municipal or regional governments, a band council
under the Indian Act, other public-sector bodies, and not-for-profit organizations (ACOA,
2014). The recipients must directly own infrastructure assets, facility, or land which is
being renovated; or have a longterm lease in place (WD, 2016). Eligible recipients
submit proposal that include the project description, source of additional funding, and

demonstrate how the project will contribute to Canada’s legacy and have a lasting impact
on Canada’s infrastructure (ACOA, 2014).

Federal funding cannot exceed 50%, with a maximum amount of $500,000 (WD,
2016). Priority is given to projects that require less federal funding (ACOA, 2014). In
addition, the maximum contribution from all government of Canada sources cannot
exceed 50%. In kind contributions are not eligible for support under the CIP150, and will
not be included in the total project costs (WD, 2016). All recipients are required to submit

progress reports to the regional development agencies until the projects are completed
(FedDev, 2015).

Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency. (2015). Canada 150 Community Infrastructure Program.
Government of Canada. Retrieved from the Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency website:
http://www.acoa-apeca.gc.ca/eng/ImLookingFor/Programinformation/Pages/Canada-150-

Infrastructure-Program.aspx

FedDev Ontario. (2015). Canada 150 Community Infrastructure Program. Government of Canada.
Retrieved from the FedDev Ontario website:
http://www.feddevontario.gc.ca/eic/site/723.nsf/eng/02198.html

Western Economic Diversification Canada. (2016). Canada 150 Community Infrastructure Program.
Retrieved from the Wester Economic Diversification Canada website: http://www.wd-
deo.gc.ca/eng/18872.asp

The P3 fund provided nation-wide conditional public-private partnership funding.
The program was created along with PPP Canada as part of Canada’s Economic Action in



2009. PPP Canada is a federal Crown corporation with a mandate to improving
infrastructure procurement through P3s. The fund provides grants to public private
partnerships (PPPs) for infrastructure projects. The funds were allocated based on merit, to
incentivize the use of PPPs in public infrastructure procurements (Public Private
Partnerships Canada [PPP Canada], n.d.a).

Eligible applicants for the P3 Fund included partnerships between private
companies and provincial, territorial, municipal governments, and First Nations equivalent
governing bodies. Combined funding from the P3 Fund and other federal sources could
not exceed 25% (PPP Canada, n.d.a). Eligible projects included the construction, renewal,
or material enhancement of core public infrastructure areas including: transport, water,
energy, solid waste, culture, security, tourism and connectivity. Applications are accepted
on an annual basis. There was no minimum or maximum project size or cap for funding;
however, larger projects were typically viewed more positively (PPP Canada, n.d.b).

The Economic Action Plan in 2013 renewed P3 funding with another $1.25 billion,
incorporating the fund with the new building Canada plan. The New Building Canada
Plan includes, a P3 ‘screen’ to be applied to project applications with capital costs of
more than $100 million. Through the P3 screen, projects are assessed to determine if they
would provide better value for money through a P3 procurement. Through the screening
process, PPP Canada aims to raise awareness and consideration of the P3 model. If
projects are accepted for funding under the P3 screen, 25% of project costs are funded
by the federal government (PPP Canada, n.d.b).

When the program was evaluated in 2012, the projects that were funded
demonstrated positive value for money. The P3 Fund raised awareness about P3
procurement, and raised the capacity for recipients to undertake P3 projects. The
resources and technical assistance provided by PPP Canada was well-received by
applicants and recipients. However, administrative delays caused some issues in certain
projects. The performance of the fund was also negatively affected by external
uncontrollable factors such as public opinions on privatization and the political
environment. Future recommendations included providing repayable funding in addition to
grants, and widening the eligible costs to include legal and asset management, and
operations and maintenance (Ernst and Young, 2012).

Public Private Partnerships Canada. (no date) Achieve better value, timeliness, and accountability to
taxpayers through Public-Private Partnerships. Retrieved from Public Private Partnerships Canada
website: http://www.p3canada.ca/~ /media/english/resources-
library/files/revised/about%20ppp%20canada%20en.pdf

Public Private Partnerships Canada. (no date) P3s and the New Building Canada Fund. Retrieved from
Public Private Partnerships Canada website: http://www.p3canada.ca/screening-and-advisory-

services/the-building-canada-fund/p3s-and-the-building-canada-fund/

Ernst and Young. (2012). Formative Evaluation of the P3 Canada Fund. Retrieved from Public Private
Partnerships Canada website:



http://www.p3canada.ca/~ /media/english/audit%20and%20evaluation/files/formative%20evaluatio
n%200f%20the%20p3%20canada%20fund%20en.pdf

The Green Municipal Fund (GMF) is an example of a national revolving fund
seeded by the federal government and administered through an independent
organization, the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM). The program was created
in 2000 with $550 million from the federal government to use as a long-term reserve of
loan and grant financing. The objective of the program is to benefit the environment,
economy and society through investments in energy, transportation, waste, water and
brownfield redevelopment (Federation of Canadian Municipalities [FCM], 2014).

The GMF program funds plans, studies and capital projects. The planning category
includes sustainable neighborhood action plans, community brownfield action plans, and
greenhouse gas reduction plans. Studies include feasibility studies, tests, and pilot projects
to evaluate new technology or solutions. The /GMF offers grants for plans and studies
which cover up to 40% of eligible costs to a maximum of $175,000. Capital projects
include retrofitting construction, replacement, expansion or purchase and installation of
fixed assets or infrastructure. Up to 80% of eligible costs are provided by the GMF
through a combination of low interest loans and grants. Eligible costs are not to exceed
$10 million, and grants cannot be more than 20% of the loan value (FCM, 2014).

Eligible participants include all municipal governments and their partners,
regulatory authorities with the same power in municipal affairs, First Nations communities,
and notfor-profit or for-profit partners that are municipally owned or collaborating with
municipalities (FCM, 2015a). Projects are funded on a competitive basis through project
proposals submitted by eligible participants. The FCM provides advisory and technical
support for eligible applicants. The FCM website provides online tools and resources, as
well as detailed instructions for completing applications (FCM, 2015b).

The final decisions on GMF funding allocations are made by the FCM committee
based on input from the GMF council. The GMF council comprises 15 members from
federal, municipal and environmental sectors. The council is comprised a third of federal
government representatives, a third municipal officials, and a third external members
representing the public, private, academic, and environmental sectors (FCM, 2015¢).

The GMF program was evaluated independently in 2009 by the KPMG, and was
found to be extremely successful. GMF was efficient and effective in the funding of
projects, and little resources were wasted. The FCM was responsive to stakeholder needs,



effectively engaging all stakeholders to understand the existing municipal capacity. The
monitoring practices that were in place were transparent and the funded projects met the
objectives set out by the GMF (KPMG, 2009).

Federation of Canadian Municipalities. (2014). Performance Audit of the Green Municipal Fund. Ottawa,
ON: Federation of Canadian Municipalities. Accessed on September 10, 2016 from:
https://www.fcm.ca/Documents/reports/GMF/2014/Federation_of_Canadian_Municipalities_Perform
ance_Audit_of_the_Green_Municipal_Fund_Final_Report_EN.pdf

Federation of Canadian Municipalities. (2015). Apply for Funding. Retrieved from the Federation of

Canadian Municipalities website: http://www.fcm.ca/home/programs/green-municipal-fund/apply-for-
funding.htm

Federation of Canadian Municipalities. (2015). Green Municipal Fund Annual Report 2014-2015.
Ottawa: Federation of Canadian Municipalities. Retrieved from Federation of Canadian Municipalities
website: http://www.fcm.ca/Documents/corporate-resources/annual-
report/Green_Municipal_Fund_Annual_Report_2014_2015_EN.pdf

Federation of Canadian Municipalities. (2015). Green Municipal Fund Council. Retrieved from Federation

of Canadian Municipalities website: http://www.fcm.ca/home/about-us/green-municipal-fund-

council.htm

Federation of Canadian Municipalities. (2016). 2016 FCM Sustainable Communities Awards: City of Saint-
Hyacinthe, QC. Retrieved from Federation of Canadian Municipalities website:

http://www.fcm.ca/home/awards/fcm-sustainable-communities-awards/2016-winners-case-

studies/2016-waste-program.htm

KPMG. (2009). Performance Audit of the Green Municipal Fund. Ottawa, ON: Federation of Canadian
Municipalities. Retrieved from the Federation of Canadian Municipalities website:

https://www.fcm.ca/Documents/corporate-resources/annual-
report/Perfomance_Audit_of the_Green_Municipal_Fund_Final_Audit_Report_EN.pdf

Canadian Provincial and Territorial
Programs

The Municipal Sustainability Initiative (MSI) provides an example of provincial
unconditional funding for horizontal and vertical equalization purposes. The initiative was
launched in 2007 by the Province of Alberta, and is administered by the Department of
Municipal Affairs. The funds can be used for either capital infrastructure projects,
operating costs including repairs and maintenance, or for capacity building and planning
purposes (Alberta Municipal Affairs, 2016al). Eligible recipients include all municipalities

in Alberta, metis settlements, and regional administrative bodies (Alberta Municipal
Affairs, 2016aq).



Since 2007, funding has been allocated annually through base funding, and an
additional amount based on municipal populations, education property tax requisitions
and kilometers of local roads. Unspent funds on operating costs may be carried into the
next year, and capital funds may be carried forward a total of six years. The initiative was
originally implemented through a temporary operating funding agreement between
municipalities and the province, which later turned into a long-term Memorandum of
Agreement. As part of the Memorandum of Agreement, municipalities are required to
provide operating spending plans and the annual reports for the previous year (Alberta
Transportation, 2016a).

As of 2014, the Basic Municipal Transportation Grant (BMTG) was consolidated
under the MSI program. Prior to 2014, the Basic Municipal Transportation Grant provided
funding for transportation infrastructure in Alberta municipalities. Allocated funds could be
spent on capital construction and rehabilitation of structures including roads, bridges, and
public transit. The current additional BMTG funding within MSI is based on municipal
status, with municipalities receiving funding through a formula based on population and
highway length (Alberta Transportation, 2013).

Alberta Municipal Affairs. (2016). Eligibility and Funding Allocations. Government of Alberta. Accessed
September 10, 2016 from: hitp://municipalaffairs.alberta.ca/msifunding-allocations-eligibility

Alberta Municipal Affairs. (2016). The Municipal Sustainability Initiative. Government of Alberta. Accessed
September 10, 2016 from: http://municipalaffairs.alberta.ca/msi

Alberta Transportation. (2013). Basic Municipal Transportation Grant. (2013). Government of Alberta.
Accessed September 10, 2016 from: https://www.transportation.alberta.ca/5407 .htm

The British Columbia Water Improvement Program (BCCWIP) conditionally funded
eligible projects in drinking water and wastewater management and infrastructure (British
Columbia Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development [CSCD], 2013). The
program was created in 2005 by the Ministry of Community, Sport, and Cultural
Development in British Columbia, and provided $80 million in funding for local
government (CSCD, 2012).

Funding was available for projects that developed infrastructure through
construction or rehabilitation of physical assets, following the applicable planning and
environmental legislation. Eligible projects include implementing components of drinking
water plan, designing liquid waste management plans, projects demonstrating innovative
technologies, supporting resource communities, regional growth strategies, or
implementing drought management plans (CSCD, 2005). Eligible applicants include local
governments, either municipalities or regional governments, including Vancouver and the
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greater region of Vancouver. Eligible recipients submitted applications to the Ministry with
additional supporting documentation (CSCD, 2005).

The province provided up to 2/3 of the costs of local governments eligible
infrastructure projects, and up to 75% in small communities for higher priority projects
(CSCD, 2013). Eligible costs include all engineering, design, borrowing or capital costs
towards implementing projects. Operational costs following construction must be borne by
the project proponents (CSCD, 2005). Successful applicants were required to report
progress to the Ministry, and grant reimbursement was provided after costs had be paid
for by the municipality. The program continued to pay grants until 2010 (CSCD, 2005).
The program required all funding to be allocated, and projects to be completed by 2012
(CSCD, 2012).

British Columbia Ministry of Community, Sport, & Cultural Development. (2005). B.C. Community Water
Improvement Program Guide. Retrieved from the Ministry of Community, Sport, & Cultural
Development website:
http://www.cscd.gov.bc.ca/lgd/infra/library/community_water_improvement_guide.pdf

British Columbia Ministry of Community, Sport, & Cultural Development. (2012). B.C. Community Water
Improvement Program - 2012 Annual Program Progress Report. Retrieved from the Ministry of

Community, Sport, & Cultural Development website:
http://www.cscd.gov.bc.ca/Lgd/infra/library/BCCWIP_2012_Annual_Program_Progress_Report.pdf

British Columbia Ministry of Community, Sport, & Cultural Development. (2013). B.C. Community Water
Improvement Program. Infrastructure Grants. Retrieved from the Ministry of Community, Sport, &

Cultural Development website:
http://www.cscd.gov.bc.ca/lgd/infra/infrastructure_grants/community_water_improvement.htm

The Alberta Community Partnership (ACP) provides conditional funding for
capacity building and regional collaboration. In 2014, the program was the successor to
the regional collaboration program, and incorporated the Municipal Sustainability
Initiative operating grant, which had been in place since 2010 and 2007 respectively
(Alberta Association of Municipal Districts and Counties, 2014).

The program is delivered by Alberta Municipal Affairs for projects that support
new or enhanced regional municipal services, improve municipal capacity and for joint
and collaborative activities (Alberta Municipal Affairs [AMA], 20146). Eligible projects and
components include inter-municipal collaboration activities to expand regional municipal
service delivery, metropolitan restructuring, mediation and cooperative processes, and
municipal internships (AMA, 2016). Projects are funded up to a maximum of $350,000,
and do not require any municipal contribution (AMA, 2015).
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Eligible entities include municipalities, metis settlements, municipally controlled
planning service agencies, administrative societies, and regional boards and partnerships.
Other entities, such as for-profit and not-for-profit organizations, may receive grant
funding under contract by an eligible entity (AMA, 2015). To receive funding, eligible
applicants submit an application to municipal affairs. Once reviewed and approved,
applicants enter funding agreements with an allocated time period to use the grant.
Funding may be combined with funding from other grant programs, unless prohibited
(AMA, 2016). Final reporting is required 60 days after the funding is used, also submitted
to Municipal Affairs (AMA, 2015).

Alberta Association of Municipal Districts and Counties (2014). New Alberta Community Partnership
Program Information Now Available. Retrieved from the Alberta Association of Municipal Districts and
Counties website: hitp://www.aamdc.com/advocacy/member-bulletins/member-bulletin-archive/710-

new-alberta-community-partnership-program-information-now-available

Alberta Municipal Affairs. (2015). Alberta Community Partnership Program Guidelines. Retrieved from the
Alberta Municipal Affairs website:
http://municipalaffairs.alberta.ca/documents/2015_ACP_Program_Guidelines.pdf

Alberta Municipal Affairs. (2016). Alberta Community Partnership (ACP). Retrieved from the Alberta
Municipal Affairs website: hitp://www.municipalaffairs.alberta.ca/alberta-community-partnership

The newly established Quebec Territorial Development Fund (TDF) provides
unconditional funding to regional governments, ‘/RCM’, for capacity building and local
capital projects. The fund was established in 2015, providing $100 million annually up-
front to the RCM to support locally-led community economic development. RCM enter
funding agreements with the Province of Quebec which will last until 2019. As part of the
agreement, RCM create two policy funding strategies, for community development and
business development (Ministere des Affaires municipals et Occupation du Territoire

[MAMOT], 2015b).

The fund replaced 4 programs of conditional funding that were previously
provided from the province to the RCMs. Through the new TDF, each RCM receives a
base amount; additional funding is based on the population of each RCM, and a
calculated index of economic vitality (Gouvernement du Quebec, 2015). All
municipalities, RCM, indigenous communities and band councils, not-for-profit

organizations, and businesses are eligible to receive funding from RCM through the TDF.
The TDF is also able to fund administrative functions of the RCM (MAMOT, 2015aq).
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Eligible applicants apply to the RCM with projects that must fall under the priorities
within the regional development plans created by the RCM. The TDF can fund training and
workshops provided by the RCM to municipalities, as well as capital infrastructure projects
at the local or regional level. Exact funding cost-sharing amounts for particular projects
are outlined in each RCM's funding policy. For capital projects, total funding from all
provincial and federal sources cannot exceed 80% of total eligible project costs. RCM

must track and report on project progressing relation to the priorities set out in the
regional plan (MAMOT, 2015a).

Gouvernment du Quebec. (2015). Accord de Parternariat aves les Municipalites. Retrieved from the
Ministere des Affaires municipals et Occupation du territoire website:
http://www.mamot.gouv.qc.ca/pub/grands_dossiers/entente_signee_accord_partenariat_municipalite
s.pdf

Quebec Ministere des Affaires municipals et de I'Occupation du territoire. (2015). Le Fonds de

developpement des territoires pour appuyer les MRC dans leur competence en developpement local et
regional. Muniexpress. Retrieved from the Ministere des Affaires municipals et Occupation du territoire
website:http://www.mamrot.gouv.qc.ca/publications/bulletin-muni-express/2015/n-05-23-juin-2015/

Quebec Ministere des Affaires municipals et Occupation du territoire. (2015). Programmes Fonds de
developpement des territoires. Retrieved from the Ministere des Affaires municipals et Occupation du

territoire website: http://www.mamrot.gouv.qc.ca/developpement-territorial/programmes/fonds-de-

developpement-des-territoires/

The Southern Interior Development Trust (SIDIT) provides grant and low-interest
loan funding seeded by the province of British Columbia. The SIDIT was enacted through
legislation in 2006, with $50 million from the government of British Columbia (Southern
Interior Development Trust [SIDIT], n.d.c). The Trust has the objective to encourage growth
and diversification in the southern interior of BC through ecological development. The total
yearly funding amount depends on the investment pool, trust income stream and
operational performance. The ten key sector areas of investment are forestry, pine beetle
recovery, transportation, tourism, mining, Olympic opportunities, small business, economic

development, energy, and agriculture (Southern Interior Development Trust Act S.B.C.
2005).

Eligible recipients include municipalities, regional districts, First Nations, non-profit
societies, institutions, and industry associations. For-profit business ventures can apply for
loan and equity financing, but are ineligible to receive grant funding (SIDIT, n.d.a).
Grants are non-repayable, and loans or equity investments are subject to principal and
interest repayment (SIDIT, n.d. a,b). Grant funding up to a maximum of $25,000 or 25%
of total project budget. Grants may be combined with loans up to a maximum of $1
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million (SIDIT, n.d. a). Generally, SIDIT does not fund capital infrastructure projects that
are funded through government programs; however, exceptions to the policy may be
considered for small or rural communities (SIDIT, n.d. a).

Project proposals are prioritized according to alignment with SIDIT’s strategic plan
objectives (SIDIT, n.d. a). Loan applications require a business plan, financial statements,
and outline of the project management structure (SIDIT, n.d. b). Applicants must provide
confirmation of all other sources of project funding prior to entering funding agreements.
Successful applicants receive funding once leveraged funds have been confirmed, and
must report on key deliverables every five years (SIDIT, n.d.a)

Southern Interior Development Initiative Trust Act. SBC 2005. Chapter 39. Retrieved from the Government
of British Columbia website: http://www.bclaws.ca/Recon/document/ID/freeside/00_05039_01

Southern Interior Development Trust. (no date). Grant Applications. Retrieved from Southern Interior
Development Trust website: http://www.sidit-bc.ca/grant_applications.html

Southern Interior Development Trust. (no date). Loan and Equity Funding. Retrieved from Southern Interior

Development Trust website: http://www.sidit-bc.ca/loan_funding.html

Southern Interior Development Trust. (no date). Overview. Retrieved from Southern Interior Development
Trust website: http://www.sidit-bc.ca/overview.html

The Manitoba Water Services Board (MWSB) is a crown corporation that provides
provincial funding for capacity building, grants and low-interest loans. The MWSB was
established in 1972 under The Manitoba Water Services Board Act to assist local
governments in providing water and sewerage infrastructure (Manitoba Water Services
Board [MWSB], 2015). The board’s objectives include the provision, distribution, and
treatment of water; and the collection, treatment and disposal of wastewater. The MWSB
provides both capital funding, project management and capacity building to local
governments in Manitoba for water related infrastructure The MWSB receives revenue

through water services fees, from the provincial budget, and may borrow from a bank or
from the government (MWSB, 2015).

Eligible recipients for MWSB services include local governments in Manitoba,
excluding the city of Winnipeg and aboriginal communities under the authority of INAC.
The MWSB enters into agreements with eligible recipients for either capital funding or
project management. The capital funding programs provided by the MWSB are the
municipal water and sewer program and the Manitoba rural water development program.
For both programs, the MWSB acts as project managers on behalf of municipal
governments and registered water co-operatives to conduct engineering feasibility studies,
contract administration and construction supervision (MWSB, 2010b).
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Currently a two-tiered system is in place, where 30% of costs are covered for
projects that are primarily local improvements, and 50% of eligible costs are covered for
projects that are a priority health or environmental risk, or provide economic benefits to
Manitoba (MWSB, 2015). The MWSB promotes regional water systems that can services
many municipalities as cost-effective infrastructure. The MWSB may consider funding an
extra 10% for projects north of 53" parallel (MWSB, 2015).

The MWSB will prioritize municipal requests, and may work with the municipality
to conduct feasibility studies or public interest surveys. Project support is dependent on the
priority of the project and the availability of funding. The MWSB provides a one-year
warranty and technical assistance after project completion; however, ownership,
operation and maintenance is the municipality’s responsibility after the warranty period.
Municipalities may request MWSB to operate the system on behalf of he municipality, and
in this case the MWSB sets water pricing and collects all revenue. The MWSB sets the
prices and rates for water and sewage services to cover operating expenses (MWSB,

2010b).

Manitoba Water Services Board. (2010). Municipal Water and Sewer Program. Retrieved from the
Province of Manitoba website: http://www.gov.mb.ca/ia/mwsb/mwsp.html

Manitoba Water Services Board. (2010). Rural Water Development Program. Retrieved from the Province
of Manitoba website: http://www.gov.mb.ca/ia/mwsb/pubs/rwdfact.pdf

Manitoba Water Services Board. (2015). Annual Report of the Manitoba Water Services Board 2014-
2015. Retrieved from the Province of Manitoba website:
https://www.gov.mb.ca/ia/mwsb/pubs/2015annual.pdf

Manitoba Water Services Board Act C.C.5.M. c. W90. Retrieved from the Government of Manitoba
website: http://web2.gov.mb.ca/laws/statutes/ccsm/w090e.php

United States National Programs

The Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) Program provides national
unconditional grant funding for capital surface transportation projects. The STBG program
allocates roughly $10 billion annually from the Highway Trust Fund to State departments
of Transportation and Local Transit Authorities (Federal Highway Administration [FHWA],
2016b). The STBG superseded the surface transportation Program (STP) through the
Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act (2015) (FHWA, 2016aq).

STBG is the most flexible of the federal aid transportation programs. Funding is
allocated to each state through a formula consisting of a base amount and additional
amount based on population. States receive funding and administer the funds according
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to policies aligning with the overall program policy. States may reserve up to 15% of the
STBG funds for use in rural areas with population of 5,000 or less. To enhance flexibility,
states may transfer up to 50% of the STBG to another formula program, as long as the
program aligns with STBG policy. Funds are distributed by the states to urban areas based

on the relative share of the population. States have a maximum of 4 years to allocate
funds from any given year (FHWA, 2016a).

Within the program, various types of multi-modal transportation projects can be
funded. Eligible projects include capital construction and renovation, planning and design,
development of asset management plans, and operational costs. Specific policies for
funding for particular areas and particular projects apply. Federal funding generally
covers up to 80% of eligible costs, except for interstate projects where the federal share

can be up to 90%. Funding for rural areas, and training and development activities can
be covered up to 100% (FHWA, 2016c).

The U.S. Government Accountability Office noted in 2014 that the STBG was
critical for local governments to meet transportation needs. The flexibility in funding
multiple project types allowed local governments to address priorities that were not
funded through other programs. Local government officials used the STBG funds based on
state and local priorities, according to the policies already in place. Though the STBG
funding did not generally make up a large portion of the overall transportation funding,
funds had a large impact (United States Government Accountability Office, 2014).

United States Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration. (2016). A Summary of Highway
Provisions. Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act. Retrieved from the United States Department of
Transportation website: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/fastact/summary.cfm

United States Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration. (2016). Surface Transportation
Block Grant Program (STBG). Retrieved from the United States Department of Transportation website:
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/specialfunding/stp/

United States Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration (2016). Surface Transportation
Block Grant Program (STBG) Implementation Guidance [Memorandum]. Retrieved from the United States
Department of Transportation website: http://www.fthwa.dot.gov/specialfunding/stp/160307 .cfm

United States Government Accountability Office. (2014). Grant Program Consolidations: Lessons Learned and

Implications for Congressional Oversight. Retrieved from the Government Accountability Office website:
http://www.gao.gov/assets/670/667 481 .pdf

Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act of 2015 114 U.S.C. §§ 1001-89003 (2015)

The Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) is a nationally and state funded
revolving loan program. The CWSRF was established in 1987 through amendments to the
Clean Water Act. With the same structure as the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund, the
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program is a partnership between United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
and each State (United States Environmental Protection Agency [EPA], 2016). The EPA
allocates funds to all States, and each State contribute an additional 20% to match

federal grants. The federal government allocates around $5 billion annually to States for
their CWSRFs, which are operated by each State (EPA, 2015).

To receive funds, each State must provide intended use plans that describe the
programs plans and goals for each fiscal year (Oregon State Department of
Environmental Quality, 2015). The funds are placed into a dedicated revolving loan fund
for eligible infrastructure projects. The loans provide assistance, and as the infrastructure
makes money back the funds flow back into the dedicated fund. The CWSRFs have the
flexibility to issue bonds for additional funding (EPA, 2015). CWSRF assistance is
provided through various financial instruments, and the repayment terms are flexible. In
2009, congress authorized the CWSRF to provide further financial assistance through
additional subsidization to small and disadvantaged communities (EPA, 2015).

Eligible recipients include any public entities such as municipal governments,
federally recognized tribes, and any quasi-municipal corporations; nonprofit
organizations are also eligible for certain projects (Washington State Department of
Ecology, 2016). Eligible projects include construction of municipal wastewater facilities,
green infrastructure and control of nonpoint source of pollution and other water quality
projects. Part of the funds are set aside in a green project reserve targeting green
infrastructure, energy and water efficiency improvements, and other environmentally
innovative activities (EPA, 2016). Projects are selected based on priorities and ranking
criteria. Applicants with projects on the priority list must complete environmental reviews,
land-use compatibility statements, financial reports (Oregon State Department of
Environmental Quality, 2015).

The U.S. Government Accountability Office evaluates the entire EPA program
periodically, and the EPA itself conducts annual reviews of the state run programs to
ensure fiscal integrity (United States Government Accountability Office [GAO], 2009).
The EPA collects electronic data through expected benefits reporting system which all
states use, and various states also report environmental monitoring data through the same
system (GAO, 2009). In 2016, the Office of Inspector General of the EPA recommended
that the EPA require post-project environmental monitoring and reporting for all funded
projects, and that the data be made publicly available (EPA, 2016).

Oregon State Department of Environmental Quality, Water Quality Division. (2015). Fact Sheet: Oregon’s
Clean Water State Revolving Fund. Retrieved from the Oregon State Department of Environmental
Quality website: hitp://www.deq.state.or.us/wqg/pubs/factsheets/loans/cwsrfloans.pdf

United States Government Accountability Office. (2006). Clean Water: How States Allocate Evolving Loan
Funds and Measure Their Benefits. Retrieved from the United States Government Accountability Office
website: http://www.gao.gov/assets/260/250359.pdf
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United States Environmental Protection Agency. (2015). CWSRF 101: An Introduction to EPA’s Clean
Water State Revolving Fund. Retrieved from the United States Environmental Protection Agency
website: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-06/documents/cwsrf_101-033115.pdf

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Inspector General. (2016). EPA Needs to Assess

Environmental and Economic Benefits of Completed Clean Water State Revolving Fund Green Projects.
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-05/documents/20160502-16-p-0162.pdf

United States Environmental Protection Agency. (2016). Learn about the Clean Water State Revolving

Fund (CWSRF). Retrieved from the United States Environmental Protection Agency website:
https://www.epa.gov/cwsrf/learn-about-clean-water-state-revolving-fund-cwsrf

Washington State Department of Ecology. (2016). Funding Guidelines State Fiscal Year 2018. Water
Quality Financial Assistance. Retrieved from the Washington State website:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1610024.pdf

The Rural Infrastructure Opportunity Fund is a national public-private partnership
between CoBank, Capitol Peak Asset Management and the USDA. The fund was
announced in July 2014, and invests in rural community facilities including health care and
educations facilities, as well as water and wastewater systems, rural energy projects, rural
broadband, and agribusiness. The program was created to complement existing
government loan and grant programs (CoBank, 2016).

The fund serves as a co-lender for borrowers, and private lending for financing all
types of rural infrastructure projects. CoBank committed $10 billion in lending capacity,
and Capitol Peak Asset Management (CPAM) manages the fund as an independent asset
management firm (CoBank, 2016). Capitol Peak Asset Management also assists in
recruiting additional private investment, and provides consulting and communication
services (Capitol Peak, 2014). The USDA rural development advises CoBank and CPAM,
but ultimately does not make any allocation decisions (USDA, n.d.).

Eligible applicants include both private and public entities, with the requirement
that entities be US based and doing business in the US. Funds are available through
loans, and the loan terms are project-specific, depending on the level of risk. Funds are
primarily provided through senior debt financing, with CoBank the senior lender. Some
projects may be funded entirely through private-sector dollars, in others the loans may
leverage government loan and grant programs (Capitol Peak, 2014).

Project funding applications may be submitted at any time. Projects are required to
benefit rural areas. The USDA defines rural areas as located within a city with a
population no greater than 20,000 or outside an urban area with a population no greater
than 50,000. However, projects located in urban centers may be considered if it's
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demonstrated that the project will benefit primarily rural areas. Loan requests range from
$10 million to $50 million, however, some larger projects may receive loans up to $800
million (Capitol Peak, 2014).

Capitol Peak. (2014). USDA-CoBank-Capitol Peak Asset Management. U.S. Rural Infrastructure
Opportunity Fund. Retrieved from the Capitol Peak website:
http://www.cdfa.net/cdfa/cdfaweb.nsf/0/07D72804DFD7353C88257D85007709FE/ $file/CPAM_RI
OF_FAQ_60ct2014.pdf

CoBank. (2016). Products and Services - Public Private Partnerships: The U.S. Rural Infrastructure
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The Water and Environmental Programs (WEP) are a set of programs that
administer grants and loans for capital projects and capacity building. The WEP are run
under the USDA Rural Development (USDA, 2015b). Within the WEP, sub-programs
allocate resources to rural communities across the United States for water and solid waste
infrastructure (USDA, 2015b). The WEP is the only federal program focused on water and
waste infrastructure for populations of 10,000 or less (USDA, 2015b). The program is
administered jointly through the EPA national office, and trained staff in based in each
State.

Within the sub-programs under the WEP, eligible recipients include rural public
entities, native American tribal bodies, colonias, and private or nonprofit organizations.
Public bodies make up the largest portion of borrowers and grantees. A portion of
funding is reserved for very financially disadvantaged communities and communities
qualifying for emergency assistance (USDA, 2015a). Eligible capital projects including
drinking water, sanitary water, storm-water, and solid waste projects, with the majority of
funding allocated towards water and sewer infrastructure projects (USDA, 2015a).

The majority of WEP funds are allocated to capital hard infrastructure projects
through direct loan and grant programs, with loans accounting for around three-quarters
of all approved projects. The cost-sharing, grant and loan amount is determined on a
case-by-case basis according to location and project need. In addition to funding capital
projects, the WEP provides funding to nonprofit and private organizations to assist
communities with technical details such as feasibility studies, plans, and applications. The
USDA office also provides assistance for rural community applications. Detailed financial
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reporting is required by all recipients (USDA, 2015a; Technical Assistance Grants
Regulation, 2013).

United States Department of Agriculture, Rural Development. (2015). Annual progress report fiscal year
2015. Retrieved from the United States Department of Agriculture website:
http://www.rd.usda.gov/files/WEPAnnualProgressReport2015.pdf
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United States Government Publishing Office website: https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2014-itle7-
vol12/pdf/CFR-2014-title7-vol12-part1775.pdf

The Local Technical Assistance Program (LTAP) and the Tribal Technical Assistance
Program (TTAP) are a network of 58 centers providing rural technical assistance and local
capacity building (Local Technical Assistance Program [LTAP], n.d.). The program was
initiated in 1982 through the Department of Transportation and Related Agencies
Appropriate Act, and allocated $5 million from the Highway Trust Fund for rural technical
assistance. The Federal Highway Administration along with state highway agencies and
universities established a system of Technology Transfer centers across United States
(Office of Technical Services, 2014). Annual funding is allocated from the Highway Trust
Fund, and covers 50% of LTAP transfer center costs, and 100% of TTAP transfer center
costs (Office of Technical Services, 2014).

The transfer centers provide essential capacity building to counties, small cities,
and towns for building and maintaining surface transportation infrastructure. The centers
operate under agreements with respective state highway agencies, which in turn have
federal-aid agreements with the FHWA. Training courses, new and existing technology
updates, and personalized technical | assistance is offered. The centers follow the
strategic plans laid out at the state level (LTAP, n.d.). The centers are also served by the
National LTAP Association, which builds awareness about LTAP, assists the Federal
Highway Administration with developing strategies, and builds capacity of each center to
meet the needs of customers (LTAP, n.d.). The FHWA continuously evaluates the national
LTAP/TTAP through quantitative and qualitative performance measures in the areas of
safety, infrastructure management, workforce development, and organizational
excellence (Office of Technical Services, 2014).

Local Technical Assistance Program (no date) About the National Program. Retrieved from the Local
Technical Assistance Program website: http://www.ltap.org/about/
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http://www.ltap.org/about/downloads/LTAP-TTAP_Strategic_Plan_2014.pdf

European Union Programs

The European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) provides
regionally allocated funding to member EU states, which is funneled down to rural areas.
The program was created in 2005 to fund economic development projects in rural areas
(European Commission [EC], 2005). The EAFRD is part of the European Structural and
Investment Funds, and as of 2013 the program operates under the Common Provisions
Regulation (EC, 2014).

To obtain funding, EU member states prepare partnership agreements (PA), which
act as an overall strategic document of how the funds will be used. The objectives of the
PAs must align with the overall Europe 2020 strategy (EC, 2015). The PAs are
implemented through rural development programmes (RDPs). Every member state must set
out an RDP, which specifies what funding will be spent on which measures (EC, 2016).
The RDP’s must be based on at least four of the six common EU priorities. At least 30% of
each programme’s budget is dedicated to specific environmental and climate-related
measures, and at least 5% for administration of the LEADER approach (EC, 2015).

The LEADER approach stands for ‘Liaison Entre Action de Developpement de
I'Economie Rurale’ - Links between the rural economy and development actions. The
approach is a bottom-up method of delivering support to communities for rural
development (EC, 2015). LEADER was launched in 1991, introduced as a community
initiative implemented only in rural areas. In 2007, the program was funded under the
EAFRD, and has now become part of the EAFRD regulation. Local public-private
partnerships are created under LEADER, known as Local Action Groups (LAGs). LAGs are
composed of local citizens, public sector employees, and business and not-for-profit
professionals. LAGs have the authority to identify and implement the development strategy
and make decisions regarding the allocation of resources. Each RDP must have a LEADER
component for implementation. LEADER encourages networking and communication
between rural and regional areas. This enables LAGs to cooperate and learn from other
groups that have face similar issues (EC, 2006).
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Horizon 2020 is the European Union’s largest conditional funding program for
research and innovation (EC n.d.). For the period 2014-2020 the EU has allocated 77
billion euros towards Horizon 2020 (EC, 2015). Infrastructure projects must fall under the
category of (1) secure, clean and efficient energy, (2) smart, green, and integrated
transport, and (3) climate action, environment, and resource efficiency (EC, 2014a).

The Horizon 2020 program is open to any legal entity, including public bodies,
universities, and businesses. Standard research projects should be a partnership between
at least three legal entities, but other programs may only require one legal entity. Unlike
the programs under the European Structural and Investment Funds, Horizon 2020 is
centrally managed through the European Commission (EC, 2014a). Funding opportunities
are set out twice a year in work programmes, prepared in consultation with stakeholder’s
representatives from industry, research, and civil society. Trans-national partnership
projects are highly encouraged with with impacts on a minimum of three countries (EC,

2014b).

As of 2014, all applications are made through the online participant portal, during
the calls for proposals. (EC, 2014b). Applicants can receive additional guidance and
assistance from the network of national contact points. The portal also helps applicants
connect to potential partners with particular competences, facilities, or experience useful
for the project (EC, 2014b). Funding covers research and innovation actions, and
coordinating support actions. Up to 100% of eligible costs for research and innovation
actions, but only a flat rate of 25% for supporting actions. Funding schemes are flexible,
and use training and mobility grants, co-funding grants, debt financing and equity

investments.
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The European Fund for Strategic Investments (EFSI) is a joint initiative between the
European Investment Bank (EIB) and the European commission (EC). EFSI comprises of a
16 billion guarantee from the EU budget, complemented by another 5 billion allocated
from the EIB’s own capital. With these funds, the EFSI aims to mobilize further private
investment (Council Regulation Bo. 1017/2015; EIB, 2016b). The funds will focus on
projects which could not be carried out under existing financial instruments without EFSI
support (Council Regulation Bo. 1017/2015; EIB, 2015).

EFSI aims to fund economically viable projects which may have a higher risk
profile than ordinary EIB activities. Projects should have high societal added value
contributing to achieving EU policy objectives set out in the Europe 2020 strategy (Council
Regulation Bo. 1017/2015). Project areas include strategic infrastructure; education,
research, development and innovation; expansion of renewable energy and resource
efficiency; and supporting smaller businesses and midcap companies (Council Regulation
Bo. 1017/2015). The funds should complement ongoing regional, national and union
wide programmes, as well as existing EIB operations and activities.

EFSI supports a wide range of financial products, including equity, debt, and
guarantees. EFSI support should not substitute private market finance, but instead be a
catalyst for private finance (Council Regulation Bo. 1017/2015). Eligible recipients
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include public sector entities, utilities, enterprises, banks, collective investment vehicles,
and investment platforms (EIB, 2016a). Projects should be submitted following EIB regular
loan application procedures (EIB, 2015). The funds are allocated and managed by and
within existing EIB group structures (EIB, 2015). Projects are considered on individual
merits, there are no geographic or sector quotas (EIB, 2015).

The European Investment Advisory Hub (EIAH) was created under the EFSI to
provide support for project development. The hub provides technical assistance for
investments and expertise free of charge for public project promoters. Information about
the application process is also provided through the EIAH (Council Regulation Bo.
1017/2015).
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