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REPORT DATE: May 5, 2015 
MEETING DATE: May 11, 2015 
 
TO: Mayor and Councillors 

FROM: Sundance Topham, Chief Administrative Officer 

SUBJECT: South Sewer Project – Cost Allocation Report 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the South Sewer Project – Cost Allocation report be received. 

THAT Council provide feedback in regards to the South Sewer Select Committee’s recommended 
option for project cost allocation for the proposed South Sewer Project; 

AND THAT if Council approves the cost allocation model, THAT this report and the accompanying 
attachments be released to the public in preparation of the upcoming South Sewer Project 
Committee of the Whole Meeting. 

 
SUMMARY 

Village of Cumberland participation in the proposed South Sewer Project is conditional on 
addressing financing and governance issues to the satisfaction of the Village Cumberland. To this 
end Village representatives have been working with Comox Valley Regional District (CVRD) and 
K’ómoks First Nation (KFN) representatives to develop costing and governance models for the 
proposed South Sewer project.  

Council has agreed to the basics of a governance structure for the project. However, a key 
component that still needs to be determined is how shared costs (both capital and operating) are 
apportioned under the south sewer wastewater treatment plant service, for inclusion in the 
proposed south sewer treatment plant service establishment bylaw (costs that benefit only one 
participant are paid for completely by that participant).  

Council reviewed cost apportionment options at the March 9, 2015 in-camera meeting, and 
provided a recommendation to staff, which was used to inform the discussions at the CVRD South 
Sewer Select Committee. After discussing the options in detail the South Sewer Committee has 
forwarded the following recommendation for Council approval: 

THAT the selected cost apportionment method for the South Sewer Program be based on the 
number of connections in the first three years, with a transition to annual sewer flows over the 
subsequent five years, by increasing the weightings to be attributed to flows by 20 per cent 
each year up to a 100 per cent flow based cost apportionment in year eight and beyond. (South 
Sewer Select Committee referral letter and background reports attached as Appendix A). 
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BACKGROUND 

The Village of Cumberland is currently at Stage 2 of its Liquid Waste Management Plan (LWMP) 
process. This stage includes finalizing the preferred option for the treatment of municipal liquid 
waste, and the finalization of a Stage 2 report for the Ministry of Environment with recommended 
options.  

The South Regional Sewer option was identified by the Public Advisory Committee (PAC) as the 
preferred option for finalizing Stage 2 of the LWMP, based on addressing financing and 
governance concerns. A key component still missing from both the governance and financing 
discussions is how shared costs; both capital and operating, are to be apportioned. 

Up until this point-in-time all of the cost estimates for the South Sewer Project have been based 
upon the division of costs based on number of connections in each jurisdiction in the first phase of 
the project. This has resulted in the current costs estimates for the various scenarios being derived 
on the basis of 1334 connections for the Village of Cumberland or 58% of the project total, and 
951 connections for Area A, or 42% of the project total. 

Although using this methodology has worked for initial project planning, now that we’re getting 
close to a decision on project participation the details need to be confirmed, and the 
apportionment information needs to be finalized for potential addition to the south sewer 
wastewater treatment plant service bylaw. (South Sewer Project draft governance bylaws attached 
as Appendix B). 

To help guide this discussion the CVRD South Sewer Select Committee commissioned a report on 
cost apportionment options from Colin Stewart, from Stewart, McDannold, Stuart Barristers and 
Solicitors. This report was reviewed by Council at their March 9, 2015 meeting, and based on that 
discussion, the following motion was made: 

THAT Council provide the following feedback to the South Sewer Select Committee in regards 
to the Village’s preferred option for project cost allocation for the proposed South Sewer 
Project:  that capital and operating costs be apportioned by connections with an eventual 
transition to apportionment by a combination of connections and annual flows phased in over 
five years.   

This feedback was used by Village representatives to frame the discussions at the South Sewer 
Select Committee and Advisory Committee meetings. The Colin Stewart report was updated with 
an addendum to reflect the preferred outfall location chosen by the CVRD, and based on these 
discussions the following motion was passed by the Select Committee: 

THAT the selected cost apportionment method for the South Sewer Program be based on the 
number of connections in the first three years, with a transition to annual sewer flows over the 
subsequent five years, by increasing the weightings to be attributed to flows by 20 per cent 
each year up to a 100 per cent flow based cost apportionment in year eight and beyond. 

As the Village has the majority of the participants in the proposed project, the Village will be 
paying the majority of the costs no matter which of the proposed cost apportionment methods is 
chosen. By transitioning from a connections based method to a flow based method, it is estimated 
that the Village’s portion of the shared capital costs will increase from 60.07 % in year one, to 
66.21 % in year eight, and our share of the operating costs will increase from 58.38 % in year one, 
to 64.47 % in year eight. 
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Using the updated cost projections with the new outfall location shows the following costs for the 
Village (The cost apportionment values used in Colin Stewart’s report are inaccurate as they have a 
shared cost value of $28,995,000 for the Cape Lazo facility, while the actual cost is $30,360,000). 

You will note that the actual total capital costs for Cumberland increase by 13% and the operating 
costs increase by 10% over the course of the transition from connections to flows. This is due to 
the fact that the grant distribution is different than the shared cost distribution (56% to 
Cumberland and 44% to the CVRD), and the fact that each municipality will be paying for 100% of 
the capital and operating costs that benefit them alone. 

Total Shared Capital Cost             $30,360,000  
 

Royston & Cumberland Shared Capital Cost               $3,100,000  
 Stand Alone Costs Cumberland               $3,810,000  
 Stand Alone Costs Royston             $20,356,625    

 
Total: $ 57,626,625 

  

 

100% 
Connections 20% Flows 40% Flows 60% Flows 80% Flows 100% Flows 

Cumberland 60.07% 61.30% 62.53% 63.76% 64.98% 66.21% 

Capital Costs $23,911,061 $24,321,549 $24,732,038 $25,142,526 $25,553,015 $25,963,503 

Grant $ 8,436,000 $8,436,000 $8,436,000 $8,436,000 $8,436,000 $8,436,000 

 
Cumberland with 
Grant $15,475,061 $15,885,549 $16,296,038 $16,706,526 $17,117,015 $17,527,503 

Area A 39.93% 38.70% 37.47% 36.24% 35.02% 33.79% 

Capital Costs $33,715,564 $33,305,076 $32,894,587 $32,484,099 $32,073,610 $31,663,122 

Grant $8,564,000 $8,564,000 $8,564,000 $8,564,000 $8,564,000 $8,564,000 

 
Area  A with   
Grant $25,151,564 $24,741,076 $24,330,587 $23,920,099 $23,509,610 $23,099,122 

Total 
 

$57,626,625  
 

$57,626,625  
 

$57,626,625 
 

$57,626,625 
 

$57,626,625  $57,626,625  

 

Total Shared Operating Costs 
 

$791,000  

Cumberland Operating Costs  $10,000 

Area A Operating Costs  $8,000  

 
$809,000 

Cumberland 58.38% 59.60% 60.82% 62.04% 63.26% 64.47% 

Operating Costs  $471,792   $481,432   $491,072   $500,713   $510,353   $519,994  

Area A 41.62% 40.40% 39.80% 37.96% 36.74% 35.53% 

Operating Costs  $337,208   $327,568   $317,928   $308,287   $298,647   $289,006  

       Total  $809,000   $809,000   $809,000   $809,000   $809,000   $809,000  
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In terms of next steps; If Council supports the recommended cost apportionment method then 
this apportionment model will be used to analyze the cost for Council’s review of the overall 
project. If Council is not in favour of this cost apportionment methodology then the partners will 
need to go back to the drawing board.  

 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

There is no financial implication to receiving this report. Approving the cost apportionment 
methodology will come into affect if the Village participates in the project as proposed and the 
necessary service establishment bylaws are enacted. 

 
STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 

The South Sewer Project relates directly to Council’s 2015 strategic objective of Developing an 
environmentally sustainable method of treating the liquid waste that is produced by the Village. 

 
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Appendix A – April 29, 2015 - South sewer project – Cost apportionment between project 
partners letter and accompanying staff reports – James Warren, Corporate Legislative 
Officer, Comox Valley Regional District. 

2. Appendix B – Proposed South Sewer Project draft governance bylaws. 

 
CONCURRENCE 

Michelle Mason, Financial Officer 

 

OPTIONS 

1. Receive the South Sewer Project – Cost Allocation Report. 

2. Provide feedback to the South Sewer Select Committee in regards to the committee’s 
recommended option for project cost allocation for the proposed South Sewer Project; 
and,  

3. If Council approves the cost allocation model, that this report and the accompanying 
attachments be released to the public in preparation of the upcoming South Sewer Project 
Committee of the Whole Meeting. 

4. Any other action deemed appropriate by Council. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
____________________ 
Sundance Topham  
Chief Administrative Officer 
 



600 Comox Road, Courtenay, BC V9N 3P6  

Tel: 250-334-6000     Fax: 250-334-4358 

Toll free:  1-800-331-6007 

www.comoxvalleyrd.ca 

 
 
CONFIDENTIAL 

  File: 5330-20/SSP 
 
April 29, 2015 

Sent via email only:  stopham@cumberland.ca 
 
Mr. Sundance Topham 
Chief Administrative Officer and Corporate Officer 
2673 Dunsmuir Avenue 
PO Box 340 
Cumberland, BC V0R 1S0 
 
Dear Sundance: 
 
 
Re: South sewer project – cost apportionment between project partners 
 
The following motion was approved at the April 28, 2015 Comox Valley Regional District board meeting: 
 

THAT the selected cost apportionment method be based on the number of connections in the first three years, with a 
transition to annual sewer flows over the subsequent five years, by increasing the weightings to be attributed to flows by 20 
per cent each year up to a 100 per cent flow based cost apportionment in year eight and beyond;  
 
AND FURTHER THAT a cost apportionment method for sharing of capital and operating costs between south sewer 
partners be recommended to the regional board and Village of Cumberland council. 

 
Please find attached the staff report which was presented to the south sewer select committee outlining a 
recommended cost apportionment method for sharing of capital and operating costs for shared 
infrastructure between south sewer project partners. 
 
This is a time sensitive matter and is still considered as an in-camera item. We look forward to 
understanding the Village of Cumberland’s response to the recommended cost apportionment between 
project partners.  
 
Please contact me at jwarren@comoxvalleyrd.ca or 250-334-6000 should you require any further 
information. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
J. Warren 
 
James Warren 
Corporate Legislative Officer 
 
Enclosures:  Staff report dated April 9, 2015 
 
/ab 
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Staff report 
 

In-camera 
 

DATE: April 9, 2015 
FILE: 5330-20/SSP 

TO:  Chair and Members 
  South Sewer Select Committee 
 
FROM: Debra Oakman, CMA 
  Chief Administrative Officer 
 
RE: South sewer project – cost apportionment between project partners 
 
Purpose 
To provide a recommended cost apportionment method for sharing of capital and operating costs 
for shared infrastructure between south sewer project partners. 
 
Policy analysis 
At the April 30, 2013 Comox Valley Regional District (CVRD) board meeting the board approved 
the creation of the south sewer select committee (SSSC). The committee’s mandate is to provide 
advice including: 
 

“…matters related to the governance, financial, technical, environmental and societal conditions related to the 
south sewer project.” 

 
At the June 30, 2013 CVRD board meeting the board approved the following guiding principle 
recommended by the SSSC:  

 
“THAT the allocation of capital costs, operating costs and grant funds for the south sewer project be both fair and 
affordable and provide the greatest level of overall project success.”  

 
Staff has been working to develop cost allocation scenarios that meet this guiding principle. Due to 
the preliminary nature of these discussions, staff recommends taking this report in-camera as per 
section 90 of the Community Charter. 
 
Executive summary 
The south sewer project (SSP) involves a partnership between the CVRD, the K`ómoks First Nation 
(KFN), and the Village of Cumberland (VoC). In March 2013, the CVRD and the VoC, in 
partnership with the KFN, were awarded $15 million under the gas tax general strategic priorities 
fund (GSPF) to construct the first phase of the SSP – a centralized wastewater collection system and 
water resource recovery facility that would reduce the impact of failing on-site sewerage systems in 
Royston and Union Bay, and Cumberland’s wastewater lagoon effluent on Baynes Sound and the 
surrounding area.  
 
Capital infrastructure costs, ongoing operating costs and grant amounts for the project will 
ultimately be allocated to residents from both jurisdictions participating in the south sewer service 
area. Until now, the per connection capital and operating costs communicated to the public have 
been based on the relative proportion of initial connections between CVRD Electoral Area ‘A’ and 
the VoC.  
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With the help of a consultant, Colin Stewart of Stewart McDannold Stuart, staff from both 
jurisdictions have been working through the south sewer advisory group (SSAG) to develop a 
recommended cost apportionment method that meets the guiding principle for cost and grant fund 
allocation recommended by the SSSC.  
 
Colin Stewart’s report focused on four of the most commonly used apportionment methods and 
provided a summary of his analysis into the cost implications and other considerations to both 
jurisdictions for each method. The report also includes a number of case studies of other 
jurisdictions that have employed these methods. The reports concluded that most common method 
used to apportion costs by participants in regional sewage systems is an apportionment method 
based in some way upon the relative actual use of the service by the participating jurisdictions, such 
as sewer flows.  
 
In alignment with the discussion at the February 19, 2015 SSSC, the recommended cost 
apportionment method transitions from a connections based method to a flow based method in 
year four, once all properties within the phase one service area have been connected and a year’s 
worth of flow data has been accumulated. The transition occurs over the subsequent five years, with 
an additional 20 per cent attributed to flow each year until costs are apportioned 100 per cent to 
flows from year eight onwards. 
 
Other factors to consider are how to apportion costs for shared infrastructure not used by all 
connections (such as the Royston pump station), and whether to treat all connections equally 
regardless of their wastewater generation potential. 
 
Recommendations from the chief administrative officer: 
THAT a cost apportionment method for sharing of capital and operating costs between south sewer 
partners be recommended to the regional board and Village of Cumberland council. 
 
AND FURTHER THAT the selected cost apportionment method be based on the number of 
connections in the first three years, with a transition to annual sewer flows over the subsequent five 
years, by increasing the weightings to be attributed to flows by 20 per cent each year up to a 100 per 
cent flow based cost apportionment in year eight and beyond. 
 
Respectfully: 
 
D. Oakman 
 
Debra Oakman, CMA 
Chief Administrative Officer 

 
 
History/background factors 
The SSP will provide a long term, sustainable wastewater management solution for the communities 
of Royston, Union Bay and VoC along with providing economic development opportunities for the 
KFN. 
  
In March 2013, the project partners received $15 million in funding from the UBCM GSPF to 
construct the first stage of the SSP. Grant program timelines require that all projects approved for 
funding are completed by September 30, 2018. The SSP partners have already started work on 
several key tasks in order to meet this deadline, including reaching an agreement on system 
governance in August 2014.  
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Capital infrastructure costs and ongoing operating costs, as well as grant amounts for the project will 
ultimately be allocated to residents participating in the south sewer service. Exactly how the grant 
funds will be distributed and the costs recovered will differ between project partners, but in order to 
continue to move the project forward, project partners need to agree on how to apportion shared 
capital costs between project partners. Working with the help of a consultant, Colin Stewart of 
Stewart McDannold Stuart, project partner staff have been working together through the SSAG to 
develop a cost apportionment method that meets the guiding principle for cost and grant fund 
apportionment recommended by the SSSC. Advisory group members have reached an agreement on 
the recommended cost apportionment method. 
  
South sewer cost estimates 
Cost apportionment analysis performed in early 2014 used cost estimates developed for the April 
2011 Associated Engineering (AE), “South Region Sewage Collection, Treatment and Discharge 
Study”. In April 2014 the CVRD initiated a liquid waste management planning (LWMP) process and 
hired AE to help guide this process. The LWMP process required Class C costs estimates for 
communication with the public, whereas the capital costs developed in the 2011 study were Class D 
cost estimates. In late 2014 AE updated the capital and operating cost estimates of the four 
wastewater management scenarios short listed through the LWMP process to account for 
construction costs escalation and changes in scope. On March 5, 2014 the LWMP technical and 
public advisory committees (TAC and PAC) recommended selection of Scenario ‘C’, discharge to 
Cape Lazo as the preferred solution, which was supported by the LWMP steering committee at a 
meeting later that day. The addendum to Colin Stewart’s report, attached as Appendix ‘C’ includes 
updated capital and operating cost estimates based on the selected preferred solution. 
 
Capital costs apportionment 
In early 2014 the SSAG developed a capital cost apportionment scenario based on the principle that 
project participants pay only for those infrastructure components that directly benefit them. Within 
Electoral Area ‘A’ this scenario was partially based on the concept of recovering costs from 
Electoral Area ‘A’ residents based only on the infrastructure they utilized directly. The CVRD has 
since decided to share all Electoral Area ‘A’ costs equally among Electoral Area ‘A’ property owners. 
How Cumberland shares costs amongst its residents and businesses is similarly up to them.  
 
Capital cost apportionment between project partners is focused on developing a method for sharing 
capital costs for shared infrastructure components. These components include the Royston pump 
station, the Royston forcemain, the treatment facility and the ocean outfall. However, not all of 
these shared infrastructure components are used by all participants in each participating jurisdiction. 
The Royston pump station and Royston forcemain are utilized by Cumberland and Royston, but not 
by Union Bay. Attached as Appendix ‘A’ is a PowerPoint slide from a presentation to the February 
12, 2014 SSSC meeting that illustrates this point. There are two ways that this infrastructure could be 
apportioned: based on the total relative number of participants in each jurisdiction, or based on the 
relative number of participants that use it in each jurisdiction. 
 
Operations and maintenance costs apportionment 
Although shared infrastructure only represents roughly half of the total project capital costs, 
operations and maintenance (O&M) costs for shared SSP infrastructure represent approximately 99 
per cent of the total O&M costs for all south sewer system infrastructure. Although expensive to 
install, gravity wastewater collection systems do not require much O&M. O&M costs include human 
resources, energy use, biosolids management, odor control, preventative maintenance, and 
administration.  
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Colin Stewart’s research indicates that there are jurisdictions that apportion O&M costs using a 
different method than for capital costs, and others that use the same apportionment method. Total 
estimated O&M costs for the shared SSP components are approximately $800,000 per year.   
 
Cost apportionment options analysis 
The cost apportionment work performed in 2014 assumed that costs would be apportioned based 
on the relative number of connections in each jurisdiction. Prior to making a final decision on cost 
apportionment, project partners decided to identify and assess other methods for cost 
apportionment to ensure that the selected cost apportionment method is fair and helps to achieve 
project success.  
 
Working with the help of Colin Stewart, staff have been working together through the SSAG to 
develop options for cost apportionment that meet the guiding principle for cost and grant fund 
allocation recommended by the SSSC. Included as Appendix ‘B’ is Colin Stewart’s report providing 
analysis of four options for cost apportionment addressing the cost implications to Electoral Area 
‘A’ and VoC residents, and supported by case studies of how these methods have been applied for 
similar systems in other jurisdictions. Colin also provided a description of several combination 
methods with supporting case studies.  
 
Table No. 3: Colin Stewart apportionment comparison table with all shared components split 
equally 
Partner Taxable 

Value 
Connections Wet weather 

flows 
Dry weather 
flows 

Water 
consumption

Cumberland 63.1% 58.5% 63.0% 64.5% 66.6% 
Area ‘A’ 36.9% 41.5% 37.0% 35.5% 33.4% 

 
After reviewing a draft of Colin Stewart’s report, at their February 19, 2015 meeting the SSSC 
indicated their tentative support for an initial apportionment of costs based on connections with a 
transition towards a flow based apportionment method once all phase one properties are connected, 
and at least one year of flow data has been collected.  
 
Included for information in Appendix ‘C’ is a subsequent addendum from Colin Stewart with the 
results of additional analysis prompted by the discussion at the February 19, 2015 SSSC meeting, 
updated capital costs from the CVRD LWMP preferred scenario, and the implications of 
apportioning shared infrastructure components based on use.  Table No. 4 provides a comparison 
table from Colin Stewart’s addendum with updated connections and dry weather flows based 
apportionment methods based on use (i.e. Royston infrastructure split based on use). 
  
Table No. 4: Apportionment comparison table from Colin Stewart’s addendum with connections 
and dry weather flows split according to use 
Partner Taxable 

Value 
Connections Wet weather 

flows 
Dry weather 
flows 

Water 
consumption

Cumberland 63.1% 60.2% 63.0% 66.6% 66.6% 
Area ‘A’ 36.9% 39.9% 37.0% 33.4% 33.4% 

 
Aside from the increase in costs to be carried by Cumberland, Colin Stewart notes the added 
complexity of the service establishment bylaw to account for different ratios of infrastructure costs 
sharing and related increased ongoing administration costs to the service.  
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Connections based method  
One of the difficulties with using connections as the basis for a cost apportionment method is that 
not all connections are equal. The average single family residence will likely not produce the same 
volume of wastewater as a multi-family residence, commercial, hospitality, or industrial connection. 
Scale is also a factor as a small commercial business could produce less than a typical residence, but 
a larger one of a different type could produce significantly more. Both Electoral Area ‘A’ and VoC 
have a number of non-residential connections that will generate significantly more wastewater than 
an average home. There are a variety of methods available to account for these differences, the most 
obvious being water consumption (all properties within phase one have water meters).  Other 
methods include combinations of actual use (defined by the BC Assessment Authority) and some 
type of relevant metric, e.g. floor area, number of hospitality suites, or class rooms etc.  
 
Although staff have not performed an analysis to understand the implications of assessing the 
wastewater generation rate of different types of connections, the VoC would likely see an increase in 
apportioned costs due to the higher number of commercial and industrial connections in that 
jurisdiction.  Colin Stewart’s analysis assumes that all connections are equal. 
 
Flow based method  
Accurate actual flow data would not be available until after the grace period for connections has 
expired in Electoral Area ‘A’ (possibly up to two years) and another year has passed to measure the 
total flow over the cycle of seasons. Flow data would be obtained from flow meters placed at 
strategic points within the system (likely at pump stations) to measure the flow from each 
jurisdiction. Colin Stewart’s review of other jurisdictions indicates that there are a variety of 
measurements that could be used, including wet weather flow (flow during the rainy season), dry 
weather flow (flow during the dry season - without the inflow and infiltration of rain and 
groundwater into the sewer system), or annual flow – a measurement of sewer flow over the entire 
year. The existing Comox Valley sewage service utilizes annual flows as the basis for apportioning 
costs between participants. Due to the absence of sewer flow information for Electoral Area ‘A’, 
Colin Stewart provided analysis of both wet and dry weather flows using projections prepared for 
the April 2011 AE, “South Region Sewage Collection, Treatment and Discharge Study”. Total 
annual flows would be somewhere in between those two in terms of the percentage of costs 
apportioned to both jurisdictions.  
 
Transition from a connections to flow based method 
As per the above section, actual flow based data will not be available until after year three of 
operations. Rather than switching immediately to a flow based method, members of the SSSC 
expressed interest in a more gradual transition to allow time for flows to stabilize. The scenario 
developed by staff at the March 18, 2015 SSAG meeting and included in the recommendation in this 
report would see connections based apportionment of capital and operating costs in years one, two 
and three, and then a transition to flow based apportionment over the subsequent five years, i.e. 
assigning an additional 20 per cent to flow from year four onwards until 100 per cent flow based 
apportionment of capital and O&M costs is achieved in year eight.  
 
Because the VoC’s wastewater collection system has been in place for many years, and includes 
some combined sewer overflows (CSO), their wet weather flows far exceed those expected from the 
newly installed collection systems in Electoral Area ‘A’. The April 2011 AE study assumed that 
flows from Cumberland would be limited to 2.5 times dry weather flow (close to that expected in 
Electoral Area ‘A’) and that the excess would be diverted to the existing VoC lagoon treatment 
system for treatment and discharge to Maple Creek. VoC wet weather flows are expected to decrease 
over the next ten years as older infrastructure is replaced and the CSO are eliminated. In the 
meantime, the ratio that VoC flow is limited to will have a significant effect on any partial or fully 
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flow based cost apportionment system. Further analysis is required to determine what that ratio 
should be.  
 
In addition to the O&M costs associated with the south sewer service, Cumberland residents will 
continue to pay for the O&M of their existing storm and sewer service at a cost of $350 per 
connection. These O&M costs currently include sewage collection, treatment and disposal as well as 
stormwater drainage services and will persist even after Cumberland provides its wastewater to the 
south sewer plant for treatment. 
 
Timing 
To avoid further project schedule delay, CVRD and VoC staff are working towards a decision by 
Cumberland on participation in the SSP at the May 11, 2015 VoC council meeting. Cost is an 
important factor in making this decision, and selection of a cost apportionment method will have 
ramifications on the costs to be borne by VoC property owners. Delay in recommending a cost 
apportionment method would likely delay a decision by the VoC council. 
 
Options 
The select committee has the following options to consider: 

1. Apportion capital and operation & maintenance costs based on the number of connections 
in the first three years, and transition to annual sewer flows over the subsequent five years.  

2. Determine an alternate method for apportioning capital and operation & maintenance costs.  
 
Implementation of a flow based method will deliver a fair and equitable apportionment of costs 
between project partners because partners will be paying for the share of infrastructure that they 
actually use. Transitioning to a flow based method over eight years will allow time for the system 
flows to stabilize and for the VoC to reduce their wet weather flows. 
 
Financial factors 
Capital infrastructure costs will ultimately be allocated evenly to property owners within the 
Electoral Area ‘A’ portion of the south sewer service phase one service area. Project partners are 
working to deliver the most equitable cost apportionment method so that their property owners are 
paying a fair share of the total capital and operating costs.  
 
Legal factors 
None 
 
Sustainability implications 
The SSP will be developed to align with the goals and objectives of the Comox Valley sustainability 
strategy, which includes global targets for protection of sensitive ecosystems, reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions and water use, and development of renewable energy sources. Specifically 
the project will align with objectives for green building construction, energy efficiency, water re-use 
and resource recovery. 
 
Intergovernmental factors 
The SSP is a partnership between the CVRD, the VoC and KFN working together to provide 
wastewater collection and treatment to Royston and Union Bay, wastewater treatment to the VoC 
and economic development opportunities to KFN. 
 
Interdepartmental involvement 
The engineering services branch has taken the lead role in preparing this report.  
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Citizen/public relations  
The CVRD has committed to a LWMP process to evaluate wastewater collection and treatment 
opportunities in Royston and Union Bay, including the south sewer project. Public and stakeholder 
consultation is a key component of the LWMP process, used to consider a variety of interests and 
opinions and assess community support. Through consultative activities to date, project staff have 
heard from residents that the cost implications of the project are a major concern, especially for 
those on a fixed income. CVRD staff are working hard to ensure that a fair and equitable cost 
apportionment method is selected. 
 
 
Prepared by:  Concurrence: 
   
K. La Rose   
   
Kris La Rose, P.Eng.  Mark Rutten, P.Eng. 
Manager of liquid waste 
planning 

 General manager of engineering 
services branch 
 

 
Attachments: Appendix A – Cost sharing legend, power point slide 
  Appendix B – CVRD SSP report on cost apportionment options  
  Appendix C – CVRD SSP report on cost apportionment options - addendum 
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South Sewer Project: 
Report on Cost Apportionment Options 

Prepared for the Comox Valley Regional District South Sewer Select Committee 
by Colin Stewart, Stewart McDannold Stuart 

March 4, 2015 
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Comox Valley Regional District South Sewer Service  
 

South Sewer Project: Report on Cost Apportionment Options 
 

1.0 Introduction to the South Sewer Project   
 
The South Sewer Project of the Comox Valley Regional District includes three services to be 
established and implemented by the Regional District to provide sewage treatment and 
disposal service for the benefit of the residents and property owners of the Village of 
Cumberland and Electoral Area A.  Electoral Area A encompasses the communities of 
Royston and Union Bay.  There is a high likelihood that the K'ómoks First Nation will acquire 
Treaty Lands within the area to be served by the South Sewer Project, to be added to lands 
already owned by the First Nation. 
 
This creation of the service builds upon the South Sewer Governance Report by Stewart 
McDannold Stuart dated February 27, 2014. 
 
The objectives of the South Sewer Project are the following: 
 

• Address the negative impacts of failing septic systems on the water quality of Baynes 
Sound and surrounding environment; 

 
• Address the negative impacts from Cumberland’s treated lagoon effluent on the 

receiving waters; 
 

• Reduce risks to public health from the potential presence of pathogens in surface 
waters and the marine environment; 

 
• Reduce risks to shellfish resources in and around Baynes Sound and the local 

economy that is based on the harvesting of these shellfish resources; and 
 

• Achieve effective recovery and reuse of resources extracted from wastewater.1 
 
The South Sewer Committee of the CVRD has selected a model that includes the 
establishment of 3 regional district services:  one each for infrastructure that will benefit a 
single participating area; and one service that includes both the Village of Cumberland and 
Electoral Area A as service areas.  (the “Treatment and Disposal Service”).   
 
It is the options for cost apportionment for the Treatment and Disposal Service that are under 
consideration in this report.   
 
The decision of the Village Council and the Regional Board to work together to address the 
issue of sewage treatment has resulted in the development of draft documents including a 
draft establishing bylaw for the Treatment and Disposal Service.  Apportionment provisions 
of that bylaw remain to be determined. 
  

                                                
1 These objectives are adapted from the South Region Sewage Collection, Treatment and Discharge Study, April 2011, 
prepared by Associated Engineering  
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At the June 2013 CVRD Board meeting the Board approved the following guiding principle 
recommended by the South Sewer Select Committee: 
 

“THAT the allocation of capital costs, operating costs and grant funds for 
the south sewer project be both fair and affordable and provide the 
greatest level of overall project success.” 

 
2.0 Purpose of this Report and Project Scope 
 

The purpose of this report is to outline for the South Sewer Committee and the participating 
areas the cost apportionment options available to form part of the Establishing Bylaw for the 
Treatment and Disposal Service and to provide the tools to enable the Committee to 
consider the options and ultimately the Regional Board to decide on an appropriate model for 
funding the costs of the Treatment and Disposal Service based on principles that will lead to 
a fair and affordable apportionment model for residents and taxpayers of the service area as 
follows: 

 
1. Evaluate each of the cost apportionment options identified by the project partners using 

case studies as examples to clearly articulate the benefits and shortfalls of each method 
and how they may meet the needs of each participating area and the type of service 
being proposed. 

 
2. Evaluate the financial implications of each cost apportionment method for each 

participating area. 
 
Regard will be had, where appropriate, to examples of cost apportionment that have been 
used in other regional districts. 
 
Appendices 1, 2 and 3 contain specific information regarding cost apportionment models 
examined and used by the Capital Regional District, the Regional District of Nanaimo and 
the Kootenay Boundary Regional District. 

 
3.0 Legislative Authority for Cost Apportionment 
 

The Comox Valley Regional District has authority under s.796(1) of the Local Government 
Act to establish any service that the Board of the Regional District considers necessary or 
desirable for all or part of the regional district. 
 
Establishing bylaws can include language within them to provide for the apportionment of 
costs between service area participants (Local Government Act, s.800.2(1)(a)).  This 
flexibility allows local governments to better address distortions that may arise from reliance 
upon a single standard model, such as assessed values. 
 

4.0 Cost and Other Assumptions 
 
Any study of this type, in advance of project implementation, must rely upon assumptions 
based on estimates of costs and other information.  This information is always speculative to 
a certain degree.  All of these are, to a certain extent, unpredictable.  
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4.1 Cost Assumptions 
 

a) Capital Costs 
 

Cost assumptions have been based upon completion of those facilities, the costs of 
which are to be shared, of the Project with the addition of the Kilmarnock subdivision 
originally to have been included as part of Phase 2.  Collectively, these costs will be 
referred to as “Phase 1 Costs” for ease.   Cost assumptions are based on background 
costing work provided by the CVRD, Kris La Rose, by way of an Excel spreadsheet 
emailed on Friday, January 16, 2015.  These are “Class D” estimates with an accuracy 
of +/- 50%.  For consistency we have combined the costs that are to be shared for a 
total of $25,270,000 ($22,170,000 plus $3,100,000). 
 
Cost assumptions for capital costs to be shared by Cumberland and Area A (“Shared 
Capital Costs”) are $25,270,0002 based on the following table provided by the 
Regional District’s engineering consultants:3 

 
Shared Costs (Cumberland/Area A)                                                                                                                        
  Total 
Treatment Plant & Outfall   
Outfall  $1,862,500 
Energy Recovery System @ PS1/2     $312,500 
Land     $560,000 
Treatment Facility $15,700,000 

Treatment Plant & Outfall Total  $18,435,000  
Indirect Costs (eng, admin, permitting, misc)   

Indirect Cost Total  $3,735,000  
SUBTOTAL - SHARED COSTS (Cumberland/Area 'A')                                                                $22,170,000 

  Shared Costs (Cumberland/Royston)                                                                                                                        
  Total 
Shared Forcemain    
PS1/2 to PS3(Loor Rd)    $1,110,000  
PS3 to Ebbtide Rd  $412,500  
1/3 of the section from Ebbtide Rd to PS 6   $485,833  

Forcemain Total  $2,008,333  
Shared Pump Stations   
PS1/2(Royston)  $575,000  

Pump Station Total  $575,000  
    

Indirect Costs (eng, admin, misc)   
Indirect Cost Total  $516,667  

SUBTOTAL - SHARED COSTS (Cumberland/Royston)         $3,100,000  
 
 
 

                                                
2 These are costs based on “Scenario A” which we have been advised are the most familiar to project participants. 
3 As amended by CVRD staff and forwarded by D. Monteith, February 2, 2015. 



281 071 / South Sewer Project: Report on Cost Apportionment Options / Mar 4’15 / CS-dw 

4 

b) Operating and Maintenance 
 
Cost assumptions for Operations and Maintenance costs to be shared by the 
participants during the first year of operation (2019) are estimated to be $791,000.4 

 
4.2 Participating Area Assumptions 

 
The costing apportionment analysis has been based on apportioning capital costs to 
the Village of Cumberland and Electoral Area A.  For Electoral Area A, references to 
“Phase 1” will include the core areas of Royston, Union Bay and the Kilmarnock area5 
unless otherwise noted.  I have tried to provide apportionment comparisons that 
include land within Phase 1.  A decision by the Board to limit the apportionment of 
capital costs to only Phase 1 of course has broader implications to consider as it 
leaves some uncertainty about the recovery of capital costs from latecomers in 
Electoral Area A who subsequently come into the service area and should, in 
fairness, contribute a proportionate share in the cost of a costly treatment plant that 
has been paid for by other taxpayers.  An examination of these issues is beyond the 
scope of this report. 

 
5.0 Case Sample Studies and Other Examples 
 

As part of this study we have examined apportionment in the following regional districts: 
 

a) Comox Valley Regional District 
 

Costs of the Comox Valley Sewer System are apportioned by the Comox Valley Sewage 
System Establishment Bylaw No. 2541, 2003 between Courtenay and Comox on the 
basis of the metered volume of sewage flows from each municipality. 

 
b) CRD  Core Area and Saanich Peninsula 

 
The CRD apportions the annual debt costs of its core area sewer system based on 
Design Capacity Benefit.  This is discussed in greater detail in Appendix 1.  Annual 
operating costs are now apportioned on the basis of annual average flows.   
 
Capital and debt costs for the CRD Peninsula System are allocated using the proportion 
of measured annual average flow from each participating area as of October 1 of the 
previous year in proportion to the total measured annual average flow from all 
participating areas.  This method was phased in over 15 years, the original 
apportionment was 50% of the proportion of capacity allocated to the participating area 
and 50% measured annual average flow of the previous year.  The percentage allocated 
to actual flow was increased each year until it reached the current model. 

 
Annual operating costs for the CRD Peninsula system are apportioned based on flows 
from the participating area as a proportion of the total annual average flow.  
 
 
 

                                                
4 Scenario “A” costs as supplied by K. La Rose by email, January 20, 2015. 
5 These areas are denoted as PS 2, PS 4 and PS 7 in the 2011 Associated Engineering study. 
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c) RDN Northern Community Sewer System/Southern Community Sewer System 
 

The RDN apportions scheduled debt costs of its Northern and Southern Community 
Sewer System to benefitting areas on the basis of converted values for hospital 
purposes, while new debt and operation and maintenance costs are apportioned on the 
basis of sewage flows.  The RDN now provides for a 3 year averaging process to even 
out abrupt changes.  This is discussed in greater detail in Appendix 2. 
 

d) Kootenay Boundary Regional District 
 

Trail, Rossland and Warfield are participants in a regional sewer system originally 
created by letters patent in 1968 which apportioned costs on the basis of percentages 
fixed by the population at the time.  A dispute arose from such apportions, resulting in a 
new apportionment formula.  This is discussed in greater detail in Appendix 3. 
 

6.0 Operations and Maintenance Costs 
 

Shared operations and maintenance costs for the sewage treatment plant are far more than 
the operations and maintenance costs for the individual sewage collection and conveyance 
services.  Preliminary estimates of such costs are set out in the Table below.6 These 
amounts could be apportioned between the participating areas based on the percentages we 
have used in this report to apportion capital costs. 

 
O&M for first year of 

operation, 2019 (+/- 30%) Cumberland Only South Region 
Only Shared TOTAL 

Scenario A - Baynes $ 10,000  $ 8,000 $ 791,000 $ 809,000 
 

Operations and maintenance costs may be apportioned on a basis that is different from the 
apportionment of capital costs. 

 
Looking at other jurisdictions: 

 
a) Capital Regional District – Core Area 

  
 Annual operating costs are apportioned among municipalities with participating areas 

connected to that particular trunk in proportion to the annual average flow. 
 

b) Capital Regional District – Saanich Peninsula 
 

 Operating costs are apportioned among participating areas connected to a particular 
trunk or trunks in proportion to the annual average flow of sewage from that 
participating area. 

 
c) Regional District of Nanaimo – Northern and Southern Communities 

 
 Annual operating costs are apportioned on the basis of annual sewage flows for each 

benefitting area and averaged over the preceding 3 years. 
 

                                                
6 Provided by the Comox Valley Regional District by email from Kris La Rose January 20, 2015. 
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d) Comox Valley Regional District Sewer Service 
 

 The costs of the service are apportioned among the participating areas on the basis 
of the metered volume of sewage flows during the previous calendar year. 

 
e) Kootenay Boundary Regional District 

 
 Costs are allocated on the same basis for both capital and operating and 

maintenance costs.  See Appendix 3. 
 
7.0 Apportionment Models Selected for Examination and Comparison 
 

Introduction 
 
Apportionment models identified in the Scope of Work document for this Project included the 
following: 

 
a) Converted value of land and improvements 
b) Quantity of service used – number of connections 
c) Quantity of service used – volume of sewage flows 
d) Proxy for service used – water consumption 

 
This report also makes reference to an additional model used by the Capital Regional District 
as a potential model: Design Capacity / Design Capacity Benefit. 
 
Challenges exist with any model. 
 
7.1 Converted Value Model 
 

Capital Costs 
 
Some regional services base apportionment on the converted value of land and 
improvements in the service area.  This value is based upon the net taxable values of 
land in a service area which are used to determine the converted values of land and 
improvements in a service area.  The Community Charter defines the “converted 
value of land and improvements” as follows:  
 

“means the net taxable value of land and improvements multiplied by 
the percentage prescribed by regulation for this purpose.” 

 
This is set by the Converted Values Percentages Regulation BC Reg 371/2003. 

 
1. Estimated Capital Costs: $25,270,000 

 
2. Estimated Property Values7 – 2015:  

a) Village of Cumberland: 
$53,552,968 
 
 

                                                
7 Converted values for hospital purposes. 
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b) Electoral Area A – 2015 Phase 1 only8: 
$31,361,243 
 

Total Assessment: 
 
$53,552,968 
$31,361,243 
Total: $84,914,211 
Cumberland:    63.07% 
Electoral Area A (Phase 1): 36.93%9 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Projections into the Future 
 

Between 2010 and 2015, inclusive, property values within Electoral Area A 
and the Village of Cumberland showed the following changes: 
 
Electoral Area A10 – total values within Phases 1-3 showed an overall decline 
between 2011 and 2015 from $48,837,638 to $46,106,420, at a time when 
assessed values were generally rising.  Property values increased in 2014 
and 2015, so that overall they showed a 5.59% decline.11 
 
Cumberland – Property values in the Village increased from $46,053,841 to 
$53,552,968, or about 16.28% in the same period. 
 
We have also considered the effect of differing degrees of increases in 
assessed values. 
 
Scenario A:  What if Electoral Area A Property Values Increase More 

Quickly? 
 
If property values in Electoral Area A (Phase 1) were to rise 10% from present 
values by 2025; but Cumberland values increase by 5% the estimated 

                                                
8 Based on information for Phase 1 supplied by Cheryl Sellers on January 19, 2015, which includes information regarding 
assessed values for the Kilmarnock area. 
9 Now includes 2015 converted values for hospital purposes for Kilmarnock for Phase 1. 
10 Now includes Kilmarnock values. 
11 Regional District staff are not able to identify a particular reason for the decline in Electoral A values from a peak in 
2011.  It is therefore considered an anomaly and not necessarily predictive of future property value trends within Electoral 
Area A particularly in light of property value increases in recent years.   We have based future projections on assumptions 
that the converted values in both Electoral Area A and the Village of Cumberland will continue to rise. 

 
 
 

Value Participating 
Area 

Percentage 

Amount  

Cumberland $53,552,968 63.07 $15,937,790   
Electoral Area A 
(Phase 1) 

$31,361,243  36.93  $9,332,210   

TOTAL: $84,914,211  100 $25,270,000 
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converted property values and resulting apportionment of capital costs would 
be as follows: 
 
Cumberland:   $56,230,610 
Electoral Area A:  $34,497,367 
Total:               $90,727,977 
 
Cumberland:   61.98% 
Electoral Area A (Phase 1): 38.02% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scenario B: What if Cumberland Property Values Increase More   

Quickly? 
 
If converted values in Electoral Area A were to rise by 5% by 2025; but 
Cumberland values increase by 10% the resulting values and apportionment 
would be as follows: 
 
Cumberland:   $58,908,260 
Electoral Area A (Phase 1): $32,929,305 
Total:               $91,837,565 
 
Cumberland:  64.14% 
Electoral Area A: 35.86% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As can be seen even if one area’s values grow twice as quickly as another’s 
the overall change in proportion is relatively modest in the short term. 
 
Case Study – the Capital Regional District Core Area Sewer (two examples) 

 
1) When the Capital Regional District adopted its Sewage Trunk Sewer 

and Sewage Treatment Establishing Bylaw (Bylaw No. 2312) in 2002, 
the capital and debt costs of the East Coast Interceptor project 
incurred after July 31, 1985 were apportioned among Saanich, Oak 

 Converted 
Value (est.) 

Participating 
Area 

Percentage 
Cumberland $56,230,610 61.98 
Electoral Area A 
(Phase 1) 

$34,497,367  38.02 

TOTAL: $90,727,977  100 

 Converted Value 
(est.) 

Participating 
Area 

Percentage 
Cumberland $58,908,260 64.14 
Electoral Area A 
(Phase 1) 

$32,929,305  35.86 

TOTAL: $91,837,565  100 
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Bay and Victoria on the basis of the net taxable value of land and 
improvements for hospital district purposes within the benefitting areas 
of each municipality.  For a subsequent project, an analysis of the 
impact of using net taxable values determined that there would have 
been a significant disparity between the portion paid by Saanich as 
compared to the portion paid by either Oak Bay or Victoria because of 
the lower assessed values for property in Saanich. 

 
This highlights a drawback of the assessed value based 
apportionment in circumstances where there is a significant disparity in 
property values between two areas benefitting from the same service:  
the area with the higher property values shoulders a greater part of the 
financial burden. 

 
2) The following tables are based on information kindly provided by the 

CRD relating to an upgrade to the Northeast Trunk and the East Coast 
Interceptor (in which Victoria, Saanich and Oak Bay share costs). 

 
Table 2 shows the calculations of the apportionment that would result from the 
use of assessed values for the municipalities served by the Northeast Trunk 
and East Coast Interceptor while Table 3 shows the allocation based on 
actual flows, showing that in this case lower density Saanich properties 
produced flows that were little more than one-third of those from the City of 
Victoria.  Table 3 shows the apportionment based on actual annual flows. 

 
Table 2 – Example of Using Converted Assessments for Debt Servicing 

 
3.770/770A 
NET/ECI Upgrade 

Converted 
Assessments 
by Municipality 

 2014 Debt 
Servicing 
Example 

District of Oak Bay 581,254,057 11% 249,798.45 
City of Victoria 2,378,420,032 43% 976,484.85 
District of Saanich 2,549,206,971 46% 1,044,611.70 
 
Totals 

 
5,508,881,060 

 
100.00% 

 
$2,270,895.00 

 
Table 3 – Actual Debt Servicing Allocation Based on Flows 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As can be seen from these tables, basing apportionment on assessed values 
would have resulted in a far higher tax burden on Saanich residents where a 
portion of Saanich was not connected to the sewer system. 

3.770/770A NET/ECI 
Upgrade 

Current Cost 
Sharing 

2014 Debt Servicing 

District of Oak Bay 16% 366,522.45 
City of Victoria 61% 1,394,102.44 
District of Saanich 22% 510,270.11 
 
Totals 

 
100.00% 

 
$2,270,895.00 
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4. Limitations and Comments 
 

The primary limitation of the assessment based apportionment formula is the 
distortion that can be created in the average cost per household or per capita 
where there is a significant variance in the value of real property.  In some 
situations, neighbourhood or community differences mean that the same 
service is costing quite a bit more per household in one area than in the other.  
When dealing with a service such as sewage treatment and disposal the cost 
of providing the service does not tend to vary with the value of the real 
property but rather with the size of the household. 
On the other hand, the assessed value basis for cost apportionment reflects 
the essential principle in property taxation in British Columbia that the owners 
of more valuable real property ought to pay more towards the common costs 
of providing common services because they are (typically) considered to be 
better able to afford the higher costs. 
 
For many regional district services this model works generally satisfactorily 
but can result in anomalies where real estate values undergo rapid increase 
catching relatively non-affluent property owners in situations where they face 
significant tax increases despite having modest or fixed incomes. 

 
7.2 Connections Model 
 

1. Estimated Capital Costs:  $25,270,000 
 

2. Estimated Connections: 
a) Village of Cumberland: 

133412  
 

b) Electoral Area A 
Phase 1: 951  
 
Total: (1334 + 951): 2285 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
3. Projections into the Future 

 
Future projections based on number of connections are hampered by 
limitations in certainty of data.  We have made an effort to show how 
increases in connections tied to forecasts of growth set out in documents 
(such as the OCP) might change the apportionment values. 
 

 

                                                
12 (according to Feb. 7, 2014 staff report from Debra Oakman) 

 Percentage  
Apportionment 

Cost 
Apportionment 

Cumberland 58.38 $14,752,626  
Electoral Area A 41.62 $10,517,374  
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A) 2020: Consistent Growth to 2020 
 

Cumberland – is expected to add 277 new residential units @ 3% 
growth according to Table 5 of the Cumberland OCP the total would 
be 1611.  However, if the number of present connections (1334) is 
increased by 3%, then this number becomes 1592) 
 
Electoral Area A – 1114 (@ 2.67% growth in number of connections 
matching growth in population according to South Region Sewage 
Collection, Treatment and Discharge Study, April 2011 prepared by 
Associated Engineering) 

 
B) 2030: What if there is More Rapid Growth in Electoral Area A? 

 
More rapid growth within one area, however, could rapidly change the 
balance.  If Electoral Area A experienced 5% growth in connections 
between 2020 and 2030 the results would be: 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
This would have an obvious and significant impact on Electoral Area 
A’s apportionment.  A similar result would of course occur if growth 
patterns were reversed. 

 
In addition to the rate of growth scenarios there is the additional 
variable of adding new areas of Electoral Area A into the service area.  
This is expected to have the effect of increasing the percentage of 
costs apportioned to Electoral Area A as these areas are included. 

 
Case Study – Kootenay Boundary Regional District 
 
None of the sample communities we considered apportioned costs based on 
connections.  In Kootenay Boundary Regional District, however, the service 
area participants of Trail, Rossland and Warfield originally apportioned 
regional sewer costs based on percentages tied to population figures set in 
1968 Supplementary Letters Patent.  This eventually became untenable as 
Trail’s population diminished more rapidly than that of Rossland and Warfield 
but Trail continued to bear a larger per capita share of sewer service costs.  
Trail resented being saddled with what it felt was a disproportionate share of 
costs.  The matter could not be resolved by agreement and so went to 
arbitration.  The table below shows various apportionment methods 
compared, including the one settled on through the arbitration process and 
adopted by Bylaw 1549: 
 
 

 Number of 
Connections 

Percentage 
Apportionment 

Cumberland 2141 54.13 
Electoral Area A 1814 45.87 
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 Original Distribution 
 

Apportionment 
under RDKB 
Bylaw 1549, 2014 

Population Based  Water Consumption 50% Population and 
50% Water 
Consumption 

Trail 739,858.32 68.95% 671,291.32 62.56% 634,271.58 59.11% 628,262.58 58.55% 631,267.08 58.83% 
Rossland 224,371.83 20.91% 267,185.96 24.90% 287,251.74 26.77% 270,834.29 25.24% 279,096.66 26.01% 
Warfield 111,703.05 10.41% 134,558.71 12.54% 151,512.68 14.12% 173,393.14 16.21% 162,779.56 15.17% 

 
The apportionment of costs under the 2014 RDKB Bylaw is based on a 
compromise agreed to by the participants, incorporated into a consent order in 
the arbitrated settlement and then incorporated into the establishing bylaw.  
This percentage allocation was only to be an interim apportionment pending  
more accurate flow data, and are even subject to adjustment under the Bylaw 
based on subsequent data.   
 
In addition to the revised allocation under the Bylaw, capital upgrades, 
replacements, operation and maintenance will be apportioned according to the 
party or parties benefitting from the infrastructure rather than across all 
participants. If there is a single beneficiary they will be solely responsible for 
those costs, dual beneficiaries will be apportioned using pro rata ratios of the 
percentages otherwise applicable to the participating areas. 
 

4. Limitations and Comments 
 

The difficulty with using connections as the criteria is highlighted by the fact 
that not all connections are equal, and different methods of calculation may 
result in different numbers.  In particular, as Cumberland includes more 
industrial connections than Electoral Area A, some method acceptable to both 
parties to arrive at an equivalent value for an equitable outcome would be 
needed.  Moreover, these numbers would have to be updated at least 
annually, which could cause distortion in apportionment if a large subdivision 
is connected to the system just after the calculation date. 
 
Similar outcomes may be expected by basing cost apportionment on flows, 
with less administration costs.  

 
7.3 System Design and Flow Models 

 
1. Estimated Capital Costs:  $25,270,000 

 
2. Concepts 

 
Flow based models are usually based upon actual flows.  Actual flows cannot 
be used at this time because of a lack of actual data.  
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3. Estimated Sewage Flows: 
 

The South Sewer System is to be designed to accommodate the Sewer 
System and Design Flow numbers set out in 2011 Report by Associated 
Engineering, limited to Phase 1 only13.   
 

Limiting the consideration to dry weather flows in Phase 1 only as a basis of cost 
apportionment: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

And wet weather flows using Phase 1 only for comparison: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As can be seen there is relatively little difference between dry and wet weather 
flows when looking only at the Phase 1 numbers. 
 
Basing apportionment on expected wet weather flows would reflect a design 
model approach – using a combination of wet and dry would better approach an 
estimate of actual flows. 
 
As with the use of other metrics to apportion costs, projections into the future 
based on flows would be affected not only by population growth within 
Cumberland and Phase 1, Electoral Area A, but also very much by the bringing of 
additional areas of Electoral Area A into the Treatment and Disposal Service Area 
(Phases 2 and 3). 

 
Case Study:  The Capital Regional District Core Area System 

 
Following the determination that the assessed values model created a 
distortion in the apportionment of sewer costs because of the disparity in 
assessed values between Saanich, Oak Bay and Victoria, Bylaw 2312 was 
amended in 2006 to introduce the term “design capacity benefit” and to 
provide for allocation of the costs of new capital projects. 
 
“Design capacity benefit” was defined as:  “a benefit to one or more 
participants that results from any new construction of, or capital additions or 
improvements to sewage conveyance facilities or their ancillary facilities.  To 
the extent that the benefit is the provision of, or the creation of conditions to 

                                                
13 PS 2, 4 and 7 figures are taken from Appendix C of the 2011 Associated Engineering Study. 
14 Phase 1 

  
Flows 

Percentage 
Apportionment 

Cost 
Apportionment 

Cumberland 1000 m3 / day 64.5 $16,299,150 
Electoral Area A14 551 m3 / day 35.5 $8,970,850 
Total 1551 m3 / day 100 $25,270,000 

  
Flows 

Percentage 
Apportionment 

Cost 
Apportionment 

Cumberland 2500 m3 / day 63 $15,920,100 
Electoral Area A 1473 m3 / day 37 $9,349,900 
Total 3973 m3 / day 100 $25,270,000 
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allow, additional conveyance capacity, then the design capacity shall be 
calculated only on the extent to which each participant gains an increase in 
maximum allocated capacity”. 
 
This presupposes that each participating area is responsible for identifying 
how much capacity it will require in a system, and assuming responsibility for 
payment for this.  The establishing bylaw contains mechanisms designed to 
trigger renegotiation of design capacity where necessary to accommodate 
additional sewage demand from participating areas so that no participating 
area can take advantage of its neighbours. 
 
 
Case Study – CRD Peninsula System 
 
When the Capital Regional District established the Saanich Peninsula 
Sewage Collection Conveyance Treatment and Disposal Service in 1996, 
because there was uncertainty regarding the future flows, apportionment of 
the net annual capital costs and debt costs for the system was apportioned 
according to the following: 
 

(a) 50% on the proportion of design annual average flow of 
the Peninsula treatment plant allocated to a participant; and  
 
(b) 50% based on measured annual average flows at the 
Peninsula treatment plant from each participating area as of 
October 1st of the previous year in proportion to the total 
measured annual average flows at the Peninsula treatment 
plant from all participating areas”. 

 
Given that the treatment plant was not yet in operation during the first year, 
the amount under (b) was to be estimated from average annual flows of other 
facilities that had been connected to the old treatment plant in Central 
Saanich.   

 
By year 15, this was to move to allocation on the basis of 100% of the 
proportion of measured annual average flows from each participating area as 
of October 1st of the previous year in proportion to the total measured annual 
average flow from all participating areas. 
 
“Design Annual Average Flow” was defined as “the yearly average daily flow 
which the Peninsula treatment plant has been designed to accommodate”. 
 
 
Case Study: Comox Valley Sewage Service 
 
Comox and Courtenay are participants in a sewage treatment and disposal 
service established under Comox Valley Sewage Service Establishment 
Bylaw No. 2541, 2003.  Under that bylaw, apportionment is done on the 
metered volume of sewage flows measured at the Comox Valley Water 
Pollution Control Centre during the previous calendar year.  In discussions 
with regional staff, it was confirmed that this apportionment model has 
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seemed to be satisfactory to the participants.  Increase in flows in each 
jurisdiction has been steady and roughly equal. 
 
 
Case Study: Regional District of Nanaimo 
 
See Appendix 2. 
 

4. Limitations and Comments 
 

Comox Valley Regional District finance department staff advised that basing 
apportionment on flows has worked successfully in the Comox Valley because 
of a high level of trust between the participating areas. 
 
The basis of apportionment on design flow is particularly suitable where all 
connections are to be made to the new system at the same time.  It is more 
difficult when, as in the case of Electoral Area A, the system must be sized 
today to accommodate connections that are not to be made until a future time.  
The challenge is whether to include those lands in the benefitting area today, 
for the purpose of recovering capital costs for connections that are still 
somewhat speculative, or to base apportionment to take into account only 
those lands that are to be included in Phase 1 (plus Kilmarnock) and find a 
mechanism to apportion a fair share of those costs to new areas as they 
connect. 

 
7.4 Water Consumption Model 

 
1. Estimated Capital Costs:  $25,270,000 

 
2. 2014 Water consumption amounts: 

a) Cumberland 364,514m3 15  
 

b) Electoral Area A:   
Phase 1: 182,835 m3 16 
 

2014 water consumption for Phase 1 includes consumption of  
78,342 m3 for Royston (PS 2)  
10,706 m3 for Royston (PS 4) and 
93,787 m3 estimated for that part of the Union Bay Improvement District 
included in Phase 1 (PS 7) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
15 According to email of Dec 29/14 from Michelle Mason at Cumberland. 
16 Calculated according to figures supplied by the Comox Valley Regional District (emails dated January 23 and February 
4 from Darry Monteith; and January 26 and February 10 from Kris La Rose) / Union Bay Improvement District. 
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Using water consumption figures for apportionment: 
 
 Annual 2014 

Water 
Consumption 

Percentage 
Apportionment 

Cost 
Apportionment 

Cumberland 364,514 m3 66.6 $16,829,820  
Electoral Area A 
Phase 1 

182,835 m3 33.4 $8,440,180  

Total 547,349 m3 100 $25,270,000 
 
 
Calculations of First Quarter 2014 water consumption show the ratio between 
Cumberland and Electoral Area A (Phase 1) to be as follows: 
 
 Q1 2014 

Annual Water 
Consumption 

Percentage 
Apportionment 

Cost 
Apportionment 

Cumberland 74,478 m3 70.8 $17,891,160  
Electoral Area A 
Phase 1 

30,730 m3 29.2 $7,378,840  

Total 105,208 m3 100 $25,270,000 
 

3. Projections into the Future 
 

Given the somewhat anomalous result obtained by looking at water 
consumption as a basis for cost apportionment, and the uncertainty of water 
consumption into the future (which will depend on growth, type of growth and 
water use trends), I have not spent time creating projections. 

 
4. Limitations and Comments 

 
This model presents challenges because water consumption may be skewed 
unreasonably as a result of higher volume of water use for irrigation purposes 
that do not necessarily enter the sewer system. 
 
In addition, it is clear that comparisons between water usage rates in 
Cumberland and Electoral Area A have created a quite different 
apportionment result from using other data, with a higher share attributable to 
Cumberland than arises from other apportionment options. 
 
We have not found other regional district jurisdictions that base apportionment 
of sewage system costs on water consumption figures. 

 
7.5 Combination Models 
 

Combination models may provide a means to temper the undesirable effect caused 
by reliance upon one sole apportionment approach: 
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1. Converted Value and Connections 
 

a) 50% Converted Value and 50% Connections 
 

If the capital costs are apportioned on the basis of 50% of the Converted 
Value of land and improvements in Cumberland and Electoral Area A 
(Phase 1) and 50% on the basis of Connections the cost apportionment 
would be the following: 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

b) 50% Converted Value and 50% Estimated (Wet Weather) Flows 
 

If the capital costs are apportioned on the basis of 50% of the Converted 
Value and 50% on the basis of estimated wet weather flows, the cost 
apportionment would be the following, using the current estimates of 
flows from the 2011 Report by Associated Engineering: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

c) 50% Converted Value and 50% Combined Wet and Dry Weather Flows 
 

Apportioning costs 50% of the capital cost on the basis of Converted 
Value of land and improvements and 50% on flows, combining wet and 
dry weather flows results in the following apportionment:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proportion attributable to Cumberland is, however, likely to diminish 
as inflow and infiltration issues are resolved, as set out in the 2011 
Associated Engineering Report from the current 37% Phase 1 apportioned 
to a potential of 46.6% for Electoral Area A. 
 
 
 
 
 

 Percentage  
Apportionment 

Cost 
Apportionment 

Cumberland 60.46 $15,278,242  
Electoral Area A 
(Phase 1) 

39.54 $9,991,758  

 Percentage  
Apportionment 

Cost 
Apportionment 

Cumberland 63.03% $15,927,681  
Electoral Area A 
(Phase 1) 36.97% $9,342,319  

 Percentage  
Apportionment 

Cost 
Apportionment 

Cumberland 63.41% $16,023,707.50 
Electoral Area A 
(Phase 1) 

36.59% $9,246,292.50 
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d) 50% Connections and 50% Flows 

 
Cost apportionment based on 50% weighting to connections17 and 50% to 
dry weather flows would produce the following: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

e) 1/3 Connections, 1/3 Flows and 1/3 Converted Values 
 
An even more complex arrangement would take into account converted 
values, connections and flows: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8.0 Summary and Conclusions 
 

The more common method we determined to be used and accepted by service area 
participants in regional sewage systems is an apportionment method based in some way 
upon the relative actual use of the service by the participating areas – whether that is 
expressed as average actual sewage flow or design capacity benefit, as in the CRD. 
 
The fact that this method is accepted by many communities demonstrates that it may be 
worth seriously considering in relation to the South Sewer Project. 
 
Alternatively, a model that apportions costs on the basis of both sewage flows and another 
factor such as assessed value might also be relatively workable.   
 
This combination would allocate a slightly higher percentage to Cumberland to begin with, 
reflecting the larger number of initial connections within Cumberland and the larger expected 
volumes from Cumberland during the initial stages.  Over time, as flows from Electoral Area 
A increase, and per capita flows from Cumberland decrease, this would be expected to result 
in a drop in Cumberland’s percentage apportionment.   
 
The challenges associated with calculating and keeping track of the numbers of connections 
makes a connection-based model more challenging and could also result in some unfairness 
in the case of a connection of a large number of properties just after the adjustment period. 
 

                                                
17 Using the connection figures from section 7.2 on page 10 of this report. 

 Percentage  
Apportionment 

Cost 
Apportionment 

Cumberland 60.89% $15,388,167 
Electoral Area A 
(Phase 1) 

39.11% $9,881,833 

 Percentage  
Apportionment 

Cost 
Apportionment 

Cumberland 61.9% $15,642,130 
Electoral Area A 
(Phase 1) 

38.1% $9,627,870 
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A phased in approach is also possible, with the apportionment moving from one model (that 
relied all or in part upon connections) to another apportionment method over a period of time 
agreeable to the participating areas as providing for a fair means of distributing the cost in 
the longer term. 
 
Overall, communities have moved to flow-based apportionment models from assessment or 
population based models, and such models have a high degree of overall acceptance as 
representing a fair model reflecting relative usage of a shared system. 

 
 
 

Percentage Apportionment Comparison Tables 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 Taxable 
Value 

Phase 1 

 
Connections 

Flows 
Est. Current 
Wet Weather 

Flows 
Est. Current 
Dry Weather 

Water 
Consumption 

Cumberland 63.07 58.5 63.0 64.5 66.6 
Electoral Area A 
(Phase 1) 

36.93 41.5 37.0 35.5 33.4 

 

 50% Converted 
Value and  

50% Connection 

50% Converted 
Value /  

50% Est.  
Flows (Wet) 

50% Converted 
Value 

 25% Wet Flows 
25% Dry Flows 

50% Connections 
50% Flows (Dry) 

1/3 Converted Value, 
1/3 Connections, 

1/3 Flows 
Cumberland 60.46 63.035 63.41 60.89 61.9 
Electoral Area A 
(Phase 1) 

39.54 36.965 36.59 39.11 38.1 
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Appendix 1 
 

Capital Regional District 
 
In 2002 the CRD gave 3rd reading to Bylaw No. 2312, A Bylaw to Convert the Authority for Liquid 
Waste Management to a Service for the Core Area and Western Communities. This Bylaw included 
a formula for determining apportionment of the capital and operating costs of the system between 
the participating municipalities. Prior to this, the apportionment of costs was determined by the 
Letters Patent and Supplementary Letters Patent issued by the Provincial Government. 
 
Under the original Letters Patent, costs of constructing the system were to be allotted prior to 
construction “in proportion to the design capacity of that part of the facility within the area of a 
participating member municipality and (or) downstream therefrom allotted to that participating 
member municipality by the Regional Board”. Annual operational and maintenance costs as well as 
administrative costs were to be apportioned in the same manner – based on design capacity. Under 
the design capacity method apportionment is based on how much “space” there is in the part of the 
system as a portion of the overall capacity. Each member municipality or electoral area is charged 
based on the capacity available to them. 
 
Subsequently, the operation, maintenance and administration apportionment was to be calculated on 
the proportion of the annual average flow attributed for each member municipality attached to a 
particular trunk to the total flow for that trunk. Annual debt charges continued to be calculated based 
on design capacity.  
 
When Bylaw No. 2312 received approval from the Inspector of Municipalities in 2002, apportionment, 
for the most part, continued to be based on the flows into the various trunks. However, section 5 (4) 
of the Bylaw dealt with capital and debt costs of the East Coast Interceptor incurred after July 31, 
1985. In that instance the apportionment was to be calculated based on the net taxable value of land 
and improvements within the benefitting areas of each municipality for Regional Hospital District 
purposes and was then converted based on each municipalityʼs tax rates. This was the only time the 
CRD used a taxable assessment method for apportioning the costs. When consideration was given 
to this method on another project, on calculating the costs it was found that there would have been a 
significant disparity between the portion paid by Saanich as compared to the portion paid by either 
the District of Oak Bay or the City of Victoria because of the lower assessment values for property in 
Saanich. The section also contained provision for an annual transfer from the District of Oak Bay and 
the City of Victoria to the District of Saanich for debt servicing costs related to Clover Point. 
 
Annual operating costs are apportioned in Bylaw No. 2312 using a “unitized approach” which is 
defined as “means the allocation of the total cost of all facilities among the participating areas 
benefitted by the facilities on the basis of an agreed formula notwithstanding the location of the 
participating areas in relation to the facilities.” This unitized approach is applied on a proportional 
basis of the annual average flow from the participating area to the total annual average flow for the 
trunk or trunks. This method allows allocation of costs for infrastructure which was outside the 
municipality(ies) in question but which was necessary for the service to operate in the 
municipality(ies). 
 
New construction costs were to be apportioned using the unitized approach based on the proportion 
of the capacity constructed to accommodate each participating area.   
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A 2006 amendment to the Bylaw, Bylaw No. 3319, (the “2006 Bylaw”) introduced the term “design 
capacity benefit”, defined in part as “a benefit to one or more participants that results from any new 
construction of, or capital additions or improvements to sewage conveyance facilities or their 
ancillary facilities. To the extent that the benefit is the provision of, or the creation of conditions to 
allow, additional conveyance capacity, then the design capacity shall be calculated only on the 
extent to which each participant gains an increase in maximum allocated capacity…” 
 
In essence, “design capacity benefit” means any impact on the participant, positive or negative, is 
accounted for even if the changes result in an indirect benefit rather than a direct one.  
 
An example of design capacity benefit is demonstrated by the following excerpt from the Report to 
Core Area Liquid Waste Management Committee Meeting of Wednesday, 24 May 2006: 

 
At a meeting with the municipal treasurers on 27 March 2006, “design capacity” and 
“design capacity benefit” were explained, with examples of how design capacity 
benefit was applied to the Trent pump station and Marigold storage tank projects… 
The following tables summarize the benefit realized by all participants under the 
design capacity benefit principle, versus the design capacity option for all upgrades 
required on the northwest trunk and the northeast trunk/east coast interceptor 
systems that are to be constructed over the next 20 years. 

 
Figure 1            Figure 2 

Northwest Trunk Sewer Upgrades  Northeast Trunk/East Coast Interceptor Upgrades 
 
Participant 

Design Capacity(1) Design Capacity 
Benefit(2) 

  
Participant 

Design 
Capacity(1) 

Design Capacity 
Benefit (2) 

Estimated Cost  
(in 2000 dollars) 

Estimated Cost  
(in 2000 dollars) 

Estimated Cost  
(in 2004 dollars) 

Estimated Cost  
(in 2004 dollars) 

Saanich     8,775,000      4,805,000  Saanich    28,460,000     19,320,000 
Victoria   12,500,000      7,240,000  Victoria    31,280,000     28,495,000 
Esquimalt     5,435,000      3,550,000  Oak Bay     14,190,000     13,915,000 
WC/ET (3)     4,130,000      3,075,000  Total $ 73,930,000 $  61,730,000 
Total $30,840,000 $18,670,000     

(1) The design capacity scenarios assume that, where a section of trunk sewer or pump station has or will have insufficient 
capacity, additional, adjacent capacity will be added by paralleling the trunk with new pipes or upgrading pump stations 
as required. 

(2) The design capacity benefit scenarios assume that capacity deficiencies will be resolved by the most cost-effective 
means, including using storage and/or flow diversion. 

(3) Western Communities/Esquimalt Trunk (WC/ET) includes Langford, Colwood, View Royal, Esquimalt, Songhees IR, 
Esquimalt IR and DND. 

 
Figures 1 and 2, above, show the potential cost implications of a design capacity model versus a 
design capacity benefit model for two separate system upgrades. Under the design capacity model, 
infrastructure is added to increase capacity in each area. By contrast, the design capacity benefit 
model maximizes the existing infrastructure by diverting flow from areas of the system that are at or 
over capacity to trunks that would otherwise be under-utilized.  
 
An example of the effect of allocating debt servicing costs by flow is shown in the following figures 
which compare the costs to participating municipalities under a property assessment model versus 
the current design capacity benefit model, based on actual annual flows. These numbers were kindly 
provided by the Capital Regional District: 
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Figure 3 - Example of Using Converted Assessments for Debt Servicing 
 
3.770/770A 
NET/ECI Upgrade 

Converted 
Assessments by 
Municipality 

 2014 Debt 
Servicing Example 

District of Oak Bay 581,254,057 11% 249,798.45 
City of Victoria 2,378,420,032 43% 976,484.85 
District of Saanich 2,549,206,971 46% 1,044,611.70 
 
Totals 

 
5,508,881,060 

 
100.00% 

 
$2,270,895.00 

 
Figure 4 - Actual Debt Servicing Allocation Based on Flows 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3 shows the value of properties in municipalities served by the Northeast Trunk and East 
Coast Interceptor broken down by municipality and the proportion of debt servicing costs for each 
municipality based on these values. Figure 4 shows the actual allocation of debt servicing costs 
based on the flow into the specific parts of the system. If debt servicing costs were allocated by 
property value assessments rather than by the actual benefit received by each municipality, Saanich 
would pay a disproportionately high share of the cost compared to the benefit it receives. 
 
Under the design capacity benefit model the debt servicing costs are allocated based on the actual 
benefit that each participating area receives from the specific infrastructure. In the example above, 
there is a significant difference between the two models for both Saanich and the City of Victoria.   
 
Design capacity benefit requires that the system operators determine who is benefitting from 
upgrades directly and indirectly. This system means people have to know more and have to 
understand how the system works as a whole. In addition, accurate flow monitoring in a design 
capacity benefit system is critical to ensure that costs and benefits are captured accurately. This 
system, by recognizing and allocating indirect benefits as well as direct benefits, arguably results in 
a fairer distribution of costs. 
 
In speaking with the Diana Lokken of the CRD, it is clear that a regional service such as sewer 
treatment, especially in a large area such as the CRD comes with challenges. These challenges 
include: 
 

• Disparity in the size of areas between the participants; 
• Development differences such as infill versus brand new  
• Differences in wet versus dry flows amongst the areas 
• Some areas have septic tanks and fields 

3.770/770A 
NET/ECI Upgrade 

Current Cost 
Sharing 

2014 Debt Servicing 

District of Oak Bay 16% 366,522.45 
City of Victoria 61% 1,394,102.44 
District of Saanich 22% 510,270.11 
 
Totals 

 
100.00% 

 
$2,270,895.00 
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• Some areas have combined sewers while others have separate storm water and 
sewer 

 
These challenges mean that it requires more accounting work to properly allocate the flows and the 
costs. 
 
Ms. Lokken admits the system is not perfect; there have been disputes, some of which have resulted 
in arbitrations. A cost model based on flows requires willingness among the people making 
decisions to get along and be fair. 
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Appendix 2 
 
Regional District of Nanaimo 
 
The Regional District of Nanaimo operates two local sewer services, the Northern Community Sewer 
Local Service and the Southern Community Sewer Local Service.  
 
In March 1972 the Regional District of Nanaimo replaced the Greater Nanaimo Sewerage and 
Drainage District as the provider of these services. Section 11 of the supplementary Letters Patent 
provided for apportionment of costs for the service.  Capital costs and operation and maintenance 
costs for those portions of the sewerage system serving more than one municipality were to be 
based on the proportionate flow generated by each municipality or improvement district with the 
regional district having the ability to prescribe a minimum amount.  Capital costs, operation and 
maintenance costs for the drainage system were to be apportioned by agreement, or failing that as 
decided by the Regional Board.  Section 12 provided, in part, that those areas not falling within a 
city, district, town or village be assessed and levied on land and improvements within a defined area. 
These services were converted to services authorized by bylaw in 1992 and 1993.  
 
Under the Southern Community Sewer Local Service Area Bylaw No. 888, the only participating 
areas are the City of Nanaimo and the District of Lantzville.  Other than for scheduled debt referred 
to in the establishing bylaws that is apportioned that is apportioned on the basis of converted value 
for hospital purposes, the sewer charges for this area are based on flows; however, the flow is 
averaged over the preceding three-year period.  This averaging is done in order to address issues of 
fluctuation and to provide a more consistent charge.   
 
The Northern Community Sewer Local Service Area includes a number of participants, two 
municipalities and four electoral areas.  
 
The measurement and billing systems under the Northern Community Sewer Local Service are 
slightly more complex. The Regional District charges the participating areas on the basis of flows; 
however, not all areas have proper meters in which case the flow is based on a formula to calculate 
an estimate. Allocation based on annual flows was subsequently amended to be averaged over a 
three-year period in order to provide more consistency for the participating areas. This means that 
the overall annual sewage flow is not the actual flow but rather is the total of the three-year average 
for each benefitting area.   
 
The charges are passed on to the users by different methods. In Parksville sewerage charges are 
assessment based while in the electoral areas the charges are collected via a parcel tax. 
 
Initially this system faced challenges from the municipalities who disputed the amount of flow 
attributed to them. However, since moving to the averaging system there is more consistency and 
less controversy amongst the participants. 
 
In the RDN’s Northern Community Sewer Local Service Area the two largest participating areas are 
the towns of Parksville and Qualicum.  By using a three-year average of flows rather than actual flow 
from year to year, there is a more gradual change in the percentage of costs allocated to the 
municipalities. As can be seen by the chart below, without the averaging, costs to the municipalities 
could vary greatly from year to year, which would mean a corresponding fluctuation in property 
taxes. The use of averaging results in a more gradual change to sewer costs which are then passed 
on to the users. In the smaller participating areas the change may be smaller but the impact would 
be equal to or greater than the changes in large areas because of the population and number of 
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connections. Each percentage point of change can be the equivalent of tens of thousands of dollars 
in costs or savings to the municipality which then has to adjust their taxes accordingly. 
 
The numbers below are the budgeted numbers based on previous years flows. For example, 2010 is 
the actual flow for 2009 and the 3 year average for 2010 is calculated from the 2007, 2008 and 2009 
actual flows. The numbers were kindly provided by the Regional District of Nanaimo. 

 

Parksville 

Actual % 
of Total 

Flow 

Difference 
Year over 
Year 

3 Year 
Average 

% of Total 
Flow 

Difference 
Year over 
Year 

2010 46.44 
 

47.94 
 2011 44.81 -1.63 46.07 -1.87 

2012 46.71 1.9 45.98 -0.09 
2013 48.23 1.52 46.58 0.6 
2014 47.46 -0.77 47.46 0.88 
2015 48.84 1.38 48.17 0.71 

     

Qualicum  

Actual % 
of Total 
Flow 

Difference 
Year over 
Year 

3 Year 
Average 
% of Total 
Flow 

Difference 
Year over 
Year 

2010 36.22 
 

35.02 
 2011 37.72 1.5 36.48 1.46 

2012 34.29 -3.43 36.07 -0.41 
2013 32.75 -1.54 34.92 -1.15 
2014 33.59 0.84 33.54 -1.38 
2015 31.71 -1.88 32.68 -0.86 
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Appendix 3  
 

Kootenay Boundary Regional District - Trail, Rossland and Warfield Dispute 
 
In 1968 the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary was authorized to provide sewage treatment 
service to the Cities of Trail and Rossland and the Village of Warfield as the member municipalities.  
 
Under the original letters patent, costs of the service were to be apportioned at 68.95% to Trail, 
20.91% to Rossland and 10.14% to Warfield for the entire system. These apportionments were 
based on then current and projected future populations for the areas and were further adjusted to 
reduce the capital contributions from Rossland and Warfield. The populations of the three 
municipalities have declined significantly since the original distribution model was created, including 
a decline in the proportional population of Trail as compared to the whole. 
 
The dispute arose when the City of Trail, believing they were paying a higher proportional share for 
the overall system, attempted to reach an agreement with the other two parties to redistribute costs.  
 
In 2009 the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary created a Staff Report outlining additional 
approaches for apportioning the costs of the system. Below is a table that compares the original 
apportionment to the settlement terms and proposed solutions based on the 2009 property tax 
requisition of $1,073,036.00: 

 
 Original 

Apportionment 
 

Apportionment 
under RDKB 
Bylaw 1549, 2014 

Population Based  Water Consumption 50% Population and 
50% Water 
Consumption 

Trail 739,858.32 68.95% 671,291.32 62.56% 634,271.58 59.11% 628,262.58 58.55% 631,267.08 58.83% 
Rossland 224,371.83 20.91% 267,185.96 24.90% 287,251.74 26.77% 270,834.29 25.24% 279,096.66 26.01% 
Warfield 111,703.05 10.41% 134,558.71 12.54% 151,512.68 14.12% 173,393.14 16.21% 162,779.56 15.17% 

 
An agreement could not be reached between the parties and a service review was initiated under 
Part 24, Division 4.5 of the Local Government Act. After the service review was completed without a 
satisfactory resolution, the matter went to arbitration.  
 
In addition to the revised allocation under the Bylaw, capital upgrades, replacements, operation and 
maintenance will be apportioned according to the party or parties benefitting from the infrastructure 
rather than across all participants. If there is a single beneficiary they will be solely responsible for 
those costs, dual beneficiaries will be apportioned based on the above percentages. 
 
The 2009 Staff Report also proposed flow based distribution; however, using the data available 
Warfield would have ended up with a 58% share of the costs, highly disproportionate to their 
population relative to the other participants.  
 
Going forward, the Regional District will install equipment to measure the flow of each participant so 
that in future the parties costs will be allocated on a flow basis. Once flow data has been collected, 
projected to be in 2016, there are provisions to adjust the allocations for 2014 and 2015 based on 
the flow. 
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Excerpts from RDKB Bylaw 1549, 2014: 
   

5. Cost Apportionment 
 

(b)  The Sole Benefit Cost of the Service will be apportioned wholly to the 
Benefitting Participant. 
 

(c)  The Dual Benefit Cost of the Service will be apportioned to the two 
Benefitting Participants as follows: 
 
(i)  For the calendar years 2014 and 2015, between the two 

Benefitting Participants based on percentages calculated using 
pro-rata ratios of the respective percentages for the two 
Benefitting Participants specified in section 5(d)(i) below; 
 

(ii)  For the calendar year 2016, between the two Benefitting 
Participants based on the relative volume of sewage each of the 
two Benefitting Participants put into the Service in the year 2015; 
and 
 

(iii)  For the calendar year 2017 and after, between the two 
Benefitting Participants based on the relative volume of sewage 
that each of the two Benefiting Participants puts into the Service 
during the preceding calendar year. 
 

(d)  The Regional Benefit Cost of the Service will be apportioned between 
the Participants as follows: 
 
(i)  For the calendar years 2014 and 2015, based on the following 

percentages: 
 

A. Trail 62.56% 
B. Rossland 24.90% 
C. Warfield 12.54% 
 

(ii)  For the calendar year 2016, based on the relative volume of 
sewage each of the Participants put into the Service in the year 
2015; and 
 

(iii)  For the calendar year 2017 and after, based on the relative 
volume of sewage that each of the Participants puts into the 
Service during the preceding calendar year. 
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Comox Valley Regional District South Sewer Service  

 
South Sewer Project: Addendum to Report on  

Cost Apportionment Options 
 
 

1.0 Introduction 
 
We have been requested by the South Sewer Project to reexamine the cost 
apportionment models discussed in our report, South Sewer Project: Report on Cost 
Apportionment Options, dated March 4, 2015 to: 
 
1. Consider the impact of the LWMP steering committee decision to select Scenario 

C as the preferred solution for the outfall and discharge location, being the 
discharge off Cape Lazo.  This decision replaces the original cost estimate for 
the outfall of $1,862,500 with a revised estimate of $8,687,500; and 

 
2. Adjust the apportionment percentages to account for a sharing of some of the 

costs between Cumberland and Electoral Area A (Phase 1), to allow specifically 
for an apportionment of some of the costs between Cumberland and that part of 
Electoral Area A upstream of Pump Station 2 (“Royston”) based on data 
applicable only to Royston. 

 
The increase in estimated capital cost for the outfall will, of course, increase 
anticipated capital costs for both participating areas.  A reapportionment of some of 
Electoral Area A’s costs to apportion them only between Cumberland and Royston 
(as opposed to all of Phase 1) will increase the estimated portion while decreasing 
the amount to be assumed by Electoral Area A. 
 
As the Committee appears to have the highest level of interest in the connections 
and flow models and on looking at a system that would account for a shift from 
connections to flows over time, in addition to providing new calculations looking at 
apportionment based on connections and flows, we have also considered the 
scenario that shows cost apportionment arising from a blended and phased cost 
apportionment model that would base apportionment to connections only during the 
first three years and then, commencing in Year 4 and for four years thereafter,, 
increase the weighting to be attributed to flows by 20% each year.   
 
The following information contained in this Addendum may be read as 
supplementing the information contained in the March 4, 2015 Report. 
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7.2.5 Connections Model 
 
Estimated capital costs (using Lazo Point as the discharge point and adjusting for 
Cumberland/Royston apportionment): 
 
1. Estimated capital costs shared between  

 Village of Cumberland and Electoral Area A (Phase 11): $28,995,000 
 
Estimated capital shared costs between  
Village of Cumberland and Electoral Area A (Royston):    $3,100,000 
         $32,095,000 
 

2. Connections2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Total Blended ($28,995,000 @ 58.38/41.62 and $3,100,000 @ 76.67/23.33) 
accounting for Cumberland/Royston cost: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7.3.5 Flow Model 
                                                
1 Phase 1 includes the Kilmarnock subdivision. 
2 Numbers of estimated connections taken from the staff report of February 7, 2014 prepared by Debra Oakman. 

 Number of 
Connections 

Percentage 
Apportionment 

Cost 
Apportionment 
($28,995,000 
shared cost) 

Cumberland 1334 58.38 $16,927,281 
Electoral Area A 
(Phase 1) 

951 41.62 $12,067,719 

Total 2285 100 $28,995,000 

 Number of 
Connections 

Percentage 
Apportionment 

Cost 
Apportionment 

($3,100,000 
shared cost) 

Cumberland 1334 76.67 $2,376,770 
Electoral Area A 
(Royston) 

406 23.33 $723,230 

Total 1740 100 $3,100,000 

 Percentage 
Apportionment 

Cost 
Apportionment 

Cumberland 60.15 $19,304,051 
Electoral Area A 
(Phase 1) 

39.85 $12,790,949 

Total 100 $32,095,000 
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Estimated capital costs (using Lazo Point as the discharge point and adjusting for 
Cumberland/Royston apportionment): 

 
1. Estimated capital costs shared between  
 Village of Cumberland and Electoral Area A (Phase 11): $28,995,000 

 
Estimated capital shared costs between  
Village of Cumberland and Electoral Area A (Royston):    $3,100,000 
         $32,095,000 
 

2. Estimated Flows3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Total Blended ($28,995,000 @ 64.5/35.5 plus $3,100,000 @ 83.2/16.8) 
accounting for Cumberland/Royston cost: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

                                                
3 From daily dry weather flows attributed to pump station 2, as set out in Schedule C to the report entitled “South 
Region Sewage Collection Treatment and Discharge Study”, April 2011, prepared by Associated Engineering. 

 Flows Percentage 
Apportionment 

Cost 
($28,995,000 
shared cost) 

Cumberland 1000 m3 / day 64.5 $18,701,775 
Electoral Area A 
(Phase 1) 

551 m3 / day 35.5 $10,293,225 

Total 1551 m3 / day 100 $28,995,000 

 Flows Percentage 
Apportionment 

Cost 
($3,100,000 
shared cost) 

Cumberland 1000 m3 / day 83.2 $2,579,200 
Electoral Area A 
(Royston) 

202 m3 / day 16.8 $520,800 

Total 1202 m3 / day 100 $3,100,000 

 Percentage 
Apportionment 

Cost 
Apportionment 

Cumberland 66.63 $21,280,975 
Electoral Area A 
(Phase 1) 

33.37 $10,814,025 

Total 100 $32,095,000 
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7.5.2 Combination Model – with Graduated Implementation 
 
The model we have used for comparative purposes is a model that begins with 
100% of the apportionment attributable to connections in Years 1 to 3.  This is 
followed by five years during which the apportionment attributed to flows, 
commencing at 20% in year 4, is increased by 20% per year until it reaches 100% in 
Year 8.  The table below shows how the cost apportionment, under that scenario, 
would shift from apportioning 60.47% of the cost to Cumberland to 66.63% of the 
cost to Cumberland, with a corresponding decrease in the percentage 
apportionment to Electoral Area A. 
 
These numbers are, of course, speculative, particularly insofar as flows are 
concerned, as actual flow data will be available in future and may produce results 
that do not correspond to the estimates from the 2011 Associated Engineering 
study. 
 
Combined Model 
 
Projection of apportionment costs showing Phased Combination Connections and 
Flows: 
 

 
 
  

  
Cumberland 

Electoral Area A 
(adjusted for 

Royston) 
 
Year 1 
 

100% Connections 60.47 39.53 

 
Year 4 
 

80% Connections 
20% Flows 61.60 38.40 

 
Year 6 
 

40% Connections 
60% Flows 64.16 35.84 

 
Year 8 
 

100% Flows 66.63 33.37 
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2.0 Conclusion 
 
Percentage Apportionment Table revised to show information for Tables in 7.2.5 and 
7.3.5 in red typeface: 

 
No changes – for information purposes: 
 

The division of Electoral Area A costs into two pools will make the apportionment 
language in any establishing bylaw more complex, as the apportionment of costs 
payable by Electoral Area A will have to take into consideration a suballocation of 
some of those costs to Royston alone rather than to the entire service area. 

 50% Converted 
Value and  

50% Connection 

50% Converted 
Value /  

50% Est.  
Flows (Wet) 

50% Converted 
Value 

 25% Wet Flows 
25% Dry Flows 

50% Connections 
50% Flows (Dry) 

1/3 Converted Value, 
1/3 Connections, 

1/3 Flows 
Cumberland 60.46 63.035 63.41 60.89 61.9 
Electoral Area A 
(Phase 1) 

39.54 36.965 36.59 39.11 38.1 

 

 
Taxable 
Value 

Phase 1 

 
Connections 

Connections 
for Model 

Accounting for 
Cumberland / 
Royston Cost  

Flows 
Est. Current 
Wet Weather 

 
Flows 

Est. Current 
Dry Weather 

Flows for 
Model 

Accounting for 
Cumberland / 
Royston Cost 

Water 
Consumption 

Cumberland 63.07 58.32 60.15 63.0 64.5 66.63 66.6 
Electoral 
Area A 
(Phase 1) 

36.93 41.62 39.85 37.0 35.5 33.37 33.4 

 



 

COMOX VALLEY REGIONAL DISTRICT 
 

BYLAW NO. XX 
 

A bylaw to establish the south sewer waste water treatment plant service to finance, 
construct, operate and manage all infrastructure such as trunk sewers and the wastewater 

treatment plant that will serve Electoral Area A and the Village of Cumberland 
 
WHEREAS under section 796 of the Local Government Act a regional district may operate any 
service the board considers necessary or desirable for all or part of the regional district; 
 
AND WHEREAS the board of the Comox Valley Regional District wishes to establish three 
services to finance, construct, operate and manage all infrastructure for a sewer collection and 
treatment system that will serve Electoral Area A and the Village of Cumberland and be known as 
the south sewer services; 
 
AND WHEREAS one component of the of the south sewer services is the south sewer waste 
water treatment plan service and the board of the Comox Valley Regional District wishes to 
establish such a service to finance, construct, operate and manage all infrastructure such as trunk 
sewers and the wastewater treatment plant that will serve Electoral Area A and the Village of 
Cumberland; 
 
AND WHEREAS the approval of the inspector of municipalities has been obtained under section 
801 of the Local Government Act;  
 
AND WHEREAS the approval for the participating areas was obtained by assent of the electors 
under section 801.2 of the Local Government Act; 
OR 
AND WHEREAS the approval for the participating areas was obtained by alternative approval 
process under section 801.3 of the Local Government Act; 
OR 
AND WHEREAS the approval for the participating areas was obtained by consent on behalf of 
municipal participating areas under section 801.4 of the Local Government Act and/or consent on 
behalf of electoral area directors under section 801.5 of the Local Government Act; 
OR 
AND WHEREAS pursuant to the Environmental Management Act where a waste management plan 
has been approved under the Environmental Management Act, a bylaw adopted for the purpose of 
preparing or implementing the waste management plan does not require the assent of the electors, a 
petition, an initiative plan or consent on behalf of the electors referred to in the Local Government 
Act; 
 
AND WHEREAS the regional district and Village of Cumberland have each prepared a liquid waste 
management plan approved under the Environmental Management Act on {DATE ______} and 
{DATE ______} respectively that describe the regional district’s service to finance, construct, operate 
and manage all infrastructure such as trunk sewers and the wastewater treatment plant that will serve 
Electoral Area A and the Village of Cumberland; 
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Bylaw No. XX being 
South Sewer Waste Water Treatment Plant Service Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 2014 Page 2 
 
NOW THEREFORE the board of the Comox Valley Regional District in open meeting assembled 
enacts as follows: 
 
Service 
1. (1) The service established by this bylaw is to finance, construct, operate and manage all 

infrastructure such as trunk sewers and the wastewater treatment plant that will serve 
Electoral Area A and the Village of Cumberland. 

(2) The service shall be known as the south sewer waste water treatment plant service (the 
‘service’). 

 
Boundaries 
2. The boundaries of the service area are coterminous with the boundaries of the Village of 

Cumberland and of those portions of Electoral Area ‘A’ (Baynes Sound – Denman/Hornby 
Islands) as identified in schedule ‘A’ attached to and forming part of this bylaw. 

 
Participating areas 
3. The Village of Cumberland and Electoral Area ‘A’ (Baynes Sound – Denman/Hornby 

Islands) include participating areas in the service. 
 
Cost recovery 
4. As provided in section 803 of the Local Government Act, the annual cost for this service 

shall be recovered by one or more of the following: 
(a) property value taxes;  
(b) parcel taxes; 
(c) fees and charges imposed under section 363 of the Local Government Act; 
(d) revenues raised by other means authorized by the Local Government Act or another 

Act; and  
(e) revenues received by way of agreement, enterprise, gift, grant or otherwise, 

 
Maximum requisition 
5. In accordance with section 800.1(1)(e) of the Local Government Act, the maximum amount 

that may be requisitioned annually for the cost of the service is the greater of $XXXXXXX 
or $XX.XX per $1,000 applied to the net taxable value of land and improvements for 
regional hospital district purposes. 

 
Cost apportionment 
6. The annual costs of the service shall be apportioned on the basis of the converted value of 

land and improvements in the service area among the participating areas for the service. 
 
Board voting rules 
7. On all resolutions and bylaws relating to the administration and operation of the service each 

of the participating areas shall be entitled to three votes to be exercised by the director 
representing the participating area. 
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Commission appointment 
8. (1) The board will establish a commission to be known as the south sewer services 

commission to which decisions regarding the administration and operation of the 
service shall be delegated. 

 (2) In accordance with section 800.2(1)(c) of the Local Government Act the board must 
appoint to the south sewer services commission, as established by the South Sewer 
Services Commission Establishment Bylaw No. XXX: 
(a) two persons from the Village of Cumberland council; 
(b) two persons on the recommendation of the electoral area director for 

Electoral Area ‘A’; and 
(c) one person from the K’ómoks First Nation 

(3) Terms of appointments, commission rules of order and delegation of authority are 
described in the South Sewer Services Commission Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 
2014. 

 
Commission voting rules 
9. In accordance with section 800.2(1)(c) of the Local Government Act: 

(a) On matters respecting the administration and operation of a matter involving only 
the Union Bay and Royston collector sewer service, which is established by Bylaw 
No. XXX, only those commission members representing Electoral Area A are 
entitled to vote and each have one vote; 

(b) On matters respecting the administration and operation of only the Cumberland 
trunk sewer service, which is established by Bylaw No. XXX, only those commission 
members representing Cumberland are entitled to vote and each have one vote; 

(c) On all other matters, each commission member has one vote. 

(d) Despite subsections (a) and (b) voting in the commission shall be in accordance with 
subsection (c) until the commissioning of the waste water treatment plant to be 
constructed pursuant to the South Sewer Waste Water Treatment Plant 
Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 2014. 

Service review 
10. All aspects of the south sewer waste water treatment plant service shall be reviewed every 

five years, with the first review occurring in 2019. 
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Citation 
This Bylaw No. XXX may be cited as “South Sewer Waste Water Treatment Plant Service 
Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 2014”. 
 
 
Read a first and second time this     day of    2014. 
 
Read a third time this      day of    2014. 
 
I hereby certify the foregoing to be a true and correct copy of Bylaw No. XX being “South Sewer 
Waste Water Treatment Plant Service Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 2014” as read a third time by 
the board of the Comox Valley Regional District on the     day of               2014. 
 
        ___________________________ 
        Corporate Legislative Officer 
 
Participating area approval 
  obtained this      day of     2014. 
 
Approved by the 
  Inspector of Municipalities this    day of     2014. 
 
Adopted this        day of    2014. 
 
 
___________________________    ___________________________ 
Chair        Corporate Legislative Officer   
 
I hereby certify the foregoing to be a true and correct copy of Bylaw No. XX being “South Sewer 
Waste Water Treatment Plant Service Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 2014” as adopted by the board 
of the Comox Valley Regional District on the            day of                2014. 
 

       ___________________________ 
        Corporate Legislative Officer 
 



 

 

SCHEDULE A – BOUNDARIES OF THE SOUTH SEWER WASTE WATER TREATMENT PLANT SERVICE 
 



 

 

COMOX VALLEY REGIONAL DISTRICT 
 

BYLAW NO. XX 
 

A bylaw to establish the Union Bay and Royston collector sewer service to finance, 
construct, operate and manage any collector or trunk sewer infrastructure that would be of 

sole benefit to lands in Electoral Area A being Union Bay and that part of Royston upstream 
from the Royston pump station 

 
WHEREAS under section 796 of the Local Government Act a regional district may operate any 
service the board considers necessary or desirable for all or part of the regional district; 
 
AND WHEREAS the board of the Comox Valley Regional District wishes to establish three 
services to finance, construct, operate and manage all infrastructure for a sewer collection and 
treatment system that will serve Electoral Area A and the Village of Cumberland and be known as 
the south sewer services; 
 
AND WHEREAS one component of the of the south sewer services is the Union Bay and 
Royston collector sewer service and the board of the Comox Valley Regional District wishes to 
establish such a service to finance, construct, operate and manage any collector or trunk sewer 
infrastructure that would be of sole benefit to lands in Electoral Area A being Union Bay and that 
part of Royston upstream from the Royston pump station; 
 
AND WHEREAS the approval of the inspector of municipalities has been obtained under section 
801 of the Local Government Act;  
 
AND WHEREAS the approval for the participating areas was obtained by assent of the electors 
under section 801.2 of the Local Government Act; 
OR 
AND WHEREAS the approval for the participating areas was obtained by alternative approval 
process under section 801.3 of the Local Government Act; 
OR 
AND WHEREAS the approval for the participating areas was obtained by consent on behalf of 
electoral area directors under section 801.5 of the Local Government Act; 
OR 
AND WHEREAS pursuant to the Environmental Management Act where a waste management plan 
has been approved under the Environmental Management Act, a bylaw adopted for the purpose of 
preparing or implementing the waste management plan does not require the assent of the electors, a 
petition, an initiative plan or consent on behalf of the electors referred to in the Local Government 
Act; 
 
AND WHEREAS the regional district has prepared a liquid waste management plan approved 
under the Environmental Management Act on {DATE ______} that describe the regional district’s 
service to finance, construct, operate and manage any collector or trunk sewer infrastructure that 
would be of sole benefit to lands in Electoral Area A being Union Bay and that part of Royston 
upstream from the Royston pump station; 
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NOW THEREFORE the board of the Comox Valley Regional District in open meeting assembled 
enacts as follows: 
 
Service 
1. (1) The service established by this bylaw is to finance, construct, operate and manage any 

collector or trunk sewer infrastructure that would be of sole benefit to lands in the 
service area established under this bylaw, being that part of Electoral Area A within 
the boundaries described in section 2 of this bylaw. 

(2) The service shall be known as the Union Bay and Royston collector sewer service (the 
‘service’). 

 
Boundaries 
2. The boundaries of the service area are coterminous with the boundaries of those portions of 

Electoral Area ‘A’ (Baynes Sound – Denman/Hornby Islands) as identified in schedule ‘A’ 
attached to and forming part of this bylaw. 

 
Participating areas 
3. Electoral Area ‘A’ (Baynes Sound – Denman/Hornby Islands) is the sole participating area 

in the service. 
 
Cost recovery 
4. As provided in section 803 of the Local Government Act, the annual cost for this service 

shall be recovered by one or more of the following: 
(a) property value taxes;  
(b) parcel taxes; 
(c) fees and charges imposed under section 363 of the Local Government Act; 
(d) revenues raised by other means authorized by the Local Government Act or another 

Act; and  
(e) revenues received by way of agreement, enterprise, gift, grant or otherwise, 

 
Maximum requisition 
5. In accordance with section 800.1(1)(e) of the Local Government Act, the maximum amount 

that may be requisitioned annually for the cost of the service is the greater of $XXXXXXX 
or $XX.XX per $1,000 applied to the net taxable value of land and improvements for 
regional hospital district purposes. 

 
Board voting rules 
6. On all bylaws and resolutions of the board relating to the administration and operation of 

the service the electoral area director from Electoral Area ‘A’ (Baynes Sound – 
Denman/Hornby Islands) has five votes and the municipal director from the Village of 
Cumberland has one vote. 

 
Cost allocation 
7. All costs associated with delivering this service are the sole responsibility of the participating 

area. 
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Commission appointment 
8. (1) The board will establish the south sewer services commission referred to in section 7 

of the South Sewer Waste Water Treatment Plant Service Establishing Bylaw No. 
XXX, 2014 (the “WWTP service bylaw”) to which decisions regarding the 
administration and operation of the service shall be delegated. 

(2) Appointments to the commission referred to in section 7(1) shall be made as set out 
in section 7(2) of the WWTP service bylaw. 

(3) Terms of appointments, commission rules of order and delegation of authority are 
described in the South Sewer Services Commission Establishment Bylaw No. XXX. 

 
Commission voting rules 
9. In accordance with section 800.2(1)(c) of the Local Government Act: 

(a) On matters respecting the administration and operation of a matter involving only 
the Union Bay and Royston collector sewer service, only those commission members 
representing Electoral Area A are entitled to vote and each have one vote; 

(b) On matters respecting the administration and operation of only the Cumberland 
trunk sewer service, which is established by Bylaw No. XXX, only those commission 
members representing Cumberland are entitled to vote and each have one vote; 

(c) On all other matters, each commission member has one vote. 

(d) Despite subsections (a) and (b) voting in the commission shall be in accordance with 
subsection (c) until the commissioning of the waste water treatment plant to be 
constructed pursuant to the South Sewer Waste Water Treatment Plant 
Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 2014. 

 
Service review 
10. All aspects of the Union Bay and Royston collector sewer service shall be reviewed every 

five years, with the first review occurring in 2019. 
 
 
Citation 
This Bylaw No. XXX may be cited as “Union Bay and Royston Collector Sewer Service Establishment 
Bylaw No. XXX, 2014”. 
 
 
 
Read a first and second time this     day of    2014. 
 
Read a third time this      day of    2014. 
 
I hereby certify the foregoing to be a true and correct copy of Bylaw No. XX being “Union Bay and 
Royston Collector Sewer Service Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 2014” as read a third time by the 
board of the Comox Valley Regional District on the     day of               2014. 
 
        ___________________________ 
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        Corporate Legislative Officer 
 
Participating area approval 
  obtained this      day of     2014. 
 
Approved by the 
  Inspector of Municipalities this    day of     2014. 
 
Adopted this        day of    2014. 
 
 
___________________________    ___________________________ 
Chair        Corporate Legislative Officer   
 
I hereby certify the foregoing to be a true and correct copy of Bylaw No. XX being “Union Bay and 
Royston Collector Sewer Service Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 2014” as adopted by the board of 
the Comox Valley Regional District on the            day of                2014. 
 
 

       ___________________________ 
        Corporate Legislative Officer 
 



 

 

SCHEDULE A – BOUNDARIES OF THE UNION BAY AND ROYSTON COLLECTOR SEWER SERVICE 
 



 

 

COMOX VALLEY REGIONAL DISTRICT 
 

BYLAW NO. XX 
 

A bylaw to establish the Cumberland trunk sewer service to finance, construct, operate and 
manage the design, construction, operation and extension of any part of the trunk sewer 
infrastructure upstream of the Royston Pump Station that would be of sole benefit to the 

Village of Cumberland 
 
WHEREAS under section 796 of the Local Government Act a regional district may operate any 
service the board considers necessary or desirable for all or part of the regional district; 
 
AND WHEREAS the board of the Comox Valley Regional District wishes to establish three 
services to finance, construct, operate and manage all infrastructure for a sewer collection and 
treatment system that will serve Electoral Area A and the Village of Cumberland and be known as 
the south sewer services; 
 
AND WHEREAS one component of the of the south sewer services is the Cumberland trunk 
sewer service and the board of the Comox Valley Regional District wishes to establish such a service 
to finance, construct, operate and manage the design, construction, operation and extension of any 
part of the trunk sewer infrastructure upstream of the Royston Pump Station that would be of sole 
benefit to the Village of Cumberland; 
 
AND WHEREAS the approval of the inspector of municipalities has been obtained under section 
801 of the Local Government Act;  
 
AND WHEREAS the approval for the participating areas was obtained by assent of the electors 
under section 801.2 of the Local Government Act; 
OR 
AND WHEREAS the approval for the participating areas was obtained by alternative approval 
process under section 801.3 of the Local Government Act; 
OR 
AND WHEREAS the approval for the participating areas was obtained by consent on behalf of 
municipal participating areas under section 801.4 of the Local Government Act; 
OR 
AND WHEREAS pursuant to the Environmental Management Act where a waste management plan 
has been approved under the Environmental Management Act, a bylaw adopted for the purpose of 
preparing or implementing the waste management plan does not require the assent of the electors, a 
petition, an initiative plan or consent on behalf of the electors referred to in the Local Government 
Act; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Village of Cumberland has prepared a liquid waste management plan approved 
under the Environmental Management Act on {DATE ______} that describes the service to finance, 
construct, operate and manage the design, construction, operation and extension of any part of the 
trunk sewer infrastructure upstream of the Royston Pump Station that would be of sole benefit to the 
Village of Cumberland; 
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NOW THEREFORE the board of the Comox Valley Regional District in open meeting assembled 
enacts as follows: 
 
Service 
1. (1) The service established by this bylaw is to finance, construct, operate and manage the 

design, construction, operation and extension of any part of the trunk sewer 
infrastructure upstream of the Royston Pump Station that would be of sole benefit to 
the Village of Cumberland. 

(2) The service shall be known as the Cumberland trunk sewer service (the ‘service’). 
 
Boundaries 
2. The boundaries of the service area are the boundaries of the Village of Cumberland. 
 
Participating areas 
3. The Village of Cumberland is the sole participating area in the service. 
 
Cost recovery 
4. As provided in section 803 of the Local Government Act, the annual cost for this service 

shall be recovered by one or more of the following: 
(a) property value taxes;  
(b) parcel taxes; 
(c) fees and charges imposed under section 363 of the Local Government Act; 
(d) revenues raised by other means authorized by the Local Government Act or another 

Act; and  
(e) revenues received by way of agreement, enterprise, gift, grant or otherwise, 

 
Maximum requisition 
5. In accordance with section 800.1(1)(e) of the Local Government Act, the maximum amount 

that may be requisitioned annually for the cost of the service is the greater of $XXXXXXX 
or $XX.XX per $1,000 applied to the net taxable value of land and improvements for 
regional hospital district purposes. 

 
Board voting rules 
6. On all bylaws and resolutions of the board relating to the administration and operation of 

the service the municipal director from the Village of Cumberland has five votes and the 
electoral area director from Electoral Area ‘A’ (Baynes Sound – Denman/Hornby Islands) 
has one vote. 

 
Cost allocation 
7. All costs associated with delivering this service are the sole responsibility of the participating 

area. 
 
Commission appointment 
8. (1) The board will establish the south sewer services commission referred to in section 7 

of the South Sewer Waste Water Treatment Plant Service Establishment Bylaw No. 
XXX, 2014 (the “WWTP service bylaw”) to which decisions regarding the 
administration and operation of the service shall be delegated. 
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(2) Appointments to the commission referred to in section 7(1) shall be made as set out 
in section 7(2) of the WWTP service bylaw.  

(3) Terms of appointments, commission rules of order and delegation of authority are 
described in the South Sewer Services Commission Establishment Bylaw No. XXX. 

 
Commission voting rules 
9. In accordance with section 800.2(1)(c) of the Local Government Act: 

(a) On matters respecting the administration and operation of only the Cumberland 
trunk sewer service, only those commission members representing Cumberland are 
entitled to vote and each have one vote; 

(b) On matters respecting the administration and operation of a matter involving only 
the Union Bay and Royston collector sewer service which is established by Bylaw 
No. XXX, only those commission members representing Electoral Area A are 
entitled to vote and each have one vote; 

(c) On all other matters, each commission member has one vote. 

(d) Despite subsections (a) and (b) voting in the commission shall be in accordance with 
subsection (c) until the commissioning of the waste water treatment plant to be 
constructed pursuant to the South Sewer Waste Water Treatment Plant 
Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 2014. 

 
Service review 
10. All aspects of the Cumberland trunk sewer service shall be reviewed every five years, with 

the first review occurring in 2019. 
 
Citation 
This Bylaw No. XXX may be cited as “Cumberland Trunk Sewer Service Establishment Bylaw No. 
XXX, 2014”. 
 
 
 
Read a first and second time this     day of    2014. 
 
Read a third time this      day of    2014. 
 
I hereby certify the foregoing to be a true and correct copy of Bylaw No. XX being “Cumberland 
Trunk Sewer Service Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 2014” as read a third time by the board of the 
Comox Valley Regional District on the     day of               2014. 
 
        ___________________________ 
        Corporate Legislative Officer 
 
Participating area approval 
  obtained this      day of     2014. 
 
Approved by the 
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  Inspector of Municipalities this    day of     2014. 
 
Adopted this        day of    2014. 
 
 
___________________________    ___________________________ 
Chair        Corporate Legislative Officer   
 
I hereby certify the foregoing to be a true and correct copy of Bylaw No. XX being “Cumberland 
Trunk Sewer Service Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 2014” as adopted by the board of the Comox 
Valley Regional District on the            day of                2014. 
 
 

       ___________________________ 
        Corporate Legislative Officer 
 



COMOX VALLEY REGIONAL DISTRICT 

BYLAW NO. XX 

A bylaw to establish the south sewer services commission to provide for the administration 
and operation of the south sewer waste water treatment plant service, the Cumberland trunk 

sewer service and the Union Bay and Royston collector sewer service 

 WHEREAS a regional district may establish a commission under section 176 (1)(g) of the Local 
Government Act to operate regional district services, undertake operation and enforcement in 
relation to the regional district board’s exercise of its regulatory authority, and manage property or 
an interest in property held by the regional district; 

AND WHEREAS the board adopted three services to finance, construct, operate and manage all 
infrastructure for a sewer collection and treatment system that will serve Electoral Area A and the 
Village of Cumberland as follows: 

- Bylaw No. XX being “South Sewer Waste Water Treatment Plant Service Establishment 
Bylaw No. XXX, 2014” on the XX day of XX 2014 to establish a service to finance, 
construct, operate and manage all infrastructure such as trunk sewers and the wastewater 
treatment plant that will serve Electoral Area A and the Village of Cumberland; 

- Bylaw No. XX being “Cumberland Trunk Sewer Service Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 
2014” on the XX day of XXX 2014 to establish a service to finance, construct, operate and 
manage the design, construction, operation and extension of any part of the trunk sewer 
infrastructure upstream of the Royston Pump Station that would be of sole benefit to the 
Village of Cumberland; and 

- Bylaw No. XX being “Union Bay and Royston Collector Sewer Service Establishment Bylaw 
No. XXX, 2014” on the XX day of XXX 2014 to establish a service to finance, construct, 
operate and manage any collector or trunk sewer infrastructure that would be of sole benefit 
to lands in Electoral Area A being Union Bay and that part of Royston upstream from the 
Royston pump station 

collectively known as the south sewer services; 

AND WHEREAS the board desires to establish a commission for the administration and operation 
of the south sewer services; 

AND WHEREAS the board wishes to delegate authority from the board to the commission, and 
provide for appointment and membership of commission members and rules of order as applicable 
to the commission; 

NOW THEREFORE the board of the Comox Valley Regional District in open meeting assembled 
enacts as follows: 

Interpretation 

1. In this bylaw, unless context otherwise requires: 

(a) Board means the board of the Comox Valley Regional District; 

(b) Commission means the commission established under section 2; 

(c) Cumberland means the Corporation of the Village of Cumberland; 
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(d) Director means the electoral area director representing Electoral Area A; 

(e) Financial plan means the regional board’s financial plan adopted under Part 24 of the 
Local Government Act; 

(f) Service establishment bylaws means Comox Valley Regional District bylaws: 

(i) Bylaw No. XX being “South Sewer Waste Water Treatment Plant Service 
Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 2014”; 

(ii) Bylaw No. XX being “Cumberland Trunk Sewer Service Establishment Bylaw 
No. XXX, 2014”; and 

(iii) Bylaw No. XX being “Union Bay and Royston Collector Sewer Service 
Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 2014” 

(g) “South sewer project” means all works and services forming part of the facilities 
associated with the south sewer services.  

(h) “South sewer services” means those services established by service establishment 
bylaws and being the south sewer waste water treatment plant service, the Cumberland 
trunk sewer service and the Union Bay and Royston collector sewer service. 

Commission established 

2. The board hereby establishes the south sewer services commission with authorities as further 
described in this bylaw for the services established under: 

(a) Bylaw No. XX being “South Sewer Waste Water Treatment Plant Service 
Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 2014”; 

(b) Bylaw No. XX being “Cumberland Trunk Sewer Service Establishment Bylaw No. 
XXX, 2014”; and 

(c) Bylaw No. XX being “Union Bay and Royston Collector Sewer Service Establishment 
Bylaw No. XXX, 2014” 

as amended from time to time. 

Membership 

3. The commission shall be comprised of five persons (and alternates) appointed by the board 
as follows: 

(a) Two persons from Village of Cumberland council; and two alternates from Village of 
Cumberland Council; 

(b) Two persons on the recommendation of the Electoral Area ‘A’ director, and two 
alternates, all of whom may or may not be local government elected officials; and 

(c) One person from K’ómoks First Nation and one alternate from K’ómoks First 
Nation, each of whom may or may not be a K’ómoks First Nation member.  
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Commission voting 

4. (1) In accordance with the service establishment bylaws, each commission member 
receives one vote on matters referred to in subsection (4). 

(2) On matters respecting the administration and operation of only the Cumberland 
trunk sewer service, only those commission members representing Cumberland are 
entitled to vote and each have one vote. 

(3) On matters respecting the administration and operation of a matter involving only 
the Union Bay and Royston collector sewer service, only those commission members 
representing Electoral Area A are entitled to vote and each have one vote. 

(4) On all other matters, each commission member has one vote. 

(5) Despite subsections (2) and (3) voting in the commission shall be in accordance with 
subsection (4) until the commissioning of the waste water treatment plant to be 
constructed pursuant to the South Sewer Waste Water Treatment Plant 
Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 2014. 

Term of office 

5. (1) The term of office for a member of the commission shall be for a four year period 
commencing the first day of January following each such appointment or until 
successors are appointed.  

(2) The term of office for the initial appointees shall commence on the inaugural 
meeting of the commission and continue for that year plus an additional three years 
or until successors are appointed. 

Nominations 

6. (1) The board shall appoint the initial commission members based on written notice or 
advertisements posted for at least 45 days prior to the regional district board meeting 
in December. The Village of Cumberland and K’ómoks First Nation will submit its 
appointees. 

(2) For subsequent appointees, the commission must accept nominations for the 
regional district members of the commission to be appointed effective the following 
first of January on the basis of written notice or advertisements posted for at least 45 
days prior to the regional district board meeting in December. 

(3) The names of the persons nominated under subsection (2) must be forwarded 
immediately to the Electoral Area director and in any event before the date when the 
agenda for the first meeting of the regional district board in December of that year is 
distributed to the regional directors. 

(4) The Village of Cumberland will submit appointees to the regional district for 
appointment to the commission. 

(5) K’ómoks First Nation will submit its appointee to the regional district for 
appointment to the commission. 

(6) Nominees may be elected officials and members of the public.  
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(7) Regional district and Village of Cumberland staff are not eligible for nomination to 

the commission. 

Appointment 

7. (1) The board shall within two months from the date of enactment of this bylaw appoint 
persons to act as members of the commission as provided in section 6 above.  

(2) In the event of the death, resignation or disqualification of a member of the 
commission, the board shall appoint a successor for the remainder of such member’s 
term, as provided in section 6 above. 

(3) The board may terminate the commission appointment of the commission member 
who fails to attend three consecutive regular meetings without permission of the 
commission.  

(4) No person may serve more than three consecutive terms as a member of the 
commission. 

Commission procedure 

8. (1) The commission must, at its inaugural meeting and at the first meeting in January of 
each year, by secret ballot, elect a chair and vice-chair from among its members.  

(2) The rules and procedures which govern the board shall apply to the commission where 
applicable. 

(3) Meetings of the commission shall be open to the public unless the commission 
determines, in accordance with sections 90 and 91 of the Community Charter, that a 
meeting should be closed to the public.  

(4) Commission minutes shall be received by the commission at subsequent meetings. 

(5) Members of the commission shall not disclose the substance of in camera deliberations 
or a copy of a document or other confidence considered at a meeting closed to the 
public except as authorized by the commission.   

Delegation of power and duties 

9. (1) The board hereby delegates to the commission the following power and duties: 

(a) the authority to review proposals and select a proponent for the construction 
of the works necessary or convenient for the completion of construction and 
operation of the south sewer project, award the contract and supervise 
construction and commissioning during the construction phase of the south 
sewer project; 

(b) the authority to award contracts, establish policies and set policy direction for 
the south sewer services before, during and after commissioning of the south 
sewer services; 

(c) the authority to approve a financial plan for the south sewer services (note: 
while the commission may approve the financial plan, it is the board which 
adopts the financial plan bylaw); 
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(d) the authority to recommend to the board fees, charges and regulations bylaws 

for the south sewer services. 

(2) If the board does not support a recommendation from the commission, the board 
shall advise the commission of its reasons and provide the commission with any 
recommendations for revision, amendment or alteration of the commission’s 
recommendations to the board prior to any final decisions being made. 

Financial plan 

10. (1) Before the end of November of each year, the regional district corporate financial 
office shall cause to be provided to the commission  a five-year operating and capital 
financial plan for the south sewer services, which shall include estimates for the 
administrative, development, maintenance, operational and other expenses, including 
debt charges. 

(2) The commission shall submit such expenditure estimates, together with estimates for 
expected revenue, in a form approved by the regional district financial officer for the 
approval of the board and for inclusion in the board’s financial plan. 

(3) The approval of the south sewer services five-year financial plan and any amendments 
required during the financial plan year are the responsibility of the commission. 

(4) The south sewer services financial plan is included in the regional district financial plan 
bylaw that is adopted by the board prior to March 31st in each year. 

(5) The board intends to, if required, only make changes to the south sewer services 
financial plan of an administrative nature, such as a mathematical correction, 
subsequent to any financial plan approvals by the commission. 

Remuneration and expenses 

11. (1) The board may determine remuneration payable to commission members. 

 (2) Expenses of commission members incurred while engaged in business of the 
commission shall be reimbursed in accordance with applicable policies of the regional 
board. 

Reporting to the board 

12. The commission must report to the board from time to time as necessary and upon request 
of the board regarding the implementation and progress of the south sewer project and shall, 
where necessary, advise the board of any issues that arise in connection with the south sewer 
project.  

Unauthorized expenditures 

13. The commission shall not authorize any expenditure other than an expenditure provided for 
in the financial plan as included in the approved financial plan of the regional district. 

Contracts 

14. (1) The commission shall not enter into contracts on behalf of the regional district 
except where the commission has been granted authority to do so under this bylaw 
or the regional district delegation of purchasing authority bylaw.  
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(2) All contracts that are approved by the commission shall be executed in the name of 

the regional district.  

Severability 

15. Should any section or provision of this bylaw be declared by a court of competent jurisdiction 
to be invalid, such decision will not affect the validity of the bylaw as a whole or any part 
thereof, other than the part so declared to be invalid. 

Commission review 

16. All aspects of the south sewer services commission shall be reviewed every five years, with 
the first review occurring in 2019. 

Citation 

This Bylaw No. XX may be cited as the “South Sewer Services Commission Establishment Bylaw No. 
XXX, 2014”. 

 

Read a first and second time this  day of  2014. 

Read a third time this  day of  2014. 

Adopted by 2/3rds of the votes cast this  day of  2014. 

    

__________________________ __________________________ 

Chair Corporate Legislative Officer 

I hereby certify the foregoing to be a true and correct copy of Bylaw No. XX being the “South Sewer 
Services Commission Establishment Bylaw No. XXX, 2014” as adopted by the board of the Comox 
Valley Regional District on the                       day of                         2014. 

 

__________________________ 

Corporate Legislative Officer 

 




