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Wastewater Advisory Committee
Agenda, Meeting #5
Thursday August 25, 2016 at 9 a.m.
Council Chambers
Invitees
Name Representing Present?
Matt Ishoy Chair, Public member at Large
Ken Barth Public member at large
Dennis Cassin Public member at large
Vig Schulman Public member at large
Mike Tymchuk Public member at large
Any Macleod Public member at large
Sean Sullivan, Council Representative
Jesse Ketler Alternate Council Representative
Chief Robert Everson K’omoks First Nation
Sundance Topham Chief Administrative Officer
Rob Crisfield Manager of Operations
Paul Nash LWMP Project Coordinator
Larry Sawchyn TetraTech, Technical Consultant
Troy Vassos TetraTech, Technical Consultant
Dave Cherry Vancouver Island Health Authority
Item, Time | Description Owner
5.1 Call to Order, Approval of Agenda Matt
9:00 - 1:05
5.2 Approval of Minutes, Business Arising Matt
9:05-9:25 e Review of minutes
e Review of Action list

5.3 e MoE update Larry
9:25-9:30




5.4 Review of Council Presentation August 8, 2016 Paul
9:30-3:40 e What was presented
o Goals and Evaluation system
e How it was received
e Feedback
5.5 Funding Update Paul
9:40-10:00 e Infrastructure Planning Grant Program
e Green Municipal Fund
e Federal Clean Water and Wastewater Fund
(completion deadline Mar 2018)
5.6 10:00 - | Review of Long List of Discharge Options Paul and
10:30 e Any Options to be added? Larry
e Quick review of the Long List
o What are the good things about each Option?
10:30-10:45 | Break
5.7 Evaluation of Long List of Discharge Options Paul and
10:45 - e Detailed review, and pass each option through the Larry
12:15 .. e
Decision Gates. Document reasons for rejection
12:15-1:00 | Lunch break
5.8 Review of Decision gate results Larry and
1:00 - 1:15 e Any second thoughts? Paul
e Are we satisfied to take the result to Open House?
5.10 Treatment Options — To meet fall funding timelines — Potential
1:45-2:30 first phase of overall treatment plan
Review of broad options
1. Replace lagoons with mechanical plant
2. Upgrade lagoons to high performance
3. Constructed Treatment Wetland
2:30-2:45 Break
5.10 cont. Further discussion on treatment Options Paul
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2:45 -3:30 e Constructability

e Timing —if we are going for Federal funding, works must
be completed by Mar 2018

e Funding

e QOperation

e Biosolids —
5.11 Parking Lot and Wrap Up
3:30 - 3:55 e Homework

e Round table
5.12 Next Meeting — September 8, 2016 — Review results, prepare for | Matt
3:55-4:00 Open House

Adjournment

4:00-4:30 Public Q&A Matt

Attachments:

Minutes of July 28, 2016 LWMP Meeting
Action Items List

Report to Council — August 8, 2016
Evaluation Spreadsheet

Discharge Options Spreadsheet
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Wastewater Advisory Committee
Minutes, Meeting #4
Thursday July 28, 2016 at 1 p.m.
Council Chambers

2673 Dunsmuir Avenue
P.O. Box 340
Cumberland, BC VOR 1S0
Telephone: 250-336-2291
Fax: 250-336-2321
cumberland.ca

File No. 0540-20

Invitees

Name Representing Present?

Matt Ishoy Chair, Public member at Large Y

Ken Barth Public member at large Y

Dennis Cassin Public member at large Y

Vig Schulman Public member at large N

Mike Tymchuk Public member at large Y

Anya Macleod Public member at large Y

Sean Sullivan, Council Representative Y —arrived at
1:45

Jesse Ketler Alternate Council Representative Y Sat as Council
rep until 1:45

Chief Robert Everson K’omoks First Nation N

Sundance Topham Chief Administrative Officer Y

Rob Crisfield Manager of Operations Y

Paul Nash LWMP Project Coordinator Y

Larry Sawchyn TetraTech, Technical Consultant By phone for
item

Troy Vassos TetraTech, Technical Consultant N

Dave Cherry Vancouver Island Health Authority N

Item, Time | Description Owner

4.1 Call to Order, Approval of Agenda Matt

1:00 - 1:05

The meeting was called to order at 1:02

Motion for approval of Agenda — moved Anya, seconded
Mike.




CARRIED
4.2 Approval of Minutes, Business Arising Matt
1:05-1:20 e Review of minutes
o Discussion about how discussion items and
concerns of committee members are recorded in
minutes. Generally, only the general discussion
and any decisions are recorded. If a member has
a specific issue/concern/position that they would
like minuted, then they should make it known as
such, and it will be minuted
e Review of Action list
o Action list was reviewed. Several outstanding
items for Paul to follow up, notably the file
sharing.
4.3 e MoE update Larry
1:20-1:25 o Larry explained by phone that there has been
some further communication with MoE, but still
not a meeting. Now that the south Sewer project
is off the table, they know we must consider
Maple Lake Creek, and other options. Meeting
planned for September
4.4 Review of Open House Paul
1:30-2:00 e Report committee was reviewed
e Generally agreed that it was well attended, and attentive
audience
o Notable public emphasis on affordability being the single
largest concern.
e Format of evening worked well, stay with the same for
next open house.
4.5 Review of Goal Setting and Evaluation System Paul
2:00-3:40 e How the two stage system works
e Example evaluation
e Recommendation to Council
The Committee discussed the question of affordability in the
evaluation system, with a view to increasing the emphasis on
affordability, relative to the other categories..
Motion put forward to change the goal weighting from;
Economic Cost (affordability) - 20%
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Economic Benefit - 25%
Environmental - 30%
Social - 25%

to

Economic Cost - 40%

Economic Benefit - 20%

Environmental - 20%

Social - 20%

Scores out of 40 for each goal will not change as a result of
this, but the overall category scores will be normalized
according to this 40-20-20-20 system.

Moved Mike, seconded Dennis
CARRIED

Discussion about the Scoring Table, and the points assigned
to the different descriptors. Motion to change from;

None Poor Marginal | Fair Good Exc
0 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.9 1.0
To;

None Poor Fair Good Exc

0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1.0

Moved Ken, seconded Dennis
CARRIED
Committee Recommendation;

THAT the Wastewater Advisory Committee approve the goal

setting and two-stage evaluation system, AS AMENDED, AND

THAT the goal setting and two-stage evaluation system be
forwarded to the Steering Committee for consideration.

Moved Mike, seconded Sean

CARRIED unanimously

4.6 Scope of Stage 1 Report Paul
3:40-3:50 . . . . . . . .
Quick discussion about consideration of items to be included in
Stage 1, and studied further in Stage 2
e Review of table of contents from 2011 Stage 2 Report
Committee members to consider any additions to Stage 1 report
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and bring forward at future meetings
4.7 Options Development Stage Paul
3:50-3:55 Preparation for next meeting — full day session on treatment and
discharge options
4.8 Parking Lot and Wrap Up Paul
3:55-4:00 No parking lot items
4.9 Next Meeting — August 18 or 257 Matt
4:00 Next meeting confirmed for August 25
Adjournment
Moved Dennis, seconded Mike.
Meeting adjourned at 4:05
4:05-4:20 Public Q&A Matt
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COUNCIL
REPORT %

REPORT DATE:  August 3, 2016
MEETING DATE: August 8, 2016

TO: Liquid Waste Management Plan Steering Committee
FROM: Paul Nash, LWMP Project Coordinator

SUBJECT: LWMP Goals and Evaluation System
RECOMMENDATION

i.  THAT Council receive the LWMP Goals and Evaluation System report.
ii.  THAT Council approve the LWMP Goals and Evaluation System as presented.

SUMMARY

Through a series of meetings, the Wastewater Advisory Committee (WAC) has developed a set of
goals (economic, environmental and social) for the Liquid Waste Management Plan, and
specifically the future wastewater treatment and discharge system. These goals form the basis of
a two-stage evaluation system to be used to screen and rank the various Options to be developed,
and eventually choose the preferred option.

The goals have been reviewed against the major Cumberland policies such as the Village of
Cumberland Official Community Plan, the Village of Cumberland 2016 Corporate Strategic
Priorities, the 2010 Comox Valley Sustainability Strategy and the Village of Cumberland Social
Procurement policy. All but one of the goals are supported by at least one of these policy
documents, and some, such as innovation are strongly supported by all of them.

The goals and evaluation system were presented at a public Open House on July 14, 2016, where
the public was in substantial agreement with them

The single most important goal identified is “affordability”, being the combination of cost and
grant funding opportunity. Noting the importance of this, and the emphasis placed on it at the
open house, the WAC has increased the importance of affordability relative to the other economic
social, and environmental goals as compared to the rankings that were originally arrived at during
the initial goal-setting (brainstorming) process.

The WAC has, by unanimous vote, recommended that these goals now be adopted by the Steering
Committee (Council) as the official Goals and Evaluation System for the Liquid Waste Management
Plan.
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BACKGROUND
Goal Development

The fundamental objective of the LWMP process is to set the desired outcomes, or goals, at the
start of the process, and then work out how best to meet them. In a “systems approach”, this can
be stated as;

1. ldentify the problem, and the goals of a successful solution
2. ldentify, study and evaluate the alternative solutions

3. Select and implement the best solution

This closely matches the three stage LWMP process, with the addition of continuing public
engagement during the process.

The first major task for the WAC was to develop a set of goals and use these to create the
evaluation system, and this has now been done. The process used for developing these goals was
through;

1. Familiarization of the WAC with the current situation by the site tour and briefings by the
technical consultants

2. A committee “brainstorming” session to develop and rank the goals

3. Technical review by the Technical Consultants and Project Coordinator, and creation of the
Evaluation System

4. Further discussion by the WAC
5. Presentation to the public at an Open House

6. Comparison of the goals against the major Cumberland planning documents (OCP, 2016
Strategic Priorities, Comox Valley Sustainability Strategy and Social Procurement Policy)

7. Afinal review by the WAC
8. Recommendation to the Steering Committee

The process of goal development is further detailed in the attached Reports to Committee on the
Goal Development and the Open House.

The final list of goals as determined by the WAC, and recommended to the Steering Committee is
reproduced on the following page.
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The final list of goals is as follows;

Category Scores | Ranking Description Goal Type
(max 40)

Affordability 40 1 | Ensure tax burden on residents is sustainable. Thisis | Aspirational
both capital and operating costs

Affordability 30 2 | Attract grant funding to offset capital costs Action

Economic 30 3 | Productive use of reclaimed water - agriculture, Action
industry (=job creation), potential for reduction in
potable water infrastructure requirements

Economic 25 4 | Reduce energy use, pursue renewable energy Action
production and obtain GHG credits

Economic 24 5 | Attract and retain industry and draw tourism through | Aspirational
innovation in meeting community wide goals, and
branding green

Economic 12 6 | Artist based beautification Action

Environmental 27 1 | Innovation/Environmental leadership Aspirational

Environmental 23 2 | Support health of waterways with robust treatment Action

Environmental 23 3 | Use of existing ecosystems to control cost including Action
low tech or bio solutions plus beneficial use of
produced biosolids

Environmental 20 4 | Sustainability, Climate Change Aspirational
resilience/adaptation/robustness

Environmental 10 5 | Clean air - reduction/avoidance of particulate air Aspirational
pollution

Environmental 9 6 | reduce manmade toxins in effluent (pharmaceuticals, | Action
hormones, bisphenol A, heavy metals, other trace
chemicals, etc)

Social 37 1 | Inclusivity of Cumberland to create an identity and Aspirational
positive legacy adding to the social license

Social 15 2 | Inclusive costing/metered sewer — a socially Action
equitable sewer rate system

Social 12 3 | Purple pipe ready - Action

Social 8 5 | Public education and participation about water, Action
wastewater and related environmental issues

Social 8 5 | Garden/Zen/all year green lawns — value of keeping | Action
public and private parks and private gardens green
even in drought conditions, with reclaimed water.

Social 8 Coal Mine/Railroad Heritage — making the works Aspirational

Social 1 7 | Strengthen relationship with Comox Valley Aspirational

Total Scores 362

Thus, the Wastewater Advisory Committee recommends this as the final list of Goals for the

project.

_10_
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Evaluation System

The Goals, and their scores, give the relative importance of each goal, and category, which will
form the basis of the evaluation system.

The feedback from the Public Open House confirmed that affordability is the single most
important goal. An economically, environmentally and socially beneficial solution is of no use if
the community cannot afford to actually implement it.

The WAC discussed the affordability issue further at its July 28 meeting and voted to increase the
importance of the affordability category, relative to the other benefits. The original and final
rankings are shown below.

Category Scores Percentage Rounded WAC Ranking
(Original) Percentage (Final)
Affordability 70 19% 20% 40%
Economic 91 25% 25% 20%
Environmental 112 31% 30% 20%
Social 89 25% 25% 20%
Total 362 100% 100% 100%

Thus the Wastewater Advisory Committee recommends that the evaluation of the Options be
based on 40% for affordability score, and 20% each for economic, environmental and social
benefits.

The primary purpose of the goal setting is to use them in the screening and evaluation of the
various Options to be developed. For the LWMP, an Option is a combination of a discharge
location and a suitable treatment system.

In Stage 1, the “long list” of options is developed and screened down to a short list.

In stage 2, the short list is subject to detailed study, and the options are evaluated, against the
predetermined goals, and a Preferred Option is selected for financial planning and implementation
study in Stage 3.

A two stage Evaluation System has been developed.

In Stage 1, it is a series of “decision gates”, most of which are a pass or fail assessment. Any
Option that fails any Gate is eliminated from further study. This system is used to red flag the
Options have showstoppers — an issue, which if not resolvable, makes them unacceptable. The
affordability category is purely subjective in Stage 1, and it is intended simply to rule out options
that are “unaffordable” — so large or complex that the technical consultants deem them not
worthy of further study.

The decision gates used for Stage 1 screening, are, in order of application.

Page 4 of 10
_11



Stage 1 Decision Gates

Area Criteria Determined by  |On basis of Decision
Type
Regulatory |Environmental regulations/|Ministry of Discharge location & time |pass/fail
effluent quality Environment of year
Ministry of Health
Technical ([Technical feasibility Technical Treatment system pass/fail
Consultants required to meet effluent
quality
Constructability Technical complexity, site high/low
Consultants requirements
Time risk for 2021 deadline[Technical complexity, permits, etc  |high/low
Consultants
Politics Politically acceptableto  |WAC Cumberland values pass/fail
Cumberland
Politically Acceptable WAC+Steering External Values pass/fail
Externally Committee
Affordability |Capital cost Technical Treatment + piping to pass/fail
Consultants discharge location - —is it
So expensive as to be
“unaffordable”
Grant probability PC+TC+staff Everything high/med/
low
Ability to pay Staff+Steering Reserves, borrowing high/med/
Committee capacity, DCC's low

All the Options that make it through this list are then carried through for detailed study in Stage 2.

For Stage 2, Options are studied in enough detail to establish models of the treatment systems and
discharge means, and make meaningful estimates of capital and operating costs, probability of
attracting grants, and the relevant economic, environmental and social goals that can be achieved.

It should be noted that many of the goals such as “inclusive pricing” or “reclaimed water” are not
specifically characteristic of a Treatment and Discharge Option. That is, they are discretionary and
can be applied to any Option. As such, they may increase the benefits obtained at the potential
cost of affordability. This is then a true test of the evaluation system — that the overall best value
option will be the highest scoring one.

_12_
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Stage 2 Evaluation System

Criteria Determined by |On basis of Decision |Weighting |[Comments
Type
Affordability Project Capital and score 40% Operating and
Coordinator, operating costs, maintenance
Technical grant funding costs to be
Consultant, Staff, | potential, ability to evaluated as a net
Steering pay present value
Committee
Economic WAC 4 Economic Benefit score 20% Benefits that
Benefits Goals occur over the life
of the project
Environmental WAC 6 Environmental score 20% Benefits that
Benefits Goals occur over the life
of the project
Social Benefits WAC 7 Social Goals score 20% Benefits that
occur over the life
of the project
Total 100%

In order to score the Options, each Option is evaluated on the basis of how it addresses each of

the 19 Goals.

To score how well an Option achieves each individual Goal, a standardized system is used, similar
to evaluating a Request for Proposals. The process is as follows;

1. The Option is given a Ranking from 0 to 1 for how well it achieves each goal

v ok W

Score

o

7. The Option with the highest Total is deemed to be the preferred Option.

The Category Scores are summed to get the Option Total

All the Weighted Scores for each category of goals are summed

The sum is divided by the maximum possible score, to get a percentage

The Ranking is multiplied by the Score, to get a Weighted Score for the goal

The percentage is multiplied by the Category Weighting (40,20,20,20) to get a Category

The table below shows the layout of the scoring system. An example evaluation is shown with
some scores arbitrarily chosen to represent an Option that is relatively low cost, does not make

use of reclaimed water, and is relatively low benefit overall.

scoring is only shown for the Affordability and Economic Benefit categories.

_13_
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Scoring table

Category Goal Points Score per Criteria (Multiplier) Weighted % Category | Category
Assigned Score Weighting Score
None | Poor | Fair | Good | Exc.
(0) (.25) | (.5) | (0.75) | (1.0)
Affordability | ~uStainable Tax 40 0.75 30
Burden
Attract F-]rant 30 0.25 75
Funding
Subtotal o o
Affordability 70 37.5 53.6% 40% 21.4
Economlc Produ'ctlve use of 30 0 0
Benefits reclaimed water
Reduce Energy Use 25 0.5 12.5
Attract industry and
tourism through 24 0.25 6
innovation
Artist based 12 0.25 3
beautification
Subtotal Economic 91 215 |236%| 20% 4.7
Benefits
Enwronm'ental [all environmental 112 a2 37.5% 20% 75
Benefits goals]
Social Benefits [all social goals] 89 44 49.4% 20% 9.9
Total 362 156.5 43% 100% 43.5
Page 7 of 10
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Iterative Options development

While the Goals will be used to eventually select the preferred option, they also serve an
important role in guiding the development of the Options themselves. This is especially true for
the discretionary goals, which can be applied to any Option.

Thus, the Stage 2 Option development itself becomes an iterative process of trying to develop
Options that get the highest score. For a given Option, what can be changed to increase benefits
without reducing affordability, and vice-versa. This can be given several iterations, looking at how
to implement actions to achieve various benefits, or joint benefits, or attract more funding, or
reduce cost. The overall objective is to make each Option the best it can be, so that a choice of
several viable and desirable Options is presented.

This is directly comparable to preparing responses to a request for Proposals — the proponent uses
the evaluation system to guide them on how to prepare a winning proposal, and runs through
options to come up with the highest score possible.

Policy Implications

The set of 19 goals has been reviewed against Cumberland’s major planning and policy
documents;

e 2014 Official Community Plan. 2014

e Strategic Priorities, 2016

e Comox Valley Sustainability Strategy,2010

e Social Procurement Policy

This review serves several purposes;
To see if the goals developed are consistent with the policies

To identify any goals that might be against the policies

w NoE

To identify any policy gaps arising from the goals
4. To identify any goal gaps arising from the policies
The results of the review are included with the July 25 Committee Report (attached).

Overall, all but one of the goals (“inclusive pricing”) were supported by at least one of the plans,
and several were supported by three of four. This shows the WAC has come up with goals that are
consistent with the major planning policies, and if most of these goals can be achieved, then
significant progress has been made in implementing these policies.

Next Steps

Upon Council confirmation of the proposed LWMP Goals and Evaluation System the WAC will carry
on with the remaining steps of the Stage 1 LWMP process, which are to:

e Develop the “Long List” of “Options”. It should be noted that the defining feature of an
Option is not the “treatment system”, but is the “discharge location” for the water. The
discharge location, and time of year, determine the effluent quality requirements and the
environmental approvals required. It is likely that several different discharge locations can

Page 8 of 10
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https://cumberland.ca/ocp/
https://cumberland.ca/annual-report/
http://www.comoxvalleyrd.ca/EN/main/community/regional-strategies/sustainability-strategy.html
https://cumberland.ca/social-procurement/

use the same type of treatment. Thus, the real problem to be solved is not how to treat
the water but where to send it (in summer).

e Use the decision gates to screen the Long List to the “Short List”, that will go for detailed
study in Stage 2

e Take the Short List to a public Open House (planned for September 22, 2016)

e I|dentify any knowledge gaps and other areas of study for Stage 2. Examples include;
o defining the population growth model to be used
o addressing houses on septic fields
o potential uses and customers for reclaimed water
O energy recovery options
o different treatment methods
o biosolids processing options

e Complete the Stage 1 Report (planned for November 30, 2016)

There are two other issues for consideration as we move towards completion of Stage 1.

1. The technical consultants are recommending that Cumberland combine the Stage 1 and
Stage 2 work into one report, to be submitted to the Ministry of Environment once the
preferred option has been selected. The main benefit of this is that it would save time by
going straight into the Stage 2 work without the delay of waiting for the Ministry response.
The Stage 1 report would still be completed for Cumberland’s benefit, to define the
current status of the wastewater system. It would capture all the changes that have
happened since the original Stage 1 report in 2001, and define the current status of, and
future expectations for, the wastewater system. The combining of the two stages does
not materially change the work to be done, but allows it to proceed faster. Approval must
be sought from Ministry of Environment to combine stages, and it is done fairly regularly.

2. Thereis likely to be a call for funding applications to the Federal Clean Water and
Wastewater Fund in fall of 2016. This is for projects that can be completed by March of
2018, and the funding is up to 50% of the cost. Cumberland could make an application to
this fund, for certain elements of the treatment system, such as headworks improvements,
lagoon upgrades, disinfection system and biosolids handling, all of which could be
completed in this timeframe. These are all elements that will be part of any treatment
system, regardless of the effluent quality or the discharge location. This will be studied
further as more details of the funding call are released.

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE
The 2016 Strategic Objective is to;

“Develop an environmentally sustainable method of treating the liquid waste that is
produced by the Village”

The goals and evaluation system recommended by the WAC encompass this objective and build
upon it.

Page 9 of 10
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The Stage 1 Decision Gates ensure that any Options are “environmentally sustainable” and
“affordable.”

The Stage 2 Evaluation system selects the Option that has the best combination of affordability
and benefits.

In effect, the Strategic Objective set by the WAC is to;

Develop a method of treating and discharging Cumberland’s liquid waste that is not only
environmentally sustainable but is also affordable and, ideally, is economically productive,
environmentally enhancing and socially beneficial.

ATTACHMENTS
1. WAC Committee Report, 25 July 2016, Results of public Open House

2. WAC Committee Report, 25 July 2016, Recommendation to council of Goals and Evaluation
System

OPTIONS

1. That Council, acting as the Liquid Waste Management Plan Steering Committee, adopt the
LWMP Goals and Evaluation System as recommend by the Wastewater Advisory
Committee

2. Any other action deemed appropriate by Council.

Respectfully submitted,

Paul Nash
Liquid Waste Management Planning Project Coordinator

Sundance Topham
Chief Administrative Officer
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