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Wastewater Advisory Committee 
Minutes, Meeting #5 

Thursday August 25, 2016 at 9 a.m. 
Council Chambers 

 
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 

Jesse Ketler Alternate Council Representative N 

Chief Robert Everson K’omoks First Nation N 

Sundance Topham Chief Administrative Officer N 

Rob Crisfield Manager of Operations N 

Paul Nash LWMP Project Coordinator Y 

Larry Sawchyn TetraTech, Technical Consultant Y 

Troy Vassos TetraTech, Technical Consultant N 

Dave Cherry Vancouver Island Health Authority Y 

 
 

Item, Time Description Owner 

5.1 
9:17- 9:20 

Call to Order,  

Paul was still finalizing some meeting materials to 9:10 

 Meeting was called to order at 9:17 

Approval of Agenda 

Moved Mike, Seconded Dennis,  

CARRIED 

Matt  
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5.2 
9:20 – 9:35 

Approval of Minutes, Business Arising 

 Review of minutes 
o It was noted that the minutes of Mtg #4 did not 

include the Parking Lot Items 
o One correction of wording to the Evaluation 

system scoring for each goal.  As written, a score 
of 0 meant “none” but to be amended to also 
mean “bad.”  

Approval of minutes, with amendments noted above  

Moved Dennis, Seconded Anya 

CARRIED 

 Review of Action list –there were no new items on the 
action list. 

 Sean informed the Committee that Chief Everson of the 
K’omoks First Nation was unlikely to attend any future 
WAC meetings.  He will remain on the mailing list. 

  

Matt 

5.3  
9:35-9:45 

 MoE update 
Larry informed the committee that MoE has agreed to 
hold a meeting in September, but date yet to be finalized. 

 Team is working on options to present to MOE plus want 
to confirm the approach of submitting a combined Stage 
1 and 2 Report is acceptable 

Larry 

5.4 
9:45-10:00 

Review of Council Presentation,  August 8, 2016 

 What was presented 
o Goals and Evaluation system  

 Submittal was well received and accepted unanimously 

Paul  

5.5 
10:00-10:30 

Funding Update 

 Infrastructure Planning Grant Program  
o applied 29 June, $10k max 

 Green Municipal Fund   
o Applied 21 August, $175k for Feasibility Study (LWMP 

Stage 1&2) 

 Federal Clean Water and Wastewater Fund 
o Completion deadline for works under this fund is Apr 

2018, but fund is not yet open for applications in BC, 
but is expected to be in fall 2016 

o Discussion about the fact that Cumberland needs to 
do work on both the water and wastewater systems, 
but can only apply for one.  Details of the CWWF for 

Paul 
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BC are yet to be announced.   

As per the LWMP Road Map of March, 2016, it is intended 
that Cumberland be ready to apply for funding if available, 
and Tetra Tech are working on details to enable this. 

Dave Cherry noted that our group must factor in the grant 
money that Cumberland will seek for the potable water 
upgrade 

10:30-10:45 Break  

5.6 10:45 – 
12:15 

Review of Long List of Discharge Options 

 No alternate options were identified  

 Quick review of the Long List 
o Paul and Larry explained how each option worked, 

and the effluent quality requirements. 
o Since the Phosphorus criteria does not apply to 

Maple Lake Creek in winter (Oct-April), it is assumed 
that Maple Lake Creek will be the primary Discharge 
Option in winter and the decisions to be made are 
about the summer (May-Sep)  Discharge Options. 

o The Reuse options all need a 100% alternative 
discharge, in the event of failure to meet quality 
requirements or reuse water is not needed.  Thus, 
they cannot be selected as the primary Discharge 
Option, but can be added on to any Discharge Option 
and can be added to any of the primary options, 

o Dave Cherry had to leave the meeting at 11:30 and 
noted that the list of discharge options was extensive 
and offered some interesting opportunities 

Paul and 
Larry 

 12:15-1:00 Lunch break  

5.7 
10:45 – 
12:15 
 

Evaluation of Long List of Discharge Options 

 Detailed review, and pass each option through the Decision 
Gates.  Document reasons for rejection 

o The results are on the attached table, seven options 
passed through the decision gates 

o Technical input from Larry and Paul 
o Community and political acceptance from WAC 

members, and comments provided in absentia  by 
Sundance 

 

Paul and 
Larry 

5.8 
2:25  – 2:30 

Review of Decision gate results 

 Any second thoughts? 

Larry and 
Paul 
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 Are we satisfied to take the result to Open House? 
o Discussion on these items to be deferred to next 

meeting on 8 Sep 

2:30-2:45 Break  

5.10 
2:45-3:30 

Treatment Options –  

Discussion of what options are available, and what could be 
done for a funding application in fall 2016 and meet the Apr 
2018 completion date.  

Noted that Discharge Options, other than Maple Lake Creek, 
would likely not be part of a funding application, which is 
focused on treatment.  The options reviewed will meet 2020 
Federal effluent standards for future summer and winter 
conditions, but will not meet a 0.005mg/L phosphorus standard 

Review of broad Treatment categories; 

 Replace lagoons with mechanical plant 
o With the exception of modular, pre-engineered 

systems, this is not feasible for the Apr 2018 target  

 Upgrade lagoons to high performance 
o Preferred option by TetraTech- fastest to implement 

and likely to be cheapest 

 Constructed Treatment Wetland 
o Not considered a viable option for main (secondary) 

treatment.  Can be an option for effluent polishing 

Larry & 
Paul 

5.10 cont. 
 
 

Further discussion on treatment Options  

 Constructability 
o If lagoons are to be deepened, from present 1.5m to 

3m+, then membrane lining may be required 
o Preference is for a “no dig” solution – that does not 

require extensive earthworks, as this has the least 
potential for risk and delay, but may be more 
expensive or require pumping 

 Operation 
o Whatever kind of treatment solution is implemented, 

it will be more complex, and expensive to operate 
than the existing one 

 Biosolids  
o –Existing lagoons will need to be de-sludged as part 

of any upgrade (or decommissioning).  Future system 
could be either continuous biosolids production or 
occasional lagoon de-sludging 

Larry & 
Paul 
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5.11  
3:30 – 3:55 

Parking Lot and Wrap Up  

Paul provided a discussion on pharmaceutical and endocrine 
interrupter treatment.  These are emerging environmental 
concerns that would require specific additional treatment if 
removal was included as the design basis.  Not currently on the 
Provincial or Federal treatment standards but is becoming more 
of a concern and being integrated into plants around the world 
with innovative methods.  There is a good chance of gaining 
grant funding if this is added to the scope plus is good fit when 
reusing water to grow food, or discharge to  Baynes sound. 
Homework 

o Committee members requested to read the 2001 
Stage 1 LWMP report 

 Parking Lot  
o addition of question about reclaimed water pricing 

used by other communities. TBD in Stage 2 

Paul 

5.12 
3:55-4:00 

Next Meeting – September 8, 2016 – Review results, prepare for 
Open House 

Motion to Adjourn 

Moved Anya, seconded Dennis 

CARRIED 

Matt  

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

 
 
Attachments: 
 
Results of Decision Gate evaluation of Discharge Options - to be discussed as item 6.4 at WAC 
Mtg#6, September 8



 

Discharge Category Ocean 

Location  South Sewer 
Project 

Connect to CVRD 
collection system, 
send untreated water 

Connect to CVRD 
collection system, send 
fully treated water 

Puntledge Estuary at 
Royston or CVRD Storm 
sewer 

Description Referendum 
19 June voted 
out 

Treatment at Brent 
Road 

Treatment at 
Cumberland, discharge 
fully treated effluent to 
CVRD collection system 

Dedicated line to 
Royston  or use a storm 
sewer line 

Notes No treatment 
required, 
except for 
storm flows 

This Option has been 
rejected before  

Effluent to meet ocean 
discharge criteria where 
CVRD need not treat 
further.  Could be pulsed 
to be only at off peak 
times, in dry weather  

This Option has been 
rejected before  

Conveyance 
(pipeline) length 

n/a 3 km 3km 6 km 

Alternative disposal 
required? 

  N N N 

EIS required?   N N Y 

Effluent BOD-TSS  25-25 No Treatment 25-25 25-25 

Phosphorus 
Removal? 

 N N N N 

 Turbidity   N/A N/A N/A 

 Decision Gates       

MoE regulations/ 
effluent quality 

Y Y Y Y 

Technical feasibility Y Y Y? Y 

Constructability Y Y Y? Y 

2021 deadline? ? ? Y? Y 

Politically 
acceptable to 
Cumberland 

N ?N Y? Y? 

Politically 
Acceptable 
Externally 

N N Y?N N? 

Capital cost ? CVRD price unknown ?? CVRD price unknown  Y 

Grant probability ? Y Y?  Y 

Overall Pass/Fail  FAIL FAIL PASS FAIL  

Comments Rejected by 
Cumberland 
Council 2015 

May not be 
acceptable to 
Cumberland as 
reclaimed water is 
lost.  Rejected by 
CVRD since 2001, but 
would be acceptable 
to other external 
stakeholders 

Not contemplated 
before.  Worth asking 
the question of CVRD, 
especially as a backup 
disposal to reuse 
Addresses all 
environmental issue as 
as per S. Sewer.  

Rejected as a South 
Sewer Option by SS 
committee, and likely 
would be by estuary 
communities 
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Discharge Category Ground 

Location  Conventional 
Ground 
Disposal 

Cooperative with the 
Landfill 

Deep Ground Disposal 

Description Recharge 
Basins 

Recharge basins to be 
built as part of landfill 
leachate management   

Inject into old coal mines 
beneath Cumberland 

Notes Location not 
determined at 
this stage and 
not preferred 
by MoE 

Concept is to enlarge 
ground disposal 
system for 
Cumberland effluent   

Seldom been done for 
municipal effluent and 
regulatory path 
uncertain. 

Conveyance 
(pipeline) length 

at least 3km 3km Less than 2km 

Alternative disposal 
required? 

N N N 

EIS required? Y ? Y 

Effluent BOD-TSS 25-25 25-25 10-10? 

Phosphorus 
Removal? 

N N N 

 Turbidity N/A N/A N/A 

 Decision Gates    

MoE regulations/ 
effluent quality 

Y Y Y? 

Technical feasibility Y Y  Y 

Constructability Y Y Y 

2021 deadline? Y Y ? 

Politically 
acceptable to 
Cumberland 

Y N Y 

Politically 
Acceptable 
Externally 

Y Not to CVRD 
Possibly yes for other 
communiities 

Y 

Capital cost Y? Y? ? 

Grant probability  Y  Y  Y, not very replicable 

Overall Pass/Fail  PASS FAIL PASS 

Comments Technical 
feasibility 
dependent on 
finding a 
suitable site, 
and acquiring 
ownership 

CVRD have already 
said no to any 
changes to landfill 
project 

Potentially easy to 
implement, commonly 
done for mine waters. 
This is not high pressure 
injection like fracking. 
Could also be considered 
a storage option? 
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Discharge Category Surface Water 

Location  Maple Lake Creek, 
Summer  

Morrison Creek Puntledge River 

Description From May to 
September 

Alternate 
conveyance to 
Puntledge Estuary 

Location to be below 
BC hydro CVRD intake 

Notes Not preferred by 
MoE, fisheries, nor 
Komoks First 
Nations.  
Phosporous is 
challenge 

Potential fishery 
enhancement 

Long pipeline to get to 
discharge source.  
Minor fishery flow 
benefit 

Conveyance 
(pipeline) length 

none 4 kms 7 kms 

Alternative disposal 
required? 

N N N 

EIS required? Y Y Y 

Effluent BOD-TSS 10-10 10-10 25-25 

Phosphorus 
Removal? 

Y, <0.005 Y Y 

 Turbidity ? ? ? 

 Decision Gates    

MoE regulations/ 
effluent quality 

N (for P<0.005) N (for P<0.005) Y 

Technical feasibility Y Y Y 

Constructability Y Y Y 

2021 deadline? Y Y Y 

Politically 
acceptable to 
Cumberland 

Y? Y? Y? 

Politically 
Acceptable 
Externally 

Y N N? 

Capital cost Y Y Y 

Overall Pass/Fail PASS (conditional) FAIL FAIL 

Comments An  effluent P of 
0.005 is considered 
not technically 
feasible.  Conditional 
“pass” assumes that 
the P criteria is 
changed to <0.5 or 
similar 

Assume MoE treats 
similar to MLC.  Even 
if P criteria raised, 
why not just go to 
MLC? 

assumes that the P 
criteria for receiving 
water can be met 
because of dilution. 
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Discharge Category Storage of Summer Flows 

Location  Reservoir Storage Wetland 

Description Manmade lake to store treated summer 
flows for discharge in fall winter 

Manmade wetland with controllable 
volume to act as storage for 
discharge in fall/winter 

Notes Ideal location north of Teal Lake where 
natural depressions exist and minimal 
earthwork required.  Concept used in 
Vernon, Cranbrook and Oliver and 
integrates with re-use water.  Reservoir can 
be used as bird and fish habitat, also 
recreational waters and integrated into park 
like setting.  

Construct a storage (not treatment) 
wetland adjacent to existing lagoons. 
Could designed to look like natural 
ponds.   Good bird and even fish 
habitat potential, can be integrated 
into natural setting 

Conveyance 
(pipeline) length 

 2 km minimal /none 

Alternative disposal 
required? 

N N 

EIS required? ?  ? 

Effluent BOD-TSS 25-25 25-25 

Phosphorus 
Removal? 

N N 

 Turbidity N/A N/A 

 Decision Gates   

MoE regulations/ 
effluent quality 

y y 

Technical feasibility y y 

Constructability y? y? 

2021 deadline? Y YY 

Politically 
acceptable to 
Cumberland 

Y Y 

Politically 
Acceptable 
Externally 

Y? Y? 

Capital cost Y Y 

Overall Pass/Fail  PASS PASS  

Comments Availability/acquiring  of the land is the key  
issue.  Area has potential for expansion to 
large reservoir for storage of annual flow 

Area next to existing lagoon is 
already owned by VoC, and this 
should meet the Eco-gift 
requirements 



 

Discharge 
Category 

Reuse Type Options 

Location  Consumptive uses -Irrigation, 
industrial, fire protection, 
commercial laundry 

Maple 
Lake/Teal 
Lake 

Comox Lake direct Comox Lake Via 
Perseverance Creek 

Comox Lake 
via ground 

Allen Lake drinking 
water reservoir 

Certified Potable 
Water 

Description quality at least to "greater 
exposure potential" category, 
possibly to Indirect Potable 

Recharging 
natural lakes 
going into 
Maple Lake 
Creek 

Discharge in 
summer only, 
Probably will be 
treated as Indirect 
Potable reuse 

Discharge to 
wetlands on south 
side of Village, which 
then go to 
Perseverance Creek.  

Register as 
Indirect 
potable 
reuse.   

Register as Indirect 
potable reuse. 
Irrigate in 
catchment area or 
directly to lake 

Register with 
Ministry of 
Health as a 
potable water 
source.   

Notes Conveyance would be 
throughout community to 
service needs. 
Includes potential for 
irrigation of areas to north of 
Village. 
Large water conservation 
/recycling benefit. 
Fire protection and laundry 
would also require winter 
water supply,  

Very popular 
fishing spot 
for locals and 
visitors.  
Would raise 
lake levels in 
summer. 
Land might 
need to be 
acquired 

Comox valley 
drinking water 
source.  Desire 
expressed to 
remove effluent 
sources going into 
lake. 
Probably lots of EIS 
and health studies 
required, public 
perception issues 

Restore summertime 
flows for fishery 
enhancement. 
Probably lots of EIS 
and health studies 
required, public 
perception issues 

Probably 
lots of EIS 
and health 
studies 
required, 
public 
perception 
issues. 
Land might 
need to be 
acquired 

Probably lots of EIS 
and health studies 
required, public 
perception issues.  
Large water 
conservation 
/recycling benefit 

Never been done 
before in Canada 
- probably lots of 
health studies 
required, public 
perception 
issues.   
Large water 
conservation 
/recycling benefit 

Conveyance 
length 

at least 2km, possibly 5 1.5 kms 5 kms 3 kms 4km 5km+100 vertical 
metres 

2km to village  

Alternative 
disposal 
required? 

Yes Yes yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

EIS required? Y  Y Y Y Y  Y N 

Effluent 
BOD-TSS 

10-10, maybe 5-5 10-10 5-5 5-5 5-5 5-5 1-1? 

Phosphorus 
Removal? 

N Y, criteria TBD 
by EIS 

Y, criteria TBD by 
EIS 

Y, criteria TBD by EIS Probably not Y ? 

 Turbidity Average 2, max 5 NTU Average 2, 
max 5 NTU 

<1 NTU <1 NTU <1 NTU <1 NTU <1 NTU 

Decision 
Gates 

Not evaluated as all reuse options require an alternative Discharge Option, and thus can be added on to any Discharge Option. 
Detailed evaluation of Reuse Options to be done in Stage 2. 

 


