COMMITTEE
REPORT d

x Incorporated 1898 *

REPORT DATE: November 29, 2017 *%- *W’*
MEETING DATE: November 30, 2017

TO: LWMP Wastewater Advisory Committee (WAC)
FROM: Paul Nash, Project Coordinator

SUBIJECT: Report on LWMP Open House #4, November 23, 2017
RECOMMENDATION

THAT the Committee receive the Report on LWMP Open House #4, November 23, 2017 for
information.

Purpose

Public engagement is an important and mandatory part of the LWMP process. In addition to all
the Committee meetings being open to the public, this Open House was the fifth public event in
the 2016-17 LWMP process, the preceding ones being:

1. The Wastewater Lagoon tour of May 28, 2016.

2. Open House #1 on Goal setting and Evaluation system, July 14, 2016.

3. Open house #2 short List of Discharge Options, September 22, 2016

4. Open House #3 Treatment Options and Funding Opportunity, November 1, 2016

Following the news in March 2017 that the November funding application as unsuccessful, all the
treatment opens were put back on the table for study in 2017. Additional study was done on the
lagoon performance and the environmental conditions in Maple Lake Creek and the Trent River.
The overall goal for 2017 being to come up with a set of viable Treatment Options, including a
phased approach, allowing for an affordable first phase project.

The purpose of Open House #4 was to:
1. Update where we are at in the LWMP process.
2. Show the results of the 2017 studies
3. Gather feedback on the preferred Treatment Options, and potential phasing
4. Gather feedback on the LWMP process in general
Run of Order
The agenda for the evening was;
e 6:00-6:45 Posterboard viewing
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6:45—-7:40 Presentation

Presentation by;
o Matt Ishoy, Chair of the Wastewater Advisory Committee
o Paul Nash, Project Coordinator
o Larry Sawchyn, Technical Consultant

7:40-9:00 Public Q&A

The event was attended by;

11 members of the public
Mayor Baird
Councillors Sullivan, Sproule and Kishi (each only for part of the Open House)
WAC Committee Members at Large;
o Ken Barth
o Mike Tymchuk
o Dennis Cassin

Village of Cumberland Director of Operations Rob Crisfield

Posterboards

Six posterboards were set up for viewing, displaying the five Treatment Options and the Technical
and Cost Comparison.

Summary of Presentation

Since many of the public are now well versed in the LWMP process, the presentation was primarily
focused on what was done in 2017. It included;

The LWMP process, history and current status.

A review of the regulatory situation, and with emphasis on explaining the Discharge Permit
compared to the current Provincial and Federal regulations.

A review of the Village’s goals for wastewater treatment.

A review of the field work done in 2017 — what has been learned about the lagoon
performance, phosphorus and flows in Maple Lake Creek.

Explanation of how the only viable discharge option is now to Maple lake Creek,
A complete run-through of the five treatment Options.

Explanation of the comparative costs

Explanation of the grant funding process

The preliminary tax burden for the various options.

Timeline of LWMP process, for remainder of 2017.
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Summary of public Q&A period

The discussion period opened at just after 7:45 pm, and there were many questions from all
members of the audience — public, Councillors and Committee members. The discussion
continued until Chair Matt Ishoy formally closed the open house at 9:00 pm.

Examples of questions and comments received include the following;
e Can we do nothing and use the existing treatment?
e Can the upgrade be phased?

e Concern about the Trent River and the restoration of the Trent River with the impact of the
sewage over the years.

Overall, people seemed satisfied with the Options as displayed, and a preference for the lagoon
based options, and the phased approach was highlighted in the response forms received at the
open house.

Feedback Forms
As with previous open houses, a feedback form was distributed which asked the people to;

1. Score the Treatment Options on a scale of 1-5 (5=best)
2. Give their preference for a phased or complete project
3. Give any other comments they have.

Three forms were received on the night with three more being submitted to the Village office on
November 27 & 28.

There was a clear preference for doing a phased approach, with the preferred endpoint being
Option 1A —the Upgraded Lagoon to MWR MEP quality with distribution to the North Wetlands.

Treatment Option Public Preference, Nov 23, 2017
Av. Score 1-5 % rank
5=best
Phase 1 Lagoon upgrade for 4.0 80% 1
Permit Compliance
Option 1A Upgraded Lagoon to 3.6 73% 2

MWR MEP Quality and
Distribution to North Wetland

Option 1B Upgraded Lagoon to 1.9 37% 3
MWR GEP Quality

Option 2 Baseflow Mechanical to 1.2 23% 4
MWR GEP Quality

Option 3 Full flow Mechanical to 1 20% 5

MWR GEP Quality

The attendees thanked the Village, Committee and the consultants for their efforts. The
attendance was lower than expected, partially due to the Cumberland downtown businesses
having a “customer appreciation night”. When the date for the Open house was set in April, it was
not known that this event would be on the same night.
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Attachments

1. Feedback Forms

2. Posterboards and the powerpoint presentation can be viewed on the LWMP website

Respectfully submitted,

Paul Nash

Project Coordinator

Liquid Waste Management Planning
Village of Cumberland
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COMMITTEE
REPORT d

x Incorporated 1898 *

REPORT DATE: November 29, 2017 *%- *W’*
MEETING DATE: November 30, 2017

TO: LWMP WASTEWATER ADVISORY COMMITTEE (WAC)
FROM: Paul Nash, Project Coordinator

SUBIJECT: Wastewater Treatment Options
RECOMMENDATIONSs

1. THAT the Committee receive the Report on Wastewater Treatment Options for
information.

2. That the Committee evaluate the four long-term treatment options (1A,1B, 2 and 3) and
select a Preferred Option for recommendation to Council

3. That the Committee evaluate the phased approach and make a recommendation to
Council on pursuing a phased approach or a single complete project.

Summary
The main objectives for the LWMP for 2017 were to;

1. Study the current treatment and environmental conditions

2. Develop a set of wastewater treatment and discharge options that meet Cumberland’s
long term needs

3. Develop a “phased approach” to split the long-term options into two parts, to create the
most affordable first phase.

This work has largely been completed, and is captured in the series of Technical Memos 1-8
presented to the Committee for meeting #13, November 2,2017.

Technical Memos 7A and 7B have been revised and updated and presented to the committee
TM7A-Rev2 and TM7B-Rev2, for meeting #14, November 30, 2017. These updated memos will
allow the Committee to evaluate and select a Preferred Wastewater Treatment Option.

The purpose of this report is to consider the phasing, financing and tax implications of these
Options, to allow the Committee to evaluate and a Preferred Phasing and Funding Strategy.

Grant Funding and Phasing

The Village of Cumberland has limited financial capacity for wastewater treatment expansions,
which has an impact on what can be done, and when. This was detailed in Technical Memo#2 —
Financial Framework, Nov 1, 2017, and is summarized below in point form:
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Cumberland has $650k in Wastewater Reserves

$500k of this is committed to projects

Wastewater DCC is set at $9.4k per house, collected as houses are approved
Cumberland has a maximum borrowing capacity of $7.1M

Cumberland would like to leave some borrowing capacity for other projects

o v ok~ w N e

There are regular grant funding opportunities
7. There are no guarantees of receiving grant funding

But Cumberland must make upgrades to meet Permit Compliance in the short term (2019-2020).
As detailed in TM7A-Rev2 and 7B-Rev2, it is possible to do either a complete project for any of the
long term options, or split them into two phases, with the first phase being to achieve Permit
compliance. Table 1 below is reproduced from TM7B-Rev2;

Table 1. Cost Comparisons for all Treatment Options.

Option 1
Phase 1 Option 2 Option 3
Permit Phase 2A Phase 2B
Compliance

Capital Cost for one- n/a $87M* | $106M | $9.3M $14.8 M
phase execution
Capital cost for two- *
phased execution S5.6 M $9.5M S$11.7M $10.2M $16.3M
Capital cost for two
phases, with wetland $6.6M $9.5M $12.7M S11.2M $17.3M
Operating Cost $350k $375k $425k $450k $500k

* Includes the wetland as this is integral to Option 1A
Table 1 shows that all the “one-phase” projects are much more than $7.1M, thus;

e Any project greater than $7.1M must wait until reserves have built up and/or grant funding
is received

e With current reserves and borrowing capacity, the only project Cumberland can decide to
undertake, without grant funding, is Option 1-Phase 1 for Permit Compliance.

In order to pursue grant funding, applications must be quite specific about the project scope. In
this case, it means an Option must be selected before applying for funding.

It is obvious that if a grant for a complete project is applied for, and not received, that Option1l,
Phase 1 can still be implemented. What is less obvious is that Cumberland could decide to apply
only for funding of Phase 1.

This situation is represented graphically in Figure 1, with Cumberland decisions in blue, and
financial decisions in red.
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Select Preferred Option

Overall Decision Path

Year 2017 1A- $9.5M, 1B- $12.7M, 2- $9.3M, 3- $14.8M

Pursue first

N
Year 2018 P phase only
$5.6M
Borrow 53.0-5.3M l Borrow 55.6M Borrow 51.8M
Year 2019 A 4
Build complete project Build Phase 1
$9.3-$14.8M $5.6M
S g— ———
Year2023-29 | MWR Registration Trigger I
I Build Phase 2
END Future Cost $3.9- $10.7M

I Total Cost $9.5-516.3M

Figure 1. Decision Path for Grant Funding and Phasing

It should be noted that the “future costs” are in today’s terms and may be different 5-10 years into
the future.

The decision path shows that the only decisions within Cumberland’s control are;

1. The preferred long term option, and
2. Whether to pursue grant funding for a complete project, or Phase 1.

While there are many technical criteria for securing grants, there is also a “value for money”
component, and the smaller the ask, the more likely it is to be successful.

There is a secondary benefit of pursuing a grant for Phase 1 only - if successful, the least amount of
Cumberland borrowing capacity is used.

The “Registration Trigger” is the point at which the current Discharge Permit is exceeded or no
longer valid, and Cumberland will need to meet the BC Municipal Wastewater Regulation.
Primarily, this would be when the dry weather flow exceeds 910cu.m/day, or 1001 if a 10%
increase is approved. A secondary reason could be that Cumberland wishes to start using
reclaimed water, which can only be authorised by an MWR registration of a completed Liquid
Waste Management Plan.

Tax Implications

The overall affordability of any project is a critical factor in decision making. The increase in taxes
needed to pay for the wastewater project — the “tax burden” is the single most important
component of the Evaluation System devised by the WAC in July 2016.

Preliminary tax burdens have been calculated for the various combinations of Treatment Options,
phasing and grant funding, and are show in Table 2.
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Notes about the Tax Burden:

1. The tax burden is in dollar per house, per year, and represents the increase over current
taxes and wastewater user fees.

2. Tax calculations are for comparison purposes only,

3. The Tax Burden calculation assumes borrowing for 20 years, at 4% interest, this cost is
distributed among the existing 1500 properties in 2017

4. 2023 costs are distributed amongst 1800 properties, and assume no grant funding

Grant funding for a second phase is still possible

6. Future replacement cost is not included, but should be considered in future rate/tax
structures. Note that there is no funding for replacement costs

b

Table 2. Preliminary Tax Burden Calculations

Option 1 Option 2 | Option 3
Scenario Phase Phase Phase
1 2A 2B

1 Pursue and receive | First Phase in 2019, | $325 - - - -
grant for Phase 1 with 2/3 Grant
only Second Phase in

2023 $365 $524 $501 §755
2 Pursue and receive | Complete Project
grant for Complete in 2019, 2/3 Grant
Option of choice $397 $474 $468 $591
3 Grant Denied First Phase in 2019, | $508

No Grant

Second Phase in

2023 $518 $677 $654 $908

Conclusion

The analysis of the tax burden as made complicated by the range of treatment options, phasing
possibilities and financial limitations, and grant funding opportunities. The decision path maps out
these possibilities, and the decisions that are, and are not, within Cumberland’s control.

The major conclusions from this analysis are;

1. For all Treatment Options, the Capital cost is lower if they are executed as a single project

2. Cumberland’s limited reserves and borrowing capacity ($7.1M) mean that none of the
long-term Options can be implemented as a single project unless grant funding is received
first.
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Cumberland can also choose to pursue grant funding only for Phase 1.

The lower the grant amount, the more likely it is to be successful.

5. If funding is denied, Cumberland can still afford to implement Option 1, Phase 1 within its
borrowing capacity.

6. The lowest overall tax burden is if funding is pursued and received for Phase 1.

7. The next lowest is if funding is pursued and received for a complete project.

8. The highest tax burden is if funding is denied, in which case Phase 1 must be funded
entirely from borrowing.

9. The lowest overall impact on Cumberland borrowing capacity is if a grant is received for a

Phase 1 project only.

OPTIONS

B

This report contains the analysis of funding, financing, phasing and tax implications for the various
wastewater Treatment Options.

Once the preferred long term treatment option is selected, the committee then has two options
for phasing and grant funding:

1. Pursue funding for a complete project of the Preferred long-term Treatment Option

2. Pursue Funding just for Phase 1 only.

Respectfully submitted,

Paul Nash

Project Coordinator

Liquid Waste Management Planning
Village of Cumberland
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COMMITTEE
REPORT d

x Incorporated 1898 *

REPORT DATE:  January 19, 2018 o ol e X
MEETING DATE: January 25, 2018

TO: LWMP WASTEWATER ADVISORY COMMITTEE (WAC)
FROM: Paul Nash, Project Coordinator

SUBJECT: Grant Funding and Tax Implications
RECOMMENDATIONSs

1. THAT the Committee receive the Report on Grant Funding and Tax Implications for
information.

2. That the Committee make a recommendation to Council on a grant funding and phasing
strategy for pursuing either phased approach or a single complete project.

Summary

An initial report on Grant Funding and Tax implications was presented to the Wastewater Advisory
Committee meeting of Nov 30, 2017. It was determined that there was insufficient information
about grant funding to make a decision about a preferred phasing approach, as the two are closely
linked. The Committee requested a report on grant funding opportunities, which has been
provided as Technical Memo #14 — Grant Funding Opportunities (18 Jan 2018).

Additional information has been provided to the committee in Technical Memo 8 — Emerging
Contaminants and Technical Memo 9 — Effluent Polishing by Biochar Reed Bed, as these are
relevant to potential grant applications.

This report re-examines the phasing, financing, grant funding and tax implications, taking into
account the information within TM’s 8, 9 and 14, to allow the Committee to evaluate and
recommend a Preferred Phasing and Funding Strategy.

Grant Funding

The Village of Cumberland has limited financial capacity for wastewater treatment expansions,
which has an impact on what can be done, and when. This was detailed in Technical Memo#2 —
Financial Framework, Nov 1, 2017, and is summarized below in point form:

1. Cumberland has $650k in Wastewater Reserves, and $500k of this is committed to projects

2. The wastewater DCC is set at $9.4k per house, collected as houses are approved
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3. Cumberland has a maximum borrowing capacity of $7.1M — this is currently under review
as part of the 2018 Financial Plan

4. Cumberland does not want to use all the borrowing capacity for the wastewater project, as
there are numerous other projects to be funded by borrowing.

5. There are regular grant funding opportunities
6. There are no guarantees of receiving grant funding

But Cumberland must make upgrades to meet Permit Compliance in the short term (2019-2020).
As detailed in TM7A(Rev2) and 7B (Rev2), it is possible to do either a complete project for any of
the long term options, or split them into two phases, with the first phase being to achieve Permit
compliance, and Table 1 is based on the project costs in TM7B-Rev2;

Table 1. Cost Comparisons for all Treatment Options.

Option 1 Upgraded Lagoon Option 2 Option 3
Baseflow Full Flow
Phasel | se2ato | PNas€2B | mechanical | Mechanical
Permit | \iep quality | % GEP to GEP to GEP
Compliance quality quality quality
Capital Cost for one- *
phase execution S5.6M S8.7M S11.6M $9.3M $14.8 M
Capital cost for two- *
phased execution N/A $9.5M S11.7M $10.2M $16.3M
Operating Cost S350k S375k S425k S450k S500k

* Includes $1M for the Wetland Augmentation as this is integral to Option 1A
Table 1 shows that all the “complete” projects are much more than $7.1M, thus;

e Any project greater than the borrowing capacity must wait until reserves have built up
and/or grant funding is received.

e With current reserves and borrowing capacity, the only project Cumberland can decide to
undertake, without grant funding, is Option 1-Phase 1 for Permit Compliance.

Technical Memo 14 — Grant Funding Opportunities details the various grants that are available and
gives a subjective assessment of the attractiveness for grant funding of the various Treatment
Options. These results are summarized in Table 2, reproduced from TM 14.

When pursuing grant funding, applications must be quite specific about the project scope. In this
case, it means an Option must be selected before applying for funding. But the decision on which
Option to select is also partly influenced by its ability to attract grant funding.

And some optional components, like the Wetland Augmentation, and the Biochar Reed Bed could
be added, which increase cost but also increase the likelihood of receiving certain grant funding.

On Nov 30, the Committee recommended that Option 1, Phase 2A be the Preferred Long-Term
Treatment Option. Table 3 considers the various combinations of phasing and add-ons to
implement this Option.
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Table 2. Summary of Grant Funding Likelihood for all Options and add-ons, from TM#14

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Add-ons
Phase 1 Phase 2A Phase 2B Base Flow Full Flow Additional points to be
Lagoon to Lagoon to MEP Lagoon to M(:(C)hGa\EIl)cal M(:(C)hGa\EIl)cal added to the Options score
Permit (including GEP
Compliance | wetland score)
Fund Monetary Wetland Biochar
Contribution Augmentation | Reed Bed
Joint Prov/Fed 67% typical 2.5 3.25 2.5 3 1 0.25 0.5
Gas Tax 100% to $6M max 2.5 3.25 2.5 3 2 0.25 0.5
Green Municipal Fund Loan to S5M N 1 1 N 1 1 2
+15% grant
Municipal Climate 80% to S1M max N 1 1 1 1 1 1
Innovation Program
Island Coastal 33% to $400k N 1 N N N 1 N
Economic Trust max
Habitat Conservation 50% to $100k N 3 N N N 3 1
Trust Fund max
Habitat Stewardship 50% to $100k N 3 N N N 3 1
Program
National Wetland TBD N 3 N N N 3 1
Conservation Fund
Overall Ranking 2.0 2.7 2.2 25 1.8 0.6 1.0

Note 1. The Overall Ranking score is a composite achieved by multiplying the score for each option by the money available for each fund, adding the results
for each Option, and normalizing to a score out of 5. This is intended to be used for the “Ability to Attract Grant Funding” category in the Options Evaluation
System.

Note 2. The score for the wetland and/or reed bed can be added to any option to improve its score, but cannot take it over 4.5
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Table 3. Summary of Grant Funding Likelihood for all combinations of Option 1 leading to Phase 2A, the Preferred Treatment Option.

Phase 1 Phase 1 + Phase 1 + Phase 2A Phase 2A
(from Table Wetland Wetland + (incl Wetland) | (incl Wetland)
2) Reed Bed + Reed Bed
(from Table 2)
Fund Monetary
Contribution

Joint Prov/Fed 67% typical 2.5 2.75 3.25 3.25 3.75

Gas Tax 100% to $6M max 2.5 2.75 3.25 3.25 3.75

Green Municipal Fund Loan to $5M +15% N 1 3.5 1 3.5

grant

Municipal Climate Innovation Program 80% to S1M max N 1 2 1 2
Island Coastal Economic Trust 33% to $400k max N 1 1 1 1
Habitat Conservation Trust Fund 50% to $100k max N 3 4 3 4
Habitat Stewardship Program 50% to $100k N 3 4 3 4
National Wetland Conservation Fund TBD N 3 4 3 4

Overall Ranking 2.0 2.5 3.1 2.9 3.5

Note 1. The Overall Ranking score is a composite achieved by multiplying the score for each option by the money available for each fund, adding the results
for each Option, and normalizing to a score out of 5. This is intended to be used for the “Ability to Attract Grant Funding” category in the Options Evaluation

System.
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The major conclusions from Tables 2 &3 are;

e Of the “complete” Options, Option1, Ph2A is the best candidate for funding

e Adding the biochar reed bed and wetland improve the chances of any project getting
funding, and open up additional funding opportunities.

e Of the various phasing combinations to achieve Option 1, Phase 2A, the one most likely to
attract grant funding is Ph2A with the reed bed.

The biochar reed bed is particularly good value in terms of grant attractiveness as it has four
desirable characteristics for grant programs —it;

1. isinnovative

2. removes the emerging contaminants
3. is carbon negative
4,

can be replicated at any wastewater treatment plant with available land area

Regardless of which phase project Cumberland pursues, if grants are not received, then
Cumberland will still be required to implement Phase 1, and it can do this within its borrowing

capacity.

Based on all the information in TM14 and this analysis, the following are the recommended Grant

Strategies;

Strategy

Reason

Use the construction authorization contained
within the existing Discharge Permit rather than
wait for completion of the LWMP process

Removes the major time risk in grant evaluations

Pursue elector approval for borrowing, rather
than waiting to gain borrowing authority by
completing Stage 3 LWMP

Removes the major financing risk in grant evaluations

Include the wetland augmentation and biochar
reed bed with any application

Gains a lot of evaluation points for relatively low extra
cost. The wetland and/or reed bed can still be
deferred if funding is not obtained.

Allow a one year period for securing funding

Allows numerous sources to be pursued before the
project is started

Allow extra time for securing wetland funding
before commencing the wetland project

The wetland specific funding programs may not be
available at the same time and may take longer to
secure. This also gives more time for the involvement
of community and environmental groups in the
project, which, in itself, helps to secure funding.

If a Phase 1 application is pursued, clearly
identify how it is part of the longer-term plan

Shows that future requirements have been
considered, and that this was determined to be the
best value path forward.
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Phasing

The Committee has chosen to have the wetland augmentation as part of any project, and has
chosen Option 1, Phase 2A as the preferred long term option. A decision on phasing has not yet

been made.

Assuming Optionl, Phase 2A is confirmed by Council then the grant and phasing possibilities are as
Shown in Table 4 below, along with some technical comparisons. For a full evaluation, the
Evaluation Matrix can be used, but it must be remembered that this matrix assumed all Options
delivered the same population capacity, which is not the case between Phase 1 and 2A. This must
be considered when comparing the Evaluation results.

Table 4. Summary of Phasing Possibilities for Option 1, Phase 1 and 2A

Project Phase 1 Phase 1+2A
Regulatory Level Permit Compliance MWR
GEP

Add-ons None Wetland Wetland Includes Biochar

and Wetland Reed bed

Biochar
Reed Bed

Design Effluent Quality 25-25 25-25 25-25 25-25 25-25
(BOD-TSS)
Target Effluent Quality 20-20 15-15 10-10 15-15 10-10
Treatment of emerging minimal good excellent good excellent
contaminants and trace
organics
Carbon footprint neutral neutral negative neutral negative
Regulated Population 5000 5000 5000 7000 7000
capacity
Years before Second Phase 5-10 5-10 5-10 20 20
is required
Cost (as single project) S5.6M $6.6M S7.6M $8.7M $9.7M
Project cost if 2/3 grant S1.9M S2.2M $2.5M S2.9M $3.2M
funding received
Future cost for Phase 2A S$3.9M S2.9M S$2.9M - -
Total cost for two-phase $9.5M $10.5M-
project
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If a Phase 1 project is implemented, Phase 2A will be required when the current Discharge Permit
is exceeded or no longer valid, and Cumberland will need to meet the BC Municipal Wastewater
Regulation. Primarily, this would be when the dry weather flow exceeds 910cu.m/day, or
1001cu.m/day if a 10% increase is approved, and this is expected to be reached in five to ten
years. A secondary reason could be that Cumberland wishes to start using reclaimed water, which
can only be authorized by an MWR registration of a completed Liquid Waste Management Plan.

There is a cost penalty for doing a two-phase execution of Option 1, Ph2A, and TM 7B(Rev2) has
this as $0.8M. This represents all the “indirect” costs for establishing a second project for Phase 2A
years after the Phase 1 project team has been and gone. There will need to be an owner’s
engineer, project manager, tendering process, contractor mobilization/demobilization.
Additionally, there will be a new learning curve for everyone involved, which always costs some
amount of time and money.

While a phased approach defers $3.1M (assuming the wetland is part of Phase 2A) for five to ten
years, it has also cost about $0.8M to do so.

Thus, the phased approach saves short term cost but increases overall cost.
Tax Implications

The overall cost of a project — net capital cost after grants, and increased operating costs, are
ultimately paid for by the village taxpayers, and this is the “tax burden”. It the single most
important component of the Evaluation System devised by the WAC in July 2016, comprising 23%
of the scoring of any option.

Preliminary tax burdens were calculated for all Options in the November 30, 2017 Report to
Committee. On Grant Funding and Tax implications. With Option 1, Phase 2A being the preferred
long term Treatment Option, the tax burden calculations have been made only for the various
permutations of implementing this Option, and are shown in Table 4.

Notes about the Tax Burden:
1. The tax burdenis in dollar per house or land parcel, per year, and represents the increase
over current taxes and wastewater user fees.
Tax calculations are for comparison purposes only, and are not “official” parcel tax rates

The Tax Burden calculation assumes borrowing for 20 years, at 4% interest, this cost is
distributed among the existing 1500 properties in 2017, and re-calculated in 2023.

4. 2023 costs are distributed amongst 1800 properties, and assume no grant funding for 2023
spending.

5. by 2023, $2.6M in wastewater DCC’s have been collected, and use 75% of this for
treatment (remaining 25% to collection system). If no phase 2 project, DCC’s can be paying
down the loan for Phase 1.

Grant funding for a second phase is still possible.

Future replacement cost is not included, but should be considered in future rate/tax
structures. Note that there is no grant funding for replacement costs.

8. Operating costs — over and above the current lagoon operation are included in all tax
burden calculations.

9. Carbon taxes — and credits - have not been calculated.
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Table 4. Preliminary Tax Burden Calculations for Option 1, to Phase 2A

Scenario Phase1,no | Phasel1+ | Phase 1+ | Phase 2A | Phase 2A +
wetland Wetland Wetland + Reed Bed
Reed Bed
Capital Cost of phase $5.6M $6.6M $7.6M $8.7M $9.7M
Operating cost of phase $350,000 $375,000 $375,000 $375,000 | $375,000
(per year)
#1. Pursue and 2019, First Project,
receive 2/3 grant Net capital cost (after S1.9M, S2.2M, $2.5M, S2.9M, $3.2M,
for project of grant), SM $325 $358 $374 $392 5408
choice in 2019 S per parcel per year
2023, Implement Phase 2A,
[No [No
no reed bed, no grant, but $1.9M, S0.9M, S0.9M,
Project] project]
use $1.9M accumulated $365 $338 $351
$247 5261
DCC’s
2023, Implement Phase 2A
[No [No
with reed bed, no grant but S2.9M, S1.9M, S0.9M,
Project] Project]
use $1.9M in accumulated $406 $379 $351
$275 $261
DCC'’s
# 2 Grant funding
First Phase in 2019, S5.6M,
denied, implement
No Grant S$508
Phase 1in 2019
Second Phase in 2023, no
$3.9M, S4.9M,
grant but use $1.9M in
5518 5559

accumulated DCC’s

Conclusion

The analysis of the tax burden is made complicated by the range of treatment options, phasing
possibilities and grant funding opportunities.

Given that the Committee has chosen Option1, Phase 2A as the preferred long term treatment

option, the only remaining decisions are;

a) is whether to pursue a grant for the entire project, or just a first phase, and

b) whether to include the biochar reed bed
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The major conclusions from this analysis are;

10.

For all Treatment Options, the Capital cost is lower if they are executed as a single project

Cumberland’s limited reserves and borrowing capacity (57.1M) mean that none of the
long-term Options can be implemented as a single project unless grant funding is received
first.

Cumberland has a desire to leave as much borrowing capacity for other projects as possible
Cumberland can also choose to pursue grant funding only for Phase 1.

Of all the long-term Options, Option1 Phase 2A is assessed as having the best chance of
receiving grant funding, from the most sources.

Of the combinations for phasing Option1, Ph2A, implementing it in a single phase, with the
biochar reed bed, has the best chance of receiving the most grant funding

Of these combinations, Phase 1 without the

The lowest overall tax burden is if funding is pursued and received is for Phase 1 only,
without the wetland or reed bed.

The difference between the lowest and highest tax burden, assuming a 2/3 grant is
received, is only an $83/yr difference

The highest tax burden occurs if funding is denied, in which case Phase 1 must be funded
entirely from borrowing, and the parcel tax would increase further when Phase 2A is
implemented.

OPTIONS and RECOMMENDATIONS

This report contains the analysis of funding, financing, phasing and tax implications for the various
wastewater Treatment Options.

With the Preferred long term treatment Option being selected as Option 1, Phase 2A, the
committee now has five possible phasing combinations to choose from, for grant applications and
a first project execution.

Selecting the preferred phasing strategy is neither a technical or financial decision alone. The
LWMP Project Coordinator thus recommends that the Committee

1.
2.

Use the Goals and Evaluation system to score the five phasing combinations,

Use these results as a guide for selecting the preferred phasing strategy for
recommendation to Council, and,

Recommend that if grant funding is not secured within an expedient timeframe, that
Optionl, Phase 1 be implemented using borrowing by the Village of Cumberland.

Respectfully submitted,

Paul Nash

Project Coordinator

Liquid Waste Management Planning
Village of Cumberland
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COMMITTEE
REPORT d

x Incorporated 1898 *

REPORT DATE:  January 19, 2018 o ol e X
MEETING DATE: January 25, 2018

TO: LWMP WASTEWATER ADVISORY COMMITTEE (WAC)
FROM: Paul Nash, Project Coordinator

SUBIJECT: Implementation Options

RECOMMENDATIONSs

1. THAT the Committee receive the Report on Implementation Options for information.
2. That the Committee make a recommendation to Council on either;
a. Moving towards implementation of a project using the regulatory approval of the
existing Permit and by seeking elector approval for borrowing, or
b. Cary on with the LWMP to complete stage 3 LWMP, and use the regulatory and
borrowing authorizations conferred by

Background
The LWMP is a three stage process that can be summarized as;

1. Study the problem
2. Study the potential Options and choose the best one
3. Work out how to implement and finance the chosen Option

The original Stage 1 LWMP report was submitted to, and approved by Ministry of Environment in
2001.

The Stage 2 report has been through several iterations with MoE in 2003, and 2008, where the
constructed treatment wetland was the preferred option.

The current LWMP work in 2016 and 2017 is officially still within Stage 2, and has been focused on;

e updating information (flow, population, community goals, etc) to the present day, and
e identifying treatment and discharge options that meet current and future community and
regulatory needs.

With the selection of the Preferred Option (Option 1, Phase 2A), Cumberland is nearing the end of
Stage 2, and it is planned to complete the remaining Stage 2 work items (resource recovery, water
conservation etc) in early 2018. This would allow for a completed Stage 2 Report to be submitted
to the Ministry of Environment in mid 2018.

The focus will then turn to how to implement the Preferred Option, and there are two major
elements required
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A. Regulatory approval
B. Financing plan and Borrowing Authority.

Regulatory Approval.

The processes for regulatory approval are described in detail in Technical Memo #1 — Regulatory
Framework.

There are normally two pathways for regulatory approval;

1. A completed, Minister approved, Stage 3 LWMP
2. Aregistration under the Municipal Wastewater Regulation

In the case of Cumberland, there is a third (and unusual) pathway for regulatory approval, which is
the existing Discharge Permit. This Permit already authorizes Cumberland to do upgrade works to
meet its permit requirements for treatment quality. It is possible to do further works, within the
permit, to provide capacity beyond the permit conditions (i.e. flow of 910 cu.m/day or about 5000
7000 people) but this capacity cannot actually be used without an increase in the authorized flow.
This increase can only be authorized by the two means above — a completed LWMP or MWR
registration.

The presence of the Permit authorization is advantageous as it allows works to proceed at any
time — the limiting factor then becomes the financing plan

The regulatory pathways each have their own characteristics, which are summarized in Table 1
below.

Regulatory LWMP MWR Permit
Pathway
Work required to e Submit Stage 2 Report | e Discharge EIS e Preliminary
complete process. e Wait for approval (6 e Operational Plan Design (for
months) e Preliminary review)
e Submit Stage 3 report Design (for e Wait for
containing approval) approval (3-6
o Implementation | ¢ Wait for months)
Plan approval (6-12
o Financing Plan months)
o Operational
plan
o Preliminary
design
e Wait for approval (12
months)
Authorized Flow 1800 cu.m/day, 7000pp 1800 cu.m.day 910 cu.m/day,
and population 7000pp ~4,500-5000pp
capacity
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Relative Cost to $SS $S S
complete
authorization

Further Public Yes No No
consultation

Earliest expected Mid 2020 End of 2019 End of 2018
date of
authorization

Future No No Yes
authorization
required

The Permit process is the one that is most within Cumberland’s control, and allows the earliest
implementation, but a future authorization will be required to accommodate village growth.

Financing Plan and Borrowing Authority

A project cannot be built unless it can be paid for, and the Financing Plan lays out how this will
happen. The issues around financing are detailed in Technical Memo #2 — Financing Framework.

There are five major sources of funds for financing a wastewater project;

A. Municipal Reserve Funds both wastewater specific and General reserve can be used
B. Municipal revenue — wastewater user fees and parcel taxes

C. Developer Contribution Charges (DCC’s)

D. Senior government grants

E. Municipal borrowing.

For Cumberland, the reserves are insufficient to cover the cost of a project, or even the municipal
matching component for grants, so some form of borrowing will be required.

The Local Government Act requires that any long-term borrowing (term of greater than five years)
requires elector approval via a referendum or Alternate Approval Process. There is one exception
to this rule — where there is a completed, approved LWMP — discussed later.

If Cumberland wants to implement a wastewater project using either the MWR or Permit
regulatory approval, then elector approval will be required. The approval must be for a certain
(maximum) amount of money, for a specified term. If grants are subsequently obtained, or costs
decrease, then not all the money needs to be borrowed. But if costs or scope changes and
additional money must be borrowed, then additional approval is required.

Grant funding programs are discussed in Technical Memo 14 — Grant Funding opportunities. One
of the evaluation criteria for Federal/provincial programs is the “risk” of financing delays.
Specifically, where the municipality proposes to borrow for the project, does it already have the
elector approval to do so? Having the approval in place prior to making an application makes the
application much stronger, and the project more likely to succeed.

The Comox Valley Regional District “South Sewer Project” is an example of a project that received
grant funding before it had elector approval, and then the electors did not give their approval for
the borrowing.
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Thus, if elector approval is required for borrowing for matching grant funding, it is preferable to
obtain the approval before applying for funding.

It is expected that there will be some sort of Federal/Provincial grant program open for
applications in the second half of 2018. If Cumberland is wishing to move forward with
implementation (rather than completing the LWMP) then it would be desirable to have borrowing
approval before making the application, or at least, in the process when the application is made.

For Cumberland, there is an opportunity to have a referendum question on borrowing at the
October 2018 election. It may also be possible to do an Alternate Approval Process before then.

Borrowing approval via the Liquid Waste Management Plan

The LWMP is a unique process in that, when completed, it confers both regulatory and borrowing
authority on the municipality, and then requires the municipality to implement the Plan. The
LWMP is the sole exception allowed to the elector approval requirements of the Local
Government Act. The rationale for this is twofold;

1. There is extensive public consultation mandated as part of the LWMP development, so
elector approval has been deemed to occur.

2. Where the LWMP has been approved (and sometimes required) required by the Ministry
of Environment, the borrowing authority allows the municipality to implement the Plan’s
works. If the borrowing authority had to then be approved by the electors, and was
rejected, it would effectively allow them to overrule the Provincial government!

For Cumberland, completing the LWMP will provide a long-term plan, with the regulatory and
borrowing authorizations, such that the exercise will not need to be repeated for another 20
years. It will however, require more time and money to complete this Plan.

OPTIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

This report contains the analysis of the regulatory and borrowing authorizations required to
implement the wastewater treatment upgrade.

With the preferred long term treatment Option now selected, and with the regulatory
authorization contained within the existing Discharge Permit, Cumberland has an unusual
opportunity to move quickly towards implementation, without need of completing the LWMP.

Thus, the Committee then has two options for proceeding, after completing the Stage 2 LWMP,
and is requested to make a recommendation on a preferred Implementation pathway;

1. Proceed to implementation using the regulatory authorization of the Discharge Permit, and
pursue elector approval for borrowing authority, and

2. Continue with the LWMP process to complete Stage 3, using both the conferred regulatory
and borrowing authority.

Respectfully submitted,
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Paul Nash

Project Coordinator

Liquid Waste Management Planning
Village of Cumberland
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